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ABSTRACT

TECHNOLOGY, BODY AND GENDER: THE REPRESENTATIONSFONEW
REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGIES IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENRY
INDEPENDENT SCIENCE FICTION CINEMA
Ozum Unal
Doctor of Philosophy in American Culture and Litera
Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Murat Akser
May, 2013

In this dissertation the themes of technology, bawly gender relations in the
context of the new technologies have been pursuereaite a mutimediated
or hybrid theory that involves the discussion dfedent critical and
theoretical approaches to female bodies with pderemphasis on the
maternal bodies, and accordingly, involves theyamby taking into

account the Zlcentury independent science fiction films.

This study explores the representations of the neproductive
technologies by examining: first, a theoreticahfeavork for the new
reproductive technologies that merge both femigrisicism, body
theories and, as well as, posthuman methodologiagheoretical
hybrid (building mainly on the works of theoristi@uKristeva, Judith
Butler, Mary Anne Doane, Anne Balsamo, Donna Hasgwsecond,
the ways in which the new reproductive technologigge been
deployed in techno-scientifically oriented cultusettings of the 21
century independent science fiction cinema; analliimthree
independent science fiction films from the firstdde of the 22
century that each considers the rol@eiv reproductive technologies

and fecundityas a central part of its narrative and are stuttiemligh



the actions of the main mothering/maternal characBecause the
purpose of this study is to examine the new reprtidel technologies in
posthuman world, claiming that the maternal bobresg the issues of
representation, the constructions of cultural meguaind the analysis of
power relations foreground, consequently, scierat®ih cinema is
taken into account since it is considerably coneegmith female body,
particularly with the “body of the mother” and timeplications
technology has for reproduction than with its @&pilo produce new
forms (androids/ cyborgs). These works include Meih
Winterbottom’sCode 46 (2003), Alfonso Cuardn’€hildren of Men
(2006), and Vincenzo Natali$plice (2009).

Keywords: Body, Gender, Abject, Fecundity, thé' Zkntury
Independent Science Fiction Cinema



OZET

TEKNOLOJI, BEDEN VE TOPLUMSAL GNSIYET: YENI DOGUM
TEKNOLOJLERININ 21. YUZYIL BAGIMSIZ BILIMKURGU SINEMASINDA
TEMSILLERI
Ozum Unal
Amerikan Kultira ve Edebiyati, Doktora
Dansman: Dog. Dr. Murat Akser
Mayis, 2013

Bu argtirma son yillarda hayatlarimiza giren yeni tekijidrdeki hizl
degisim 1siginda teknoloji, beden ve toplumsal cinsiyet konuleserine

disiplinlerarasi elgirel ve kuramsal bir séylem ajfturmayi hedeflemektedir.

Bu bagilamda, bu argirma kadin bedeni yakdamlarini (feminist elgtiri,
teknoloji calsmalari ve posthuman yontemleri) baz alarak, yegudo
teknolojilerinin hamilelik ve hamile kadin bedeiytemi Uzerindeki

etkilerini yeni bir kuramsal karma teori Uretimid@imden targmaktadir.

Sinemada hamilelik,vicut temsilleri, kiltirel anlanm kurgulanmasi ve
arka plandaki gig gkilerinin incelenmesi agisindan getkiaynak sunan bir
alandir. Ozellikle, Hollywood sinemasinda benzendtar pek ¢ok kez
islenmis akademik alanda yanki bulgue referans kitaplariyla
desteklenngitir. Bagimsiz sinemanin bir cok yondeslagelmi sinema
anlatisina yeni anlamlar katidistinaldigu ve yeni ideolojiler
sunabildgine inanildgindan bu ¢agmada hamilelik konusuyla ilgili de
yenilik¢i olup olmadgina yer verilmgtir. Yeni dggum teknlojileri

insanglunun gelecgi ile birebir ilgili oldugu icin ortaya ¢ikan temsilleri



cbzimlemek icin 21. yuzyill gansiz bilimkurgu sinemasindan 6rnekler
secilmstir. Tahlil edilen filmler Michael Winterbottom’ugdnettigi Code
46 (2003), Alfonso Cuardén’un yonegti Children of Men (2006) ve
Vincenzo Natali'nin yonetmetini tGstlendgi Splice (2009) dir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Beden, Toplumsal Cinsiyet, Albj¢t¢amilelik,
21. yy. B&msiz Bilimkurgu Sinemasi
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1. Introduction

Modernity is inherently globalizing. (Anthony Gidug

What if human beings, in humanism’s sense, wetkdrprocess of, and constrained
into becoming in human . . . what if what is ‘prége humankind were to be
inhabited by the inhuman? (Jean-Francois Lyotard)

An increasingly relevant element of “late” globalin in the 21 century is its
being driven by technology of which is both causé affect, that is to say, the
implication of “millennial capitalism” is definedytthe commaoditization of
biotechnologies; thus, it is getting harder toifyathe distinction between what is
nature and what is machine, where the body endseghdology begins. The
necessity to imagine alternative visions for theifel of humanity is what feminist
theorist Rosi Braidotti promotes when she writd§¥hat counts as human in this
posthuman world?” (Braidotti 1994: 179) Given tbatext, how can one
understand what body is, what a man or a womami&itt, for the purposes of this
dissertation, Braidotti’'s question motivates myeash for the necessity of
acknowledging her question could provide a uniqgag of comprehending the role
of reproduction within the inevitable manifestatiofithe techno-

scientifically oriented cultures.

Throughout this research, | will explore the repreations of the new reproductive
technologies by examining: first, a theoreticahfeavork for the new reproductive
technologies that merge both feminist criticismgyptheories and, as well as,

posthuman methodologies in a theoretical hybridldmg mainly on the works of



theorist Julie Kristeva, Judith Butler, Mary Annedhe, Anne Balsamo, Donna
Haraway); second, the ways in which the new repstidel technologies have been
deployed in techno-scientifically oriented cultuselttings of the Zicentury
independent science fiction cinema; and finallye¢hindependent science fiction
films from the first decade of the 2&entury that each considers the rol@eiv
reproductive technologies and fecundity as a eepart of its narrative and are
studied through the actions of the main motheridémal characters. These works
include Michael Winterbottom’€ode 462003), Alfonso Cuarén’€hildren of Men
(2006), and Vincenzo NataliSplice(2009). They collectively provide a direct
challenge to the representational projects théanescientifically oriented cultures
and the new reproductive technologies embody, divicgkerbottom, Cuarén, and
Natali each, in their own ways, unmask the idesgithat develop within these
representations and to responses to hopes or izsxieese representations

encapsulate.

Central to Haraway's study of cyborg is the congafitation of the economic,
political, and social role of science and techngltgat she calls “techno-science.”
Even though the contradictions of technology asiameously a threat and promise
has been recognized within feminist studies ofteescience, the productive
possibilities of such ambiguities for new reprodorctechnologies have remained
slightly under theorized. My chief argument in tHissertation is that we need to
pay greater attention to visions of new reprodectechnologies within techno-
scientifically oriented cultural spheres of thé'2&ntury independent science

fiction films, proposing research questions, sugh'@es the emergence of the new
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reproductive technologies within the context ofépdndent science fiction films
from the first decade of the 2tentury create new ways of thinking about the meatu
of posthuman reproduction?” and “do they influetiee spectator to ground how

they think about using technology to create postm/

Although each chapter stands alone in this digsemtathe first chapter builds the
theoretical background via a newly generated “médtliated theory of technology,”
(Balsamo 1999: 97) body and gender informing mudh@ discussion that follows.
Similarly, the definition of this theory by Ann Balmo that “is being constructed
necessarily take[s] inspiration and guiding questivarious disciplines and
intellectual methodologies” (Balsamo 1999: 96)v&lent in establishing a
theoretical background in this study. Still, thigdry will be built across disciplinary
traditions and through the application of differemthods of analysis, on the other
hand, “the political horizon remains consistentwgminist work more broadly.”
(Balsamo 1999: 97) This introductory theory chaptércally reviews the literature
available in relation to the perceptions of fenféledy” in critical theory, feminist
studies of techno-science and posthuman embodinmeother words, the
“multimediated theory of technology” (Balsamo 1999) body and gender is
promoted in this dissertation relate to concernhefissue of techno-science that
increasingly affect women’s lives. Namely, its maoncern is the contested
boundaries and definitions of bodies. As a mattéact, the “multimediated theory
of technology” (Balsamo 1999: 97) body and gendems the basis of this
dissertation demonstrating various tropes by wthehnew reproduction

technologies challenge signification, therefordyacte the “possibilities
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transformation and reformation now and in the fetyBalsamo 1999: 97). Hence,
the theoretical assumptions underlying this stugyoa the feminist studies of
techno-science in general, but the focus will béhanrecognition of posthumanism,
which in many ways an extension of the questiomafi’srelationship to

technology -and accordingly, the status of the humnaferring mainly to new
reproduction technologies within techno-scientificariented cultures in
independent science fiction films of the first dée®f the 21 centurywhich rely on
the range of technological and bio-political spkdtet shape the concerns about the
future of humanity. For this study, both feminiseory, which has primarily been
shaped and influenced by Deconstruction, Semidtiesxism, and Psychoanalysis,
and feminist film theory, which values film as aanengful cultural text with
ideological impact in compliance with posthuman moetblogy have guided and
influenced this research providing a complemenfi@yework to analyze the films
of the first decade of the 2tentury independent science fiction cinema. Tthis,
study will generate a multimediated theory of pastan studies, feminist studies
and body studies in a climate that fosters critieguiry to illuminate the broader
cultural implications and trends in cinematic reggmgtations of maternity and the
new reproductive technologies. Examples of thegeesentations are discussed
through the 21st century independent science fidtlms that are created by male
filmmakers but narrated through mainly female cbhema’ perspective. Therefore, in
addition to feminist and posthuman perspectivesiesof the basic tenets of feminist

film theory are reflected in this analysis.



When analyzing film, there are five main componeh&t may be evaluated, which are
narrative design, production design, cinematograptlifing, and sound design.
Although all five elements contribute to the filmigeaning, for the purpose of this
study, | will be analyzing the narrative desigreach film. Harry M. Benshoff and Sean
Griffin explainin America on Film: Representing Race, Class, GenddrZexuality at
the Movies*“the [narrative] design includes the story, te#iag, the action, the
characters, the characters’ names, the dialodilthis title, and any deeper subtexts or
thematic meanings” (2011: 4). As | analyze theatare design of each film, | will
observe common themes expressed in the conternbaridrm of the films.
Furthermore, feminism paired with posthuman stugiesspective offer a
complimentary framework to identify the productioihmeaning in the films. In order to
identify how discourses of the techno-scientifigaltiented cultures and techno-
scientific reproduction are encoded in the filmratives, | will also employ
Deconstruction as a method of analysis. In thailllbe examining the suggested
subtext regarding posthuman reproduction, questgtiie underlying meaning of the
new reproductive technologies and representatiahisptayed the techno-

scientifically oriented cultural spheres. The apgion of the deconstruction in this
study will address the research question, “how dmirers of posthuman world in
selected films make sense of motherhood ideolagidshow are those translated in the
public discourse that they are creating?” Furtlmenutilizing a deconstructive
framework, | attempt to expose hegemonic underpgmsin the narratives to discuss the
past and the present of “the reasonable sense-gpkactices of cultures” (McKee
2003: 19). Various critics, as | will discuss, uding Rosi Braidotti, Mary Ann Doane,

Barbara Creed, Elizabeth Grosz, Anne Balsamo, SBsatio, Kathy Davis, and Judith
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Butler point to the invasion of the female body @sdocial environment by gendered
discourses. Most of them are, particularly, inddliteFrench feminist thinker Julia
Kristeva’'s works, in particularPowers of Horror: an Essay on Abjectitmdescribe
how representation and matter provide a contewthich to analyze the maternal body
in that the logic of signification operates, butrke®with the bodily drives to explore
representation. Subsequently, drawing on the woirkgisteva (1980, 1982) in which
“the status of the subjeetthe relation to the body, to others, and to dbjedicAfee
2004: 38) is altered due to the refraction of disse revealing linguistic changes as
tactically useful to a feminist analysis of the stitution of woman as the other of the
male subject makes woman subject negated or lasisting that “what a woman
representss more important than what stsewhat she herself experiences” (Walters,
2005: 98). Others, such as, Barbara Creed empkabiegatriarchal oppressionihe
Monstrous-Feminine: Film, Feminism, Psychoanalyisisnoting that, “woman is not,
by her very nature, an abject being” (Creed 1933; &ther, patriarchal ideology
constructs her as such. For these reasons, tiaig &fll rely on feminist interpretations
of Kristeva to explore the reproductive functiorighee female body, which is

constructed as abject in patriarchal cultures.

There are of course, many other media that mayeses\provisional framewaorks for
revising the representations of maternity, sucargditerature, theatre. Film,
nevertheless, remains an important medium asetigées how men and women
are seen and how these representations are basedsiructed images. Building
upon Lacanian framework of mirror stage, psychogitafilm theorists Christian

Metz and Jean-Louis Baudry argue that film screswes as a mirror through which



the spectator can identify himself or herself aslaerent and omnipotent

ego. Moreover, Mark. T. Newman, author AfRhetorical Analysis of Popular
American Filmtook this notion of identification as his pointadparture and
suggestsmass-mediated communication generally, and filecgrally, acts as a
mirror, reflecting society's values and beliefspé® and aspirations” (1993: x).
Indeed, it can be argued that thé'2&ntury independent science fiction cinema also
serves to point out mass mediated messages rlahpti construct meaning for
those who engage iAs Laura mulvey points out in "Virtual Pleasure dtatrative
Cinema", film is an advanced representation systieat,by using both sound and
visual imagery, masquerades as reality- “cinen@ides create a gaze, a world, an
object, thereby producing an illusion cut to theaswee of desire” (Mulvey 2000:
46). In its mainstream form, film “reflects, reveand even plays on straight
socially established interpretation of sexual défece which controls images, erotic
ways of looking and spectacle” (Mulvey 2000: 3)rthermore, Mulvey links the
spectator's sense of power to masculine sensengrpoonsequently; she contends
that the spectator is gendered male by noting‘thatdetermining male gaze
projects its fantasy onto female figure, whichtidesd accordingly” (Mulvey 2000:
39). Her analysis of cinema shows that on the scithe male character is the site of
identification that drives the movement of the fdmarrative and is the male
character whose movement the camera follows. Oottier hand, the female
character’s role is to serve as a spectacle fdr that spectator and, the male
character on the screen, to look at. This proselsish Mulvey describes it as the
“gaze,” that excludes the subjectivity of the feenslibject by reducing her to a “to-

be-looked-at-ness.” This process, according to ke\ylprovides pleasure for the
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male spectator. She argues that “in a world olbyesexual imbalance, pleasure in
looking has been split between active/male andiyagsmale” (Mulvey 2000: 39).
She observes that “the male protagonist is fremtomand the stage, a stage of
spatial illusion in which he articulates the loaidacreates the action” (Mulvey
2000: 41). | think that it is important to raiséstiquestion here as, to this point, “is
Mulvey’s argument that is mainly on the mainstreanema also applicable to the

21% century independent science fiction films thatsetected for inclusion?”

What is significant about independent sciencedicfilms from the 21st century for
my purposes, though, is their distinctive apprdactine new reproductive
technologies and gender issues. Namely, my anabfgbe maternal bodies proceed
from the fact that in the mainstream theories fémaale body is persistently coded

as the cultural sign of the “natural,” the “sextiahd the “reproductive™ (Balsamo
1996: 9). As Anne Balsamo points out, fecunditydmees a biological and
eroticized spectacle in films in which the “wominass as a metonym for the entire
family body,” (1996: 80) a concept that endorsestitbe of reproductive
technologies as “means for exercising power rafatian the flesh of the female
body” (1996: 82). Drawing on Donna Haraway'’s foratidn of the nature of

women as “odd techno-organic, humanoid hybridsdke as my point of departure
from Mary Ann Doane’s definition of the female bady‘Technophilia:

Technology, Representation and the Feminine” dseatcdbutcome of the advance of
science drawing attention to “the issues of theemmat, reproduction, representation

and history” (Balsamo 1996: 9). So, this reseaxamenes the representations of

these concepts in selected independent scienanfidins to discuss whether they



tend to “signify female gender in a way that rems an essentialist identity for the
female body as the maternal body” (Balsamo 1996k8)heir Hollywood

counterparts.

In this regard, Patricia Melzer’s definition of soce fiction inAlien Constructions
Science Fiction and Feminist Thoughespecially relevant to my analysis. In her
account, she emphasizes the fact that “a genreegkhy its relationship to technology
and, as well as, by its futuristic framework, scieffiction [cinema] is understood as a
cultural arena that explores the anxieties” (Me2@06: 4) of the human/machine
interface. Because the purpose of this study &x&mnine the new reproductive
technologies in posthuman world, claiming thatriegernal bodies bring the issues of
representation, the constructions of cultural meguaind the analysis of power relations
foreground, consequently, science fiction cinentaken into account since it is
considerably concerned with female body, partidyharth the “body of the mother”

and the implications technology has for reprodurctitan with its ability to produce new
forms (androids/ cyborgs). The ambivalent portraydireproduction and motherhood
within science fiction films point to the contrathicy effects regarding the invasion of
the female body and its social environment by tetdgy and to the continual necessity
to explore the conflicting positions what Anne Bai® terms “technologies of the
gendered body”, within this debate. Additionallthé representations of displaced
cultural anxieties and hopes around the relatignehthe gendered body to technology”
(Melzer 2006: 12) that are offered in science dictcinema speak to my research on
new ways of thinking about the nature of posthumggmoduction in techno-

scientifically oriented cultures that grow out bist relationship.



Although there is a healthy amount of literatureated to analyses of maternity and
reproduction in mainstream science fiction cinethere is a lack of scholarly
attention devoted to depictions of new reproductemhnologies in the 21st century
independent science fiction cinema. For this reaos research could provide a
possible site for deviation from a mainstream pectipe. What do the independent
science fiction films released in the first decafléhe 21st century say to society,
patriarchy, and feminism in regard to the issuedfino-scientifically constructed

reproduction forming techno-scientifically orientealtures?

From chapter two onwards, this study is devoteahyzing particular examples of
the new reproduction technologies in thé' 2éntury independent science fiction
films including Michael Winterbottom’€ode 462003), Alfonso Cuarén’s

Children of Men(2006) and Vincenzo NataliSplice(2009). The research question
applied to these films is “do they resist, maintantransform the visions of the new

reproduction technologies in techno-scientificalfiented cultural settings?”

The common denominators of the films | have setkfite inclusion for the research
are the representations of the cultural anxietheslepes around the new
reproductive technologies and the techno-scieatlfioriented culture that grow out
of this analogy. Aside from their being independénts, these films are connected
in other ways despite the differences in their pfalsand temporal settings. Not
only were they released in consecutive years,Hayt were also directed by male
filmmakers. Their content would seem to have setrtlip as being “melodrama,”
anyhow; they all managed to gain international essan various film festivals. The

most major connection, however, is the fact thiahaée films include female
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character’s point of view, in other words, they sinewn through the actions of the

main mothering or maternal characters.

| selected the three films based on four critdfiest, for this study, it is important to
analyze trends in portrayals of the new reprodadigezhnologies that are current. As
such, each of the films fulfills this criterion byving been made within the ten
years of the inception of this dissertation. Sec¢anel focus of this study is on the
new reproduction technologies in the 21st centndgpendent science fiction
cinema. Consequently, each of the films conside¥sale of posthuman maternity
and/or new reproductive technologies as a cenémdlgd its narrative. Third,
investigating the construction of the new reprodurctechnologies in techno-
scientifically oriented cultural settings in indepkent science fiction films that are
narrated or shown through maternal characters imdarexplored area of scholarly
research. For this study, the films meet the thiirion as they are shown through

the actions of the main mothering or maternal attera.

Part of the motivation for this dissertation liaghe assertion that the mainstream
Hollywood cinema is bound up by the gendered dissesiand the operation of
masculine power. Finally, independent films prongisome critical acclaim may
offer more potential for ideological impact. Frohistperspective, this study takes
into consideration whether the*2dentury independent science fiction cinema be a
site of alteration to a Hollywood-influenced, patdhal depiction of gender? For this
reason, the spotlight will be solely on the indegent science fiction films.

Scholarly attention has been directed at the pgatseof fecundity and the new

11



reproduction technologies in Hollywood scienceidictfilms fails to address the
similar concepts in the 21st century independeiehse fiction films. As such,
contemporary debates, in relation to the new remton technologies and
fecundity that are shown through female visionth@imagined futures make
independent science fiction cinema a meaningfid Hrat has not been explored.
However, E. Ann Kaplan claims Motherhood and Representation: The Mother in
Popular Culture and Melodraméhat “twentieth-century mother-representations in
films are made (largely) by men” (1992: 11), foe fhurposes of the analysis of the
21% century independent science fiction films in thtisdy the research questions,
such as, “do these films represent an explorati@veorld where a woman’s
identity is depicted beyond the discourse of mat@?'tlo their vision provide an

alternative to conventional patriarchy?” will bedaglssed.

In addition to meeting the criteria establishedrfor method, these three films are
united by themes that sustain the individualitytef mother characters as presented
in the major plot line. Themes such as anxietyisracadultery, hope and single
motherhood are not only prevalent through eachefitms but are also central to
the identification of the mothers. These themesigema unifying framework to

introduce each film under investigation in thisdstu

In chapter two | turn my attention to Michael Wiridiettom’sCode 462003) —the
first of three representations of the new repragiedechnologies in this study—to
apply my thinking about the new reproductive tedbges as transformational to

feminist debates on gender, technology and the.body
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Chapter three examines the idea that whether allofertility can erase social and
biological borders through Alfonso Cuaréi€ildren of Men(2006) presenting a
treatment of an anxiety and fear in a future sgcid considers the implications of
this for understanding gender difference. Conseityethe conjunction of
technology and the feminine [in SF] is the objddiagcination and desire but also of
anxiety” (Janes 2000: 95) is relevant to the disimrsin these analyses, while

concentrating on the theme of humanity’s complidadationship with technology.

Having discussed how a global infertility transferour perceptions of the self,
human and the other, chapter four examines thesav&/Vhat happens when the
boundaries between the body and technology collewssad?” (Toffoletti 2007: 8)
How “feminism has often been critical of biotechmgies such as cloning and
genetic engineering” (Toffoletti 2007: 8) will b&amined in the chapter one, to
form a base for this chapter. In this chaper, ly@®athese debates to pose another
way of approaching posthuman representations dbitstechnological future,
drawing on mother humanoid/hybrid relationship inéénzo Natali’'sSplice(2009)
to develop my argumeriplicespeaks of the possibility of a world in the nod-to
distant future where human DNA might be patentedice, a natural body seems to
be rapidly transforming. | situate DREN as posthaormpeecursor; “a type of
transformer who embodies the potential for idertotype mutable and unfixed”

(Toffoletti 2007: 7).
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2. Methodology and Basic Assumptions in Body Studies

2.1 Background: Generating a Multimediated Theory n relation to Body,

Technology and Gender Studies

O my body, make of me always a man who questions!
(Frantz Fanon)

For surely bodies live and die; eat and sleep;da#l, pleasure; endure illness and
violence; and these "facts," one might skepticatly-claim, cannot be dismissed as
mere construction. (Judith Butler)

The body becomes the highly polished machine tleatnbiguous concept of
behavior [comportement] nearly made us forget. (&éar-Ponty)

Within divisions of cultural theory since 1980sgtl have been calls to retrieve the
prominence of the body by providing altered appheacand definitions. This, in turn,
draws attention to the fact that feminism, has esped a particular politics of the body
focusing on the “subordination, marginalization apgression” (Blackman 2008: 73)
of female bodies through sites such as (reprodelctnedicine (Martin 1987; Young
1990), pornography (Cornell 2000), advertizing (@#106), popular culture (McRobbie
2005; Walkerdine 1997), cosmetic surgery (Balsaff@6iBordo 1993; Davis 1997),
cyberspace (Braidotti 1996; Haraway 1991; Kemb@&32@nd the life and biological
sciences (Hayles 1999; Haraway 1996; Kember 2@lagkman 2008: 73). In fact,
there has been, as Rosi Braidotti highlights, tarreof the body” (Braidotti, 2003:

207).
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In the introduction oBody and Societgociologist Bryan Turner asserts that being
involved in the study of body, he has become “&sg of what body is” (Ross
2006: 378). Chris Shilling’s account of body redesawith Turner’s; however, his
vision of the body focuses more on the resultseratian the definitions:

The body was annexed as a ‘blank screen’ on whigkeffects of culture were
‘written’, as a constructor of identities, as a kearof irreducible difference, as a
receptor of governmental micro-powers, as a veliieclsugh which the mind/body,
culture/nature and other ‘binary oppositions’, whaharacterized traditional social
thought could be overcome, and as the physicaldedk experience. (Shilling 2004:
8)
One important point should be added here that Biyaner supposes the
materiality of the body as “the most elusive, ilag ... metaphorical ... and ever
distant” (1984: 8), while Judith Butler considerithgg same concept, claims that she
“could notfix bodies as simple objects of thought” (1993: ix eagihin original)
and “kept losing track of the subject” (1993: ixofed in Shilling 2012: 42). In this
respect, Ruth Holliday and John Hassard inGbatested Bodiesoting that it is the
core of the argument that “the body is contestétill{day; Hassard 2001: 1) give
reference to Julia Cream’s similarly expressed aalbnce about the lacking of

“consensus on what the body is and what constittitéSream 1994: 32 quoted in

the Holliday; Hassard 2001: 1).

Interestingly, alongside the belief that differpetspectives lead us to new
approaches and definitions in various ways, “tdeaahan adequate analysis of the
body” one should recognize the importance of treessity to modify the
assumption about the “body as substance, as spewilabf athing or entity”

(Blackman 2008: 5) regarding it “as a material, pbgl and biological phenomenon
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“which is irreducible to immediate social processeslassifications” (Shilling
1993: 10 quoted in Blackman 2008: 5) to conceivadibs as sites of potentiality,
process and practice” (Shilling 1993: 10 quoteBleckman 2008: 5). Whilst this
guote captures the tone of the call from many gis@s to re-embody the theory,
accordingly, this part of the study is designedxplore the complex nature of the
body in more detail and outline a framework whidopts “a’ bodynotas a
singular, bounded entity or substance” but ratheatvibutch sociologist Anne Marie
Mol (2002) terms the “body multiple” (Blackman 20025 ) stating that the skin is
not border or “a kind of container for the self’l§Bkman 2008: 1), but rather a
medium which “extends and connects to other bothiesian and non-human, to
practices, techniques, technologies and objectshwprioduce different kinds of
bodies and different ways, arguably, of enactingtwhmeans to be human”
(Blackman 2008: 1). Rather, Australian feminiszBbeth Grosz is concerned about
the visibility of the bodies when she observes

Bodies speak, without necessarily talking, becalusg become coded with and as
signs. They speak social codes. They become irg@dunarrativized;
simultaneously, social codes, laws, norms and sdeatome incarnated. (Grosz
1995: 35)

Bringing together different methodologies, the fatimn of a multimediated theory
part of this study sets out to answer the empigcastions such as “what is the
connection between the concepts of body in vargiingiplines?”; “while the body is
everywhere in its various enactments as bodiesfrn@ul984: 7 quoted in Ross
2006: 378), who are involved with “the authoritysjpeak about the body, and
represent your bodies and ours?” (Holliday; Hasgall: 2) Elizabeth Grosz

explores in detail the process why dualistic thiigkof the body should be

16



transcending in order to remind us the “the probtéroultural inscription or
materiality” which denies in Grozs’ term the “liveblody. Thus, for Grosz,

reconfiguration of the body is an asset,

If we are to understand how cultural, social arsidmnical forces work to transform
it.... We have already observed that dualistic thigkiends to work in binaries —
mind—body, reason/passion, for example — in whiwh pole of the binary takes up
a negative and inferior status at which actualextbj such as the working classes,
people with different sexualities, colonial subgeahd women, are usually
positioned. (1994: 10) (Blackman 2008: 77)
My point is that the current notions of the mearfighuman” have been forged
through technology, rather than biology, that “cauces gender and thereby
challenges conceptions of what is to be human, eyexdd stable subject.” (Janes
2000: 93) As a result of developments in technergdic spheres such as biological
reproduction, genetic engineering, cosmetic surgbe/concept of the “body is
becoming increasingly a phenomenon of options &wites” (Shilling 2003: 3).
Thus, these developments have stimulated and m@dtéhe rise of interest many
people have to control their own bodies, and tceltaem controlled by others. As
Halberstam observes, “the potentiality of the btwynorph, shift, change and
become fluid is a powerful fantasy” (Halberstam 2006) in contemporary cinema.
Further, it can be argued that “the body in tramsiindelibly make the late-
twentieth century and early twenty-first centurgual fantasy” (Halberstam 2005:
76). When discussing the “body,” | refer to thegerent attitudes towards what it
means to be human that thé'2entury independent science fiction cinematic
narratives under discussion mirrors and/or distoky concern has been to bring

forth the problem of control and power that drawtsraion to debates and studies,

which follow, by examining “what bodies can do, whadies could become, what
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practices coordinate the doing of particular kinfibodies” (Blackman 2008: 1),
and the material outcomes of the body which areaated with the humanness,

culture, power, technology and representationglestibities.

In relation to the concept of body, | will considete main areas of interest: The
Spoken Bodies will place the conventional logi¢he Western mind-body dualism
within the context of the fixed self offered to wemwho “had been used as a means
of justifying women'’s subordination for feministShilling 2005: 5); The

Objectified Bodies will bring forth the problem obntrol and power that draws
attention to how bodies have become “the targgbwernmental discourses, [ the]
object of discourse, and, as well as, the scopkscburse” (Shilling 2005: 3)he
Commoditized Bodiewill examine how the body that is being shapedawafarmity

to external rules and regimes becomes a markesrofercial value within

consumer culture.; The Abject[ed] Bodigsl discuss the boundaries and borders of
the material body and embodiment, in relation tawy Hthe abjected body, actually,

is the product of “the power of spiritual and/oygisological systems to make and
unmake the corporeal world” (Cregan, 2006: 11)xlfin The Disappearing Bodies
will take into consideration of how bodies haverb&ansformed into an “uncertain
and even a rapidly disappearing remnant of pren@olgical culture for those
interested in the meeting of meat and machines;wimad occurred with the

development of cyborgs” (Shilling 2005: 5).

Taking as my point of departure from the idea oft€&aan mind-body duality; |

would like to open up a discussion on the Objesdifthe Abject[ed], the
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Commoditized and the Disappearing bodies to deliethe assumption that bodies
“can be re-imagined beyond the limitations of pbgsembodiment: part corporeal
matter, part techno-machine” (Cregan 2006: 5) tabdish a base for exploring the
meanings focusing on bodily dislocations in widencept of contemporary
maternity. This multimediated analysis of the bdligories in five parts will help to
show “there are many ways, just as there are miges, svhere gender, power and

the body intersect and interact” (Williams; Bendel©998: 20).

2.2 The Spoken Bodies

| cannot apprehend my body as an object but ondylasdy-for-itself, | apprehend
the body of the other as an object about whické tapoint of view and realize that
my body as an object is the body-for-others. | doperceive, however, the other’s
body as mere flesh, but always in a specific amti@e situation which | interpret
as meaningful. The other is perceived not as avedbut as a being-in-body with
intentions whose actions or gestures are goaltgidegnd purposeful — such as
striking a match to light a fire in order to e@aftre)

The human body may be considered as a machinecdBes)

Beginning with a consideration of the relationsbgiween the mind and the body, |
revisit the enduring influence of the dualism canagy the writings of the
seventeenth-century philosopher, René Descartes #iare is an important
connection to be made the remaining definitionthefbody, which mainly have
regulated the Western discourse. For Descarte&ethdeterminant of human

existence is the pure mind, not the body:

The mind, by which | am what | am, is entirely dist from the body even if the
bodywere to cease, it [the mind] would not cease talb#hat it is. (Descartes
1968: 54 quoted in Holliday; Hassard 2001: 4)
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As heavily influenced from Descartes, the converaidogic of the Western mind-
body dualism, foregrounds “mind’ over body, ‘setiver other, where the normative
self defined as masculine (and Western, middlesclasterosexual),” (Meskimmon
2002: 389) therefore, “the body becomes constitatetlalien,” as “the not-self, the
not-me” (Bordo 1993: 144 quoted in Blackman 2008. The connection between
mind “equated with the rational [and] sovereignividlials” emerges as the
condition of all others who are defined as irraéibfare products of their bodies”
(Holliday; Hassard 2001: 4). As Derrida (1967) basted out, within dualist
ideologies one term is always privileged over tb#ér.” Indeed Susan Bordo notes
in relation to the conventions of the Western whmalthat it “is not just a
philosophical argument but a “practical metaphy#ies has been deployed and
socially embodied in medicine, law, literary antstic representations, the popular
construction of self, interpersonal relationshipspular culture and adverts” (Bordo

1993: 144:13 quoted in Blackman 2008: 75).

Furthermore, the body within Cartesianism is degi@s “a constraining force that
ideally should be brought under the control ofrtiad” (Blackman 2008: 21) thus,
“technological changes to the body are not viewsesdignificant for human culture
or human identity” (Vint 2007: 9). The dualismstthave been central to Western
thinking about the question of what makes us hurfizased on the interlocked
representations, classifies men as ‘all mind’ andnen as ‘all body™ (Holliday;
Hassard 2001: 4) which makes it difficult to sp&aiough the differences about the

body. Within Cartesian legacy, the culture and reatlichotomy is another
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distinction prevalent in the West “with ‘culturegimg the way that human beings
have civilized their world with their learned waysinds) and ‘nature’ being the
world in its raw state, the province of human bsiimgtheir animality (bodies)”
(McAfee 2004: 39). Therefore, the Western dualidtinking defines “the
hierarchical relations within the world” (Smith; W 2008: 389) by providing
different pairs of opposing, “such as active/passreason/passion,

masculine/feminine, etc” (McAfee 2004: 39).

In relation to the debate of the Cartesian sulgadtintersubjectivity | focus on here,
perception takes for granted the underlying hidnargithin Cartesian dualities.
Accordingly, perception defined by Cartesianisniaasinner representation of an
outer world of given objects” (Bendelow: William898: 52). Furthermore,
Cartesian perception of women asdrebiological, morecorporeal ananore
natural than men,” (Grosz 1994: 14) and as beewjtt their bodies makes them,
“more suited to the world of private than publiégstence” (Grosz 1994: 4) and
makes transcendent visions impossible, as a résings forth “the subject/object
dualism and all the problems this involvéBendelow; Williams 1998: 52).
Commenting on the Cartesien logic that supposepuh®mind which makes
someone visible, not the body, Gill Kirkup has ven,

For Descartes, animals were a kind of machine gy, @ith small parts. Human
beings were not machines/ automata like animalausecof the power of the
rational thought and consciousness. When womepudreloser to animals they are
also placed closer to machines. At this very cihren) the discourse of the discipline
which in the twentieth century becomes biologyitsrtaxonomy of what it is to be
human constructs gendered inequality. (2000: 6)
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Thereto, Cartesianism providing “instructions, gjler models of how to gain
control over the body,” has treated the body “asetting which might be erased or
altered,” (Holliday; Hassard 2001: 3) furthermdtdnas had an influence on the
definition of “the ‘normal’ body — of learning tove without it” (Bordo, 145 quoted
in Cregan 2006: 172). However, there is a concegrsiance that is often present
within Cartesian dualist legacies that might berabierized as a general lap that it
“leaves unresolved the question of how preciselydheingages with body and world
during the act of perception itself” (Crossley, 383juoted in Bendelow; Williams
1998: 51). This quote brings us to the problemmtdrisubjectivity, arising from
Descartestogitothat carbe overturned through “an approach which stresses the
intercorporeal nature and carnal roots of our bémtdpe-world” (Crossley 1995a
guoted in Bendelow; Williams 1998: 53). This vietresses the idea that
“perception is amactiveprocess, one involving —namely, Merleau-Ponty'siten
replace of Cognito “a sentient body-subject,” pioigt‘outwards and is directed
towards a common world of learned practical skilisl existential understandings”
(Crossley 1995a quoted in Bendelow; Williams 198®). From this viewpoint,
“perception of an ‘outer’ (public) world”, shoulelseen as “an ‘openness’ to being’
that occurs in-the-world rather than some ‘innepresentation” or embodied
experiencéCrossley 1995a quoted in Bendelow; Williams 19B). Maurice
Merleau-Ponty also makes the point in describingapgroach to ‘incarnate body’:

we are in the world through our body, and...we percéiat world within our
body...by thus remaking contact with the body andhlie world,
we...also...rediscover ourself, since, perceiving aslavavith our body, the body is
a natural self and, as it were, the subject ofgion. (Merleau-Ponty 1962: 206
guoted in Bendelow; Williams 1998: 53)
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Taking as my point of departure from the idea oft€aan mind-body duality, an
important point to note about, however, this vieag Imany associations for how we
conceive the human, with regard to non-human, andedl as, the body and
embodiment, consequently, “the mind/body dualisiat ite heart of women’s
subjugation to men”, Elizabeth Grosz (1994) ardiidrandt 2006: 144). Kate
Cregan argues that “embodiment — the physical agtahexperience of existence-"
is “the condition of a possibility for our relatitig other people and to the world”
(Cregan 2006: 3). It should also be stressed ith#tjnking the challenge with
regards to the experience of embodiment, Cregasiders that it includes

an intensification of the extension, abstractiod seconstitution of the individual’s
body via technological and bio-technological me&wt. only has the turning to the
body as an object of theoretical reflection marttedmoments of intensification,
but it has also participated in and shaped thanaification. (Cregan 2006: 5)

Thus far, | have located some of the dualismstiaae been central to Western
thinking about the question of what makes us huriveore recently, the
deconstruction of the mind/body duality has beetiqdarly essential, whilst, not
only does it “allow for a rethinking embodiment atslrelationship to subjectivity,
but of women'’s subjectivity as well” (Brandt 2006t4). Conceptualizing the
problem, Turner’s suggestion is to

overthrow a ‘number of perennial contrasts’ betwdenexample, structure and
agency, mind and body, nature and will and theviddial and society and offer
solutions that are neither deterministic nor viee body as somehow existing prior
to social and cultural processes. (Turner, 1988:@4bted in Blackman 2008: 75)
From these offerings, it is now useful to examimart philosophical underpinnings

in the next section which moves from the depictbthe body within Cartesian

dualism to further analysis of a series of politead cultural shifts on embodiment.
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The question of where the one’s body ends, andtter’s begins is currently much
less certain and clear-cut. Indeed, as Alison Spartg it “[n]Jo matter how virtual the
subject may become, there is always a body atta¢he€é1: 111 quoted in Burkitt
1999: 135). She continues,

It may be off somewhere else - and that "somewhlsed’ may be a privileged point
of view - but consciousness remains firmly rootethie physical. Historically, body
technology, and community constitute each oth&911111 quoted in Burkitt
1999: 135)

The following, sums up the orientation of Elizab&tosz’s contribution to body

studies:

the body as a discontinuous, non-totalizable sefipsocesses, flows, energies,
speeds and durations, may be of great value tonfems attempt to re-conceive
bodies outside the binary oppositions imposed erbtidy by the mind/body,
nature/culture, subject/object and interior/extedppositions (1994: 164).
(Blackman 2008: 77)

As mentioned before, Williams and Bendelow also enie point in arguing that “there
are many ways, just as there are many sites, vgegrder, power and the body intersect

and interact” (1998: 20).

2.3 The Objectified Bodies

Our society is not one of spectacle, but of sulaede...We are neither in the
amphitheatre, nor on the stage, but in the panamdichine. (Foucault 1979; 217
guoted in Synott 2002: 217)

The persistency of the heritage of Descartes’ idehs privileging of the mind over
the body-- in the modern period as Alan Peters6072in The Body in Question a

Socio-Cultural Approacipoints out, may be explained by “their congruewta a
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broader view on the separation of mind and bodiwitnodern, capitalist society,
characterized by class and gender exploitationeasttharp division between mental

and physical labor” (Petersen 2007: 108).

There is a long history of the discourses of ‘body‘which, one way or another, the
nature of the body has been constituted “the urmouns and conscious mind and the
emotional life of the subjects” (Weedon, 108) togoeerned. Social control which
can be exerted various forms is problematic, sg Bsyhuman physicality is
highlighted as a “social object.” For Foucault,isbgis characterized by

“customary, spatial and institutional controls” €gan 2006: 10) that are based on
the reconstitution of the meaning of embodiment.

The historical moment of the disciplines was themant when the art of the human
body was born...What was then being formed was &yoli coercions that act
upon the body, a calculated manipulation of itenglets, its gestures, its behavior.
The human body was entering a machinery of povardkplores it, breaks it down
and rearranges it. A ‘political anatomy’, which wadso a ‘mechanics of power’,
was being born...Thus discipline produces subjeatedpsacticed bodies, ‘docile’
bodies. (Foucault, 1979:137-8 quoted in Synno22@32) (Synnott 2002: 232)

To put it another way, | will return to Foucaultistion of ‘bio-power’ in some
detail laterwith emphasis on the assumption that it can beael® the recent
techno-scientific concepts of “designer babies” amombs for sale,” but for the
moment it is worth quoting Foucault by a way obeefyround. InThe History of
Sexuality: an Introduction Vol, Foucault asserts that bio-power which is the
“power over life, evolved in two basic forms” (Faudt 1978: 135):

These two forms were not antithetical, howevery ttenstituted rather two poles of
development linked together by a whole intermeddngter of relations. One of
these poles - the first to be formed, it seemsitered on the body as a machine: its
disciplining, the optimization of its capabilitiehe extortion of its forces, the
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parallel increase of its usefulness and its dgrgilis integration into systems of
efficient and economic controls, all this was epsduy the procedures of power that
characterized the disciplines: an anatomo-poldfahe human body. The second,
formed somewhat later, focused on the species hbdyyody imbued with the
mechanics of life and serving as the basis of thldical processes: propagation,
births and mortality, the level of health, life eqpancy and longevity, with all the
conditions that can cause these to vary. Theirrsigien was effected through an
entire series of interventions and regulatory aistra bio-politics of the

population. (Foucault 1978: 135)

In modern societies, according to Foucault, povgpeeially focuses on the body. As

he points out,

The body as an object of power is produced in a@ée controlled, identified and
reproduced. Power over the materiality of the boaly be divided into two separate
but related issues — ‘the disciplines of the baay the regulations of the
population.’(Foucault, 1981: 139 quoted in Turner, 2008: 3&jrGEr 2008: 36)

Turner, picking up on Foucault’s arguments in tbdybbeing a “direct locus of
social control” extends those terms: “the discipdiof the body” relates to singular
bodies and is referred to as an ‘anatomo-politidstch “centered on the body as a
machine: its disciplining, the optimization of dapabilities, the extortion of its
forces, the parallel increase of its usefulnessdmudity,” (Turner 2008: 36) while
the regulations of the population embraces theispeoody and involves a “bio-
politics’ of populations, which are birth-and dea#ites, morbidity, health,
longevity, fertility, birth control and demograpiower politics.” (Foucault 1980:
139) Moreover, building upon Foucault’'s work, Sum& (2005) inCyborg Cinema
and Contemporary Subjectiviputlines the impact of docile bodies as instruetiv
“how people have been monitored and controllediffgrihg institutions over the
last century, diagnosed and treated accordingreeped maladies such as mental
illness, aberrant sexuality and criminal activi(ghort, 42)In the following

passage, Short’s position is made quite clear:
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Foucault has shown how a process of disciplinecamtainment has been used to
uphold social order. The body is again perceived pblem to be solved,
observed and assessed according to particular namdpunished where deviations
are apparent. According to Foucault, modernityhigracterized by ‘an explosion of
numerous and diverse techniques for achievingubgigation of bodies and the
control of populations, marking the beginning ofea of ‘bio-power.” (Foucault 24
guoted in Short 2005: 42)

Turner’s'somatic society' can also be employed to destiwwebody in modern

social systems has become “the principal fieldaitigal and cultural activity”,

whilst, heimplies that “the body is merely flesh to be inbed by cultural and social

meanings’(Turner, 1992a: 12, 162 quoted in Shilling 20083: 1

Just as Foucault’s notion of discipline and punishtigives us insights into the bio-
power, so too does his thinking about surveillakeeFoucault (1977) has indicated
in his well-known boolDiscipline and Punishwith reference to the Panopticon,
surveillance technologies focus on securing “segfutation, the monitoring of one’s
own thoughts and behavior” (Petersen 2007: 103)c&alt encounters direct
consideration of power that is closely connectedaih the control of the body and
the mind. In this sense, the panoptical vision,daolt argues, articulates “the
penetration of regulation into even the smallestitteof everyday life through the
mediation of the complete hierarchy that assuredc#pillary functioning of power”

(1979, 198 quoted in Leatherman 2008: 69).

For all his concern to elaborate the sites of powsre can argue that male-centered
discourses- situated within different inscriptiagasodies, echoing the eighteenth-

century philosopher Jeremy Bentham, Foucault dessthe Panopticon in the
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following way in an interview entitled “The Eye Bbwer”. Namely, The
Panopticon is “a perimeter building in the formaafing” (Foucault 1980: 147).

At the center of this a tower, pierced by largedews opening on to the inner face
of the ring. The outer building is divided into lsetach of which traverses the
whole thickness of the building. These cells have windows, one opening onto
the inside, facing the windows of the central tqwilee other, outer one allowing
daylight to pass through the whole cell. All thathien needed is to put an overseer
in the tower and place in each of the cells a lanatpatient, a convict, a worker or
a schoolboy. The back lighting enables one to pigkirom the central tower the
little captive silhouettes in the ring of cells.dhort the principle of the dungeon is
reversed; daylight and the overseer’s gaze captiesimmate more effectively than
darkness, which afforded after all a sort of pridéec (Foucault 1980: 147)
Maclahan’s reading of Foucault reveals that “tloit ef ‘disciplinary surveillance’
is not, however, restricted to prisons, Foucawtias: the ‘warder’ can easily be
replaced by the doctor, nurse, teacher, foremavhatever authority figures preside
over whatever institution (Foucault 1990)” (MacL&rh2004: 7). Central to
Foucault’s work is the assertion that a new forrmtdrnalized disciplinary practice
takes place since “surveillance is permanent ieffescts” (Foucault 1977: 201) in
which one is constrained to act as if one is caatily being watched even when one
is not, and order is guaranteed by this invisipilFoucault 1977: 200). Foucault’s
work is especially apt for challenging the way hpower and its operation is

traditionally comprehended. It would seem fromdrigument that power in

panopticism

focuse[s] on one individual is in fact "distributetiroughout the structure, so that
every individual is at the same time both "objextd "subject" of this power : the
prisoner is "watched", but is being trained to watanself, to be his own inspector.
The inspector is by definition the "watcher ", amd he, too, is the object of a gaze:
his performance as watcher is ever under scrufiraylor 2011: 58)
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Jane M. Ussher’s reading of Michel Foucault revédads self-surveillance can be
seen “as the modern replacement for external, @tdhian, methods of surveillance
and social control” (Ussher 2006: 4). Colin Gordoahalysis broadens Foucault’s
notion of surveillance to include “the gaze” asIveeld emphasizes the willingness
and desire in the process:

There is no need for arms, physical violence, nedteonstraints. Just a gaze. An
inspecting gaze, a gaze which each individual uitdeveight will end by
interiorizing to the point that he is his own owa®g each individual thus exercising
this surveillance over, and against, himself. girlquoted in Ussher 2006: 4)

This quote brings us to the issue that arises tr@rcontention that the controlling
process -governmentality in Foucault’'s term- degemdthe ways “in which bodies
are produced, cultivated and disciplined” (Turn@®& 3), in other words, on
shaping and regulating the “bodily motion or habjGregan, 2006: 10). Ussher also
makes the point in arguing that “identifying andmag specific forms of self-
surveillance and self-policing is the first stepekposing and challenging the
regulatory practices that can act to subjugate westle first step in facilitating
resistance” (Ussher 2006: 4). And yet, we can nedwbth Susan Bordo’s (1995) and
Sandra Bartky’s (1998) analyses a contention ¢ fifocesses of surveillance and
self-surveillance are deeply implicated in consitity a set of normativities towards
which bodies intend” (Price and Shildrick 1999:uted in Jeffries 2007: 21
Sandra Bartky’s account, she emphasizes the factttie witnesses for whom the
feminine body is constructed as spectacle arermadtas well as internal: we are
under surveillance from without as well as with{(t998: 21 quoted in Ussher
2006: 4). Taking as my point of departure fromftirens of self-surveillance, an
important point to note about, however, is thae“tecund female body thus stands
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at the center of surveillance and policing of feimily —both externally, and from
within” (Ussher 2006: 4). The following, makes it clear:

The external gaze which pervades cultural discaamskeinstitutional practices, and
is taken up by significant others in our lives, tlams act to position us as mad, bad
or dangerous because of inhabiting a fecund bodypesitioning which many
women take up, and reinforce as truth throughphisess, even if this is
unintentional. (Ussher, 2006: 5)

It should also be stressed that, in thinking “tlgaainics of power as it operates on
women’s bodies and lives” (Peterson 2008: 8), Folt'sadeas can be considered to be
applied to the politics of reproduction. Centrallama Sawicki’s boolDisciplining
Foucault: Feminism, Power and the Bodythe assertion that the new reproductive

technologies have control over the bodies.

Jana Sawicki, for instance, has examined the pesitid productive power of new
reproductive technologies, showing how they sesvdisciplining devices and
create new categories of human subject and newierpes; for example the
infertile, genetically impaired mothers, mothersoah bodies are not fit for
pregnancy, mothers who are psychologically unfitféotility treatments, and so on
(1991: 83-85). As this work emphasizes, the wayhich categories are
constructed profoundly affects the possibilitiesgersonhood. There is a mutual
relationship between how we distinguish betweerplgeand, one might add,
between people and other animals or the physicahtural environment) and how
individuals think and act, whether as a ‘homoseXgaly’ person, a woman or
man,a disabled person, a person of a certain ‘oethnicity, and so on (see
Hacking 1986). (Petersen 2007: 8)

In this view, the examples of social controls tiet fecund body subjected to are
“customary controls, the regulation of social hgpsiocially acceptable behaviors”
(Cregan 2006: 10). Furthermore, at this point, Tihar observes:

The woman's body becomes, then, both containesenegn, a membrane to be
penetrated by the camera which goes behind thersergd into the void, and the
site of projection of the foetal images. As maritics have pointed out, techniques
of foetal imaging become a form of disciplinary\ailance of the pregnant body,
what Rosalind Petchesky calls a “panoptics of thekv (2000: 180, original
emphasis), positioning the woman within a regimprofessional investigation and
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“care', and making her always secondary to the 6tae show', the fetus. But, as
her body becomes a “window on the womb', it is edebed of its materiality. The
troubling embodied nature of sexual difference loaset aside; the reality, however
virtual, is what is on the screen. (Thornam 20(B-135)
In a similar vein, J. P. Telotte argues that “theetlicinal” camera is just one of a
series of monitoring devices that are everywhertkthat render this world a kind of
Foucaultian Panopticon, that is, a realm muchtlienineteenth-century French
prison Michel Foucault describes wherein prisonese always under surveillance
as a way of enforcing social discipline” (Telot®@02: 134). This, in turn, draws
attention to the factelf-surveillance is not the only mode through wahice fecund
body isjudged” (Ussher 2006: 4). Moreover, these notioiggered the practices of
beauty ideals, diet, keep-fit, fertility controhshion, health care procedures - “a
fixed self” that is determined by the patriarchw. feturn, then, to the status of the
female body, Bordon Unbearable Weight Feminism, Western Culture, aeddbdy
identifies the contemporary Western “constructiohbeauty [that] are dominant,
strongly “normalizing” (racial and gendered) fortoscontend with” (Bordo 1995:
29). She continues:

To struggle effectively against the coercivenestho$e forms it is first necessary to
recognize that thelgavedominance, and not to efface such recognition tinau
facile and abstract celebration of “heterogeneitgifference,” “subversive

reading,” and so forth. (Bordo 1995: 29)

In this sense, surveillance or Panopticon, carebea ss “a universal, disembodied
gaze,” (Hayles 1999; 194) following Foucault’s ootj that operates through schema
of “power through transparency” (Foucault 1980; 5@l inLeatherman 2008: 99),

nevertheless, it functions as a type of socialrobihat produces docile, obedient,
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and easily manipulated individuals. In keeping Withucault’s line of emphasis on
surveillance, Janie LeathermanDiscipline and Punishment in Global Politics
lllusions of Controkuggests that in the twenty-first century an eXarop
Panoptical vision might be the use of “new techg@s of surveillance, including
remote sensing satellites that have image resaldiovn to three inches, or with
infrared capability, raise the specter of anyonangttime being watched from
space” (Leatherman 2008: 69). Furthermore, atgbist, Leatherman implies that
since surveillance instruments are “remote” th&y“aot just removed from the
everyday lives of citizens, but more disconcertm@i the hands of private
corporations removed from the reach of a democpamlace” (Leatherman 2008:

71).

Addressing “the presuppositions of the panopticetp¢ Katherine N. Hayles in
How We Became Posthuman Virtual Bodies in Cybemsdtiterature, and
Informaticshas shared the notion of “the Panoptic move adrdisodiment” (Hayles
1999: 194) like Foucault, but with a major dissemily, instead of “positing a body
constituted through discursive formations and niateractices that erase the
contextual enactments embodiment always entailayigs 1999: 194), she is more
interested in the assumption that “the Panoptidmstracts power out of the bodies of
disciplinarians into a universal, disembodied gattyles 1999: 194). Even so,
referring to the abstraction of the Panopticon, atgeies “[I]t is precisely this move
that gives the Panopticon its force, for when tbdiés of the disciplinarians seem to
disappear into the technology, the limitations afporeality are hidden” (Hayles

1999: 194). Furthermore, at this point, Hayles ol
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Although the bodies of the disciplined do not djsegr in Foucault's account, the
specificities of their corporeality fade into tlexhnology as well, becoming a
universalized body worked upon in a uniform wayshyveillance techniques and
practices. When actual situations involving embddigents are considered, limits
appear that are obscured when the Panopticon sdmyed only as an abstract
mechanism. Failing to recognize these limits, Falisaanalysis reinscribes as well
as challenges the presuppositions of the panoptiety. (Hayles 1999: 194)

Given this context, the remaining “status of body%ocial theory as “an objectified
entity” is not surprising. Hayles’ analysis broadéfoucault’'s notion of embodiment
by suggesting that “it requires understanding hovww@diment moves in conjunction
with inscription, technology, and ideology,” (Hagl#999: 105) and as well as, an
examination of “how embodied humans interact whil material conditions in

which they are placed” (Hayles 1999: 105).

Nevertheless, as mentioned earlier, Cartesiantguajpresents a prominent stage in
Western thought, in this sense, in thinking thdlehge with regards to the
experience of embodiment, Foucault considers tlky bs the focus of modern
discourse, in contrast to the centrality to sulyagtin terms of the Cartesian
subject. And yet, before moving into the next sectine important point should be
added here that Foucault’s theory of abstract pewatbeit the phrase ‘discipline and
punish’- is not gender-neutral. Foucault (1977piacipline and Punish: the Birth of
the Prisonputs it,

By contrast, the disciplinary power that is inciegly charged with the production
of a properly embodied feminity is dispersed anohgmous; there are no
individuals formally empowered to yield it; it is &e have seen, invested in
everyone and in no one in particular. This disoigy power is peculiarly modern:
it does not rely upon violent or public sanctionsr does it seek to restrain the
freedom of the female body to move from place sxel For all that, its invasion of
the body is wellnigh total: the female body enteraachinery of power that
explores it, breaks it down and rearrangg$-ucault, 138)
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Furthermore, power linked to institutions suchtesdlinic, the school and the prison
(Foucault 1977) residing outside of the body irripathal society, the discipline and
the gaze remain male. Consequently, it can be ekhitmat “the term ‘bio-politics’
conceals the reality of male power over female &émdand particularly over female
sexuality” (Synott 1993: 235) gives central rolébtily which is “objectified as a

statistic, a problem, or a target of control” (8hd 2005: 4).

Even so, it is also on this point, as | will trydong about later, Donna Haraway's
comment about Foucault's bio-politics in “CyborgriMasto” that it “is a flaccid
premonition of cyborg politics, a very open fielgdaraway, 1991: 150). Foucault
states:

...power is exercised rather than possessed; itithedprivilege’, acquired or
preserved, of the dominant class, but the oveffateof its strategic positions—an
effect that is manifested and sometimes extendelébposition of those who are
dominated. (Foucault 1977: 26—7 quoted in Toffol@07: 78)

2.4 The Commoditized Bodies

At the turn of the twenty-first century, the sedfesns above all a commoditized self;
the person is equated with their bodily form, amdantrol of their appearance via
the bodyproject(Turner, 1984; Featherstone, 1991; Shilling 1998 attention to
this project geared to produce preferred and fasttily desirable versions of
outward forms(Coupland; Gwyn 2003: 4)
Although the technologies of body modification andnagement have evolved and
grown rapidly since the nineteenth century, “theuasption that there is a clear line
between the normal and the abnormal and a beligsieindeal of ‘the perfect body™

(Petersen 2007: 133) has been transforming, indieleals been widely recognized

that “the drive to establish a normative standdrdeauty and health, against which
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deviations are then measured, assessed and cedthal$ a long history in the West”
(Petersen 2007: 67). In this sense, the preocaupeafith the normal vs. abnormal
bodies (ideal vs. deviant) has further links withe' constitutive of the power
relations operating within the communit{Faworski 2003: 153ince “our bodies
serve as the ‘ultimate metaphor’ reflecting theegahmood and cultural
contradictions of late capitalist societyVilliams; Bendelow 1998: 75). In addition
to the fact that the body is a complex system ¢l Insaterial and representation,
Marsha Meskimmon further comments on the body “sitealbetween the personal
and political, the interior psychology of an indlual and the social demarcations of
the [body politic]” (Meskimmon, 388). It can be fler argued that “this can explain
our fear of, and at the same time fascination Witeaks’, ‘monsters’, ‘cyborgs’,
‘aliens’, and so on” (Eubanks 1996 quoted in Congja&Gwyn 2003: 153).

As indicated, being sensitive to the social and<l&lations, bodies form ‘material
outcomes’ that cannot be demoted to the body i(tfliday; Hassard 2001: 3).
Discussing the discourse of the bdbg debt to Foucault in contemporary social
sciences cannot be understated.Fmicault’'s major contribution to this line of
thought that is relevant to embodiment is the imistgat “there is not on the one side
a discourse of power and opposite it another diseotihat runs counter to it” (Jones;

Porter 1994: 9).

Ann Balsamo, referring the possibility of examinicwsmetic surgery and other
forms of body modification as a site, notes thas#) therefore, can be “for both the
technological reproduction of the gendered bodyantkans by which women use

their bodies as ‘a vehicle for staging culturaintiiéies™ (Balsamo 1996: 78). And
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further, she asserts that the “meaningfulness ndgeidentity iseproducedn the
application of new technologies” (Balsamo 1996:)li6Ghat “a binary code of [it]
is only one of the semiotic systems that influetheepractice of surgical
procedures” (Balsamo 1996: 160). She continuesohipngnthat “codes of racial
identity also structure the meaning of technologigeerations” (Balsamo 1996:
160). In this sense, the cult of fashion, striettaliy regimes, and wrinkle free faces
can be employed to explain the recent way of stligemation in regard to “the
power of normalization”, involving as Foucault pittg1 Discipline and Punish
(1977) “imposes homogeneity, but it [also] indivadizes” (Foucault, 184 quoted in
Genz; Brabon 2009: 151). As Heyes points out “ndizaaon is obscured... by
avidly proffered alternative narratives that strelestity over beauty and taking
one’s life into one’s hands to become a betterqgéréHeyes, 23 quoted in Genz;
Brabon 2009: 151). Karen Throsby’s analysis of cetsrsurgery outlines her
concerns in relation to the assumption of body pogect.

In the context of cosmetic surgery, Kathy Davisuggthat under going surgery
should be treated ‘as a dilemmadher than a form of self-inflicted subordinatipn’
since this offers a route to understanding ‘whakesdt both desirabland
problematic for so many women’ (Davis 1995: 180Even though surgeons
themselves might be working from ‘an unshakeabliebi@ a Westernised notion
of “natural” beauty’ (Balsamo 1999: 78), this is mecessarily the way in which
surgery is being used by the women who undergmd,Davis reports her
respondents as seeking ‘normal’, not beautiful jdmdor example. Similarly,
drawing on ethnographic fieldwork in a hair salaarobics classes, a cosmetic
surgery clinic and a fat acceptance organisati@r® Gimlin argues that these
activities should be conceptualised as forms oflybeork’ (Gimlin 2002). Rather
than aiming towards ‘beautper se she argues that by engaging in body work,
women are negotiating ‘the differences betweerr then bodies and ideal female
beauty’ (ibid: 7). (Throsby 2004: 43-44)

There is a problem, however, in that, if the quests “how we string together a
sense of self, ‘under the fictional unity of an (Braidotti, 2002: 22 quoted in
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Blackman 2008: 78). In the face of “power, strugged contradictions,” (ibid: 25
quoted in Blackman 2008: 78) Braidotti (2002) utidsrthe risks of focusing on
normalization may neglect “the contradictory, ceted and multilayered ways in

which bodies are inscribed” (Blackman 2008: 77).

Addressing “the question of the place of the bidihe cultural inscription of
difference,” Judith Butler has shared the notiotuofing to psychoanalysis to
theorize the becoming subject like her contempesaBraidotti and Grosz, but with
a major dissimilarity, instead of “differences”ests “more interested in
normalization: how subjects are produced as sexjgds in such a way that they
experience gendered distinctions as natural, ncamélnevitable” (Blackman 2008,

77).

Regarding the reasons why more and more women takéerosmetic surgeries,
Imogen Ashby underlines the fact that “cosmetigsties are the attempt to re-work
the external physical body so that it mirrors thieinal self” (Ashby 2000: 47). It
can be further suggested that they are the questdonormal’ bodies which are
defined by the patriarchal society. In this semgdle, cosmetic surgery is argued to
be “a strategy adopted by women for reclaiming idrtver their lives in a context
offering restricted opportunities for self-fulfiliemt,” (e.g. Davis 1995) (Petersen
2007: 72) it may, also argued to be a control agiparthat engenders “passive and
idealized bodies, even though women might thinkiselves to be active and
knowing subjects” (Toffoletti 2007; 76). To talk bbdy modification and

management concerning “the burgeoning of the dedatlleauty industry” (Petersen
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2007: 68), Susan Bordo employs a speculative natievhich it is adopted as the
“symptomatic of the postmodern tendency toward hgenazation and
normalization” (Toffoletti 2007: 76). In keeping thiFoucault’s line of emphasis on
“the body as produced through power effects”, haveBordo claims that
“postmodern theory erases the ‘disciplinary reabfythe normalization of the
subject/body through the rhetoric of free choid@drdo 1991: 112-3 cited in
Toffoletti 2007: 77). Not only, does subject’s tedaship to power reveals “double
bind” but also a “paradox of choice,” which Roseyn@illespie voices her concern
that there is a precarious stance that is oftesegmtewithin the mechanism, noting
that “the decision whether or not to undergo cosnsirgery clearly involves
individual choice, yet the concept of choice iglt®enmeshed in social and cultural

norms” (Gillespie, 79 quoted in Genz; Brabon 2Q0&t).

Emphasizing the technological nature of the “ptatidy,” like her contemporary
Rosi Braidotti, Anne Balsamo argues that “the tetbgical gaze has transformed
the body into a site where the physical transfoionadf the material body (cosmetic
surgery) becomes a sign of culture (the culturedgdof Western beauty)” (Balsamo
1996: 5679 quoted in Toffoletti 2007: 77). Paridgely, echoing Foucault, Balsamo
pursues the notion of bio-power in analyzing costrairgeries when argues that
“the viewing technologies used in medical and ddierdiscourse exercise control
upon the female body” (Balsamo 1996: 56-79 quateTiaffoletti 2007: 77). Thus,

in accordance with other feminist theorists, refeyto the body in consumer
culture, which can be conceived by the recent am®e in instances of cosmetic

surgery, Toffoletti notes that “the body’ has beeoanmajor ‘item’ for exchange-
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value and exploitation within late capitalist, conger-oriented societies” (Peterson
2007: 133). In Balsamo’s account, referring theppse of “the technological gaze”,
which tends to refashion the material body to lw@mstructed “in keeping with
culturally determined ideals of Western femininalty,” (Balsamo 1996: 58) she
writes that this therefore, can be proposed astabl/-line beauty: “difference” is
made over into sameness” (Balsamo 1996: 58). Maredlve concept of the beauty
industry “as a modifiable, perfectible entity” (Beton 2007: 133) can be employed
to explain the commoditized “nature of the bodgamsumer culture,” (Bendelow;
Williams 1998: 67) within this context, to indicdthe extreme lengths to which
individuals will go in order to mould and shapeithmodies in line with prevailing
cultural mandates of youth and beauty” (Bendelowllidkhs 1998: 74). Herein lies
the paradoxical notion of cosmetic surgery, whiah be seen, both as a “symptom
and a solution”, as “liberation and oppressiond anguably, “enables women to
feel ‘embodied subjects’ rather than ‘objectifientiies™ (Davis 1994: 161 quoted in
Bendelow; Williams 1998: 74). Bendelow and Williamgtlines the status of the
body within the consumer culture. They observe:

The closer the body approximates to these ideaiirades, the higher its
‘exchange-value’ (Featherstone 1991:177).4 Thigetteer with the ‘sexualization
of wants and desires’ (Seidman 1991, 1989), mdwaighe body itself becomes
something of a ‘fetishized’ commodity, one that tabe attractively ‘packaged’,
‘marketed’ and ‘sold’. Indeed, it would not be tomch of an exaggeration to say
that the balance within consumer culture has tiitech bodies producing
commaodities (i.e. ‘externalizing objects of labot) commodities producing bodies
(i.e. ‘internalizing objects of consumption’) (Faohou 1988). Despite these
commaodifying pressures, the body and self are lgleat passive entities. Rather,
as we have seen, the relationship between the drudigelf-identity becomes
increasingly dynamic as a consequence of the grofwhbcial reflexivity and the
salience of risk. (1998, 73)
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Given this context, the remaining “status of body$%ocial theory as “an objectified
entity” is not surprising (Cregan 2006: 10). Sitive body remains relevant to
critical theories and “real’ life, “because ‘repkople continue to suffer or prosper in
their material bodies, and because the discouns¢structure these material bodies

continue to construct and constrain our possilieesé (Vint 2007: 9).

2.5 The Abject[ed] Bodies

“I" am not a subject, as psychoanalysis continoesssert, attempting the rescue —
indeed the salvation — of subjectivity; “I" am reotranscendental subject either, as
classical philosophy would have it. Instead, “I",agmite simply, the owner of my
genetic or organo-physiological patrimony; “I” pess my organs, and that only in
the best-case scenario, for there are countriesandrgans are stolen in order to be
sold. The whole question is whether my patrimonyuth be remunerated or free:
whether “I” can enrich myself or, as an altruist,go payment in the name of
humanity or whether “I,” as a victim, am dispossesf it. (Kristeva 2000:6 quoted
in McAfee 2004: 111)

The abject has only one quality of the object + tideing opposed tb
(Kristeva 1982: 1)

Just as the Objectified bodies and the CommoditBxsdies refer to the notion of the
body that is being resurfaced in social theoryultoa reevaluation of “Descartes’
‘machine’,” the Abject[ed] bodies talks about, isense, how it is to be broken out
from “the point of view of the individual ‘ghostthe Cogito’s perceptions and
conformations of the body through concerted attsrtgptontrol its excrescences,
patrol its boundaries or refigure it entirely” (Qean 2006: 11). As | believe the
concept of the abject in various forms is usefultfe analysis of particular

independent science fiction films selected forusan to this study, since | make no

pretense at giving anything like a complete pictiréhe theory, | have turned in this
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chapter to Kristeva and have at least providedapgsmt with reference to a few

other well-known practitioners.

I choose to focus on Kristeva in this connectiohjast because her well-known
theory of “abject” but also because her works gatfiéerms around questions, such
as, why is the maternal body positioned as siaofer and disease, and
accordingly, women positioned as monstrous-femmiiifedssher 2006: 7), is similar
to what can be seen in the independent sciengerfiitms selected for inclusion.
Even more important, perhaps — at least for the tajphand- is that Julia Kristeva
identifies two kinds of bodies: “the symbolic ame imaginary or abject body,”
(Grosz; Probyn 1995: 87) which she argues to becaged with the female body
because of its “procreative functions” (ibid: 8i¥pllowing the insight of Kristeva,
Barbara Creed comments on the identification:

Unlike the male body, the proper female body isgperble, changes shape, swells,
gives birth, contracts, lactates, and bleeds. Wsrady reminds man of his ‘debt
to nature’ and as such threatens to collapse thedasy between human and
animal, civilized and uncivilized (Kristeva 198202). (Creed 1995: 87)

Before proceeding, it is important to review, thedigitions of abject and abjected
bodies, nevertheless, “the unity of the self” iged to be a project in the well-
known works of Lacan, Derrida, and Kristeva, whiglsometimes “enacted by a
moving and often contradictory subjectivity,” (Yay@005: 47), additionally, in that
light, I would like to suggest this project of sifms, at least, a background for
“abjection” -one of the fundamental processes abjsct in process,” (McAfee
2004: 57) which intimidates the unity of the subjeelf. Relevant to my general

discussion, | will return to thetie status of the subjecidebted to the works of
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Kristeva (1980, 1982) in which in relation to “thedy, to others, and to objects”
(Kristeva 1982: 14) with emphasis on the assumgtanit is altered due to the
refraction of discourse revealing linguistic chasigeut for the moment it is worth
qguoting Elizabeth Grosz by a way of a foregrounchlbee, in contrast to the
psychoanalytic models of subjectivity, codified @gdipal scenario and castration,
which led to “absence as non-subject,” | would likergue that subjectivity

continuously transforms. I8exual Subversiorsrosz notes,

If, as Lacan claims, the ego and the object anelzded, supporting and providing

each other with stability, the abject is neither subject nor the object. It is

recognition of the impossible, untenable identity subject projects onto and

derives from the other. If the object is the exéésupport of the subject, the abject

is more the fading, instability or even the disapace of the subject, its

precarious, imaginary hold on the object. The ahgethat part of the subject it

attempts to expel, but, which is refused the statwbject. It is the symptom of the

object's failure to fill and define the subjectr¢Gz 1989: 72)
To be more precise, subject/self thanks to, “aljattremains in a constant “process”
trying to construct itself despite the fact thas*limits are ‘unflaggingly, like an
inescapable boomerang, a vortex of summons andsrept(Kristeva 1982: 1)
challenged. Kristeva’'s work, besides, defines @isi®s phenomenon “that never entirely
recedes, abjection also haunts subjectivity, tlereag to unravel what has been
constructed; one’s own sense of self is neveresetthd unshaken. To keep hold of
“oneself,” a subject has to remain vigilant agawisat may undermine its borders”
(McAfee 2004: 57). Furthermore, at this point, Ladulvey inFetishism and Curiosity

Perspectivesummarizes Kristeva’'s argument by noting that:

For Kristeva, the ego defines itself by a demaoradif its limits through mastering
its waste and separating itself from those of tlo¢her. It establishes itself as an
individual, in its oneness. This concept of indixddism is, it has been extensively
argued, a crucial basis for the ideology of enwapurial capitalism. And, as has
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also been extensively argued, the residue of disbgadily waste, is the matter of
ritual. (Mulvey 1996: 142)

Kristeva’s theory includes varieties of thject the ones that are relevant to my
account shall be abstracted, and thus, the empldlsize on the abject that is within
the body and the abject that is outside it: “Exaatrand its equivalents (decay,
infection, disease, corpse etc) stand for the datogeentity that comes from
without: the ego threatened by the non-ego, sotiegatened by its outside, life by

death” (Kristeva 1982: 71).

Before moving into the part of my argument, whiakes into consideration the
guestion why are threats to individual subjectivapresented by woman, in
particular, maternity? however, | want to expandhenuse of the wordbject
because there are various, in fact, sustainingpidiefis here: Julia Kristeva, Judith
Butler, Elizabeth Grosz, Barbara Creed, Mary Anrabmall set out from the same
starting point that anchors our ethical responghaemotion of abject: namely, how
our shared embodiment, view of normality vs. des&and “acts which cross the
boundary between civilized and uncivilized” makecosstruct “the abject in

relation to sex” (Creed 2004: 9).

Whilst, my concern here will be to compose a kihtheoretical spectrum that
moves from the work of psychoanalytic theoristairisteva,Powers of Horror:
An Essay or\bjection(1982) to cyber-feminist thinkers Mary Ann Doanen
Balsamo and Donna Haraway for thinking about th&ustof the abjected bodies,

particularly, the maternal bodies, and our relaitmthem, which stems in part of
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my argument that “the abjected body, actuallyhesproduct of “the power of
spiritual and/or psychological systems to make @mdake the corporeal world.”

(Cregan 2006: 11)

Abjection for Kristeva is a crucial tool diagnositige dynamics of oppression. It is
existent in the self, perpetually challenging peedborders of selfhood. It remains
as both an unconscious and a conscious threatte own clean and proper self”
(McAfee 2004: 46). Subject is “beseeched” and “puked” by the abject that does
not have any boundaries (McAfee 2004: 46). Julistva’s statement in Powers
Horror, which is worth quoting at length, reveals hewagstion that the abjected
body is both shaped by and is active in the creaml maintenance of “boundaries
that are central to the definition of what it meém$e civilized and human”

(Kristeva 1982 quoted in Creed 2004: 9).

We may call it a border; abjection is above all aulty. Because, while releasing a
hold, it does not radically cut off the subjectrfravhat threatens [sic] it- on the
contrary, abjection acknowledges it to be in pergletlanger. But also, abjection
itself is a compromise of judgment and affect, @idemnation and yearning, of
signs and drives. Abjection preserves what existélde archaism of pre- objectal
relationship, in the immemorial violence with whitte body becomes separated
from another body in order to be-maintaining thghhin which the outline of the
signified thing vanishes and where only the impoalke affect is carried out.
(Kristeva 1982: 9-10)

Kristeva’'s contemporary, Judith Butler, for exampheBodies That Matter: On the
Discursive Limits of “Sex’hotes that the word abject refers to “cast off, yvea out
and, hence, presupposes and produces a domageontyfrom which it is
differentiated” (Butler 1993: 243). The principlie$orming Butler's approach are
“more sociopolitical than corporeal or psychosexatiically and analytically”,
(Thomas 2008: 13) than Kristeva’s, whose approachdre autonomous or less
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detached, which offers that “abject, has only oa&lity of the object-that of being
opposed to I’ (Kristeva 1982: 7). Indeed, the abigdor Kristeva and to some
extent for Butler, bears upon matters that chatiethg body’s boundaries that
“always relate to corporeal orifices as to so miamgimarks parceling- constituting

the body’s territory” (Kristeva 19822).

Kristva’'s notion of the abject remains engaged wh#hmaterial body that is
associated with “a condition that is prior to beiagd hence prior to differentiation
and individuation; a condition that reminds theivilial that its existence is under
perpetual threat” (Kristeva 1982: 9), but workshatite bodily drives -“the general
realm of bodily production, expulsion, leakage, defllement”- to explore
representation (Thomas 2008: 13), on the contBuifler's argument that “the
notion ofabjectiondesignates a degraded or cast out status withitethes of
sociality” (Butler, 243 quoted in Thomas 2008: dpgrates at the level of
“patriarchal-heteronormative” social order, whichintains itself by “constituting
zones of uninhabitability” (Butler, 243 quoted ihdmas 2008: 13). Mary Anne
Doane (1987) ifThe Desire to Desire: The Woman’s Film of the d@simarizes
Kristeva’'s argument by noting that: “The abjecgttls anterior to the opposition
between subject and object, is the "not yet objécts the non-object of the search
for “something to be scared of” (Kristeva, 48 qubite Doane 1987: 141). As

Kristeva characterizes it ilowers of Horror Doane continues by quoting further

If the object, however, through its oppositionflestme within the fragile texture of
a desire for meaning, which, as a matter of faekkes me ceaselessly and infinitely
homologous to it, what iabject,on the contrary, thigttisonedobject, is radically
excluded and draws me toward the place where mgaoitapses. (Kristeva, 49
qguoted in Doane 1987: 141)
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Doane’s reading of Kristeva in relation to the diosesof the "place where meaning
collapses” refers to “the place allotted to a famip which is excluded from
language and the symbolic order” that “elsewhelist&va refers to the abject as
"the horrible and fascinating abdomination whicleasinoted in all cultures by the
feminine” (Kristeva, 50 quoted in Doane 1987: 14%)milarly, another definition of
abject, under the influence of Kristeva, suggebiedane M. Ussher (2006) in
Managing the Monstrous Feminine Regulating the Beypctive Body Women and
Psychologythat abject “represents the hidden, unacknowledged feared parts of
identity and society, that which ‘disturbs identisystem, order” (Kristeva, 1982: 4
guoted in Ussher 2006: 7), the ‘other’ against Whiormality is defined” (Ussher
2006: 7). For Kristeva bodily fluids and emissionsaeat, pus, excreta, breast milk,
semen, blood—can be recognized as signifiers caliect, “of the body without
boundaries, which threatens the illusion of thetaimed, controlled, rational subject,
and as such, threatens stability and social uifigsher 2006: 7). In Elizabeth
Grosz as in Kristeva, abjection “testifies to tmegarious grasp of the subject on its
own identity, an assertion that the subject madedtiack into the impure chaos out

of which it was formed” (Grosz, 90 quoted in Usshe06: 7).

Just as Kristeva, who claims that the abject badgxpelling what is deemed
“other” to “oneself,” is a means for defining therbers of subjectivity.” (McAfee,
2004: 57), Grosz (1989) iBexual Subversionmits on displayt as “a sickness at
one’s own body, at the body beyond that “clean@noger” thing, the body of the
subject” (Grosz, 77 quoted in Covino 2004: 17).sTikiclearest, perhaps, in Grosz’

reading of Kristeva and her concept of 'clean ag¢r’ body, a concept that “the
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delimitationof which is a condition of the subject's constdatas a speaking
subject” (Grosz 1989: 71Assuming Julia Kristeva's emphasis on corporealithe
abject bodyDeborah Caslav Covino (2004) asserts that, theeabgly disregards
its personal borders continuously, “and disrupgswish for physical self-control

and social propriety” (Covino 2004: 17). Covino tinoes,

We disavow our excretory bodies because they gre sif disorder, reminders of
the body’'s ambiguous limits (its leaking from mplé orifices), and of its ultimate
death: ‘Such wastes drop so that | might live,lufittm loss to loss, nothing
remains in me and my entire body falls beyond itné+—cadere cadaver’
(Kristeva, 1982: 3 quoted in Covino 2004: 17)

Moreover, abject is in the category of “corporedilyish” that is to be evacuated
from the body in the Western cultures, and the melen of not only the maternity
but also the “materiality of the body, its limitsdacycles, mortality, disease,
corporal fluids, excrement, and menstrual bloodfoi(s quoted in Ross 2006: 391).
In this light, it is worth recalling Rosi Braido#isuggestion that the monstrosity or
deviance islso an example of abjection to such an extentégpasses and
transgresses the barriers between recognizablesraraefinitions” (Braidotti 1994:
94).Moreover, it is also worth remembering Kristevasphasis on the maternal
site as both “life- and death-giver, as object ofship and of terror” (Braidotti
1994: 94). This dual function generates the notibtihe sacred that seems “to
contain with in itself a constitutive ambivalencelidend of fascination and horror,
which prompts an intense play of the imaginaryfaotasies and often nightmares
about the ever-shifting boundaries between life death, night and day, masculine

and feminine, active and passive, and so forth'tegelated (Braidotti 1994: 94).
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As one of the central figures associated with apfarbara Creeth The Monstrous
Feminine: Film, Feminism, Psychoanalysisth the influence oKristeva’'s concept
of the abjectmakes cleathe direct connection between the monstrosity aochen
and, claiming that, “all human societies have aception of the monstrous-
feminine, of what it is about woman that is shogkiterrifying, horrific, abject”
(Creed 2012: 1)Jane Ussher tends towards a sense of abject timats‘important
implications for women'’s lived experience” (UssR&06: 7). Even though Creed
discusses the depictions of monstrous-feminineoinan films, her argument is also
applicable to the monstrosity in independent s@dration cinemabecause, the
representations of monstrous-feminine, like Braidmnhphasizes, illustrate the ways
how femininity is feared and abjected in contemppsmcieties. The centrality of
mothering and reproductive functions in woman’s stapsity is conceptualized in
Creed’s usage of the term monstrous-feminine

as the term ‘female monster’ implies a simple reakof ‘male monster’... As with
all other stereotypes of the feminine, from virggrwhore, she is defined in terms of
her sexuality. The monstrous-feminine emphasizesniportance of gender in the
construction of her monstrosity. (Creed 2012: 3)
Before proceeding to the discussion of the conaedietween the abject and the
monstrous-feminine, and how these concepts caaléted to the independent
science fiction films, | would like to elaborate tive maternity and the mother
relationship to the abject in relation to Kristeda. mentioned before, the abject that
is within the body and the abject that is outstdee central to my discussion, in this
respect, | would like to explore both here with éventual aim of showing how the
maternal body, “reveals a paradigm of bodily exgece in which the transparent

unity of self dissolves and the body attends peayito itself, at the same time that,
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it enacts its projects” (Young 2005: 47). More ppsely, “the feminine body is felt to

be abject on at least two grounds” (Goodnow 20%0: 5

One is the presence of menstrual blood, suggestegresence of some internal
damage or wounding. The other is its capacity toimd the viewer of loss,
separation, lack. In classic psychoanalytic tetimes feminine body has no penis and
is a reminder that the body's hold on its parts niales, the penis especially - is
fragile or vulnerable. (Goodnow 2010: 57)
In this respect, | would like to emphasize oncedragapoint | have made earlier,
about the transdisciplinary nature of body theorTdsis,in this part of my survey in
relation to the maternity associated with abjecicihis probably the most central
and sustained object of Kristeva's investigatiohtgke her remarks about fecundity
as a starting poinkor Kristeva inMotherhood according to Giovanni Belljni
maternity is a process “alone of mother’s sextdnriternalization of heterogeneity,

an otherness within the self” which “deconstru@dain conceptual boundaries”

(Doane 1987: 83).

The childbearing woman ... cathect[s], immediatelgt anwittingly, the
physiological operations and instinctual drivesdlivg and multiplying her, first, in
a biological, and finally, a social teleology. Timaternal body slips away from the
discursive hold and immediately conceals a ciplgeoiinthe species, however, this
pre- and trans-symbolic memory... make[s] of théemmal body the stakes of a
natural and 'objective’ control... it inscribestbbiological operations and their
instinctual echoes into this necessary and hazargegram constituting every
species. The maternal body is the module of a biasprogram. (Lacan, 1980: 241
guoted in Grosz 1989: 81)

In Kristeva's analysis, the maternal body - “thepoken underside of all discourse”-
(Grosz 1989: 231) ....may be more abject and hence provocative of horror and
more subject to oppression, than women in generdlneeds to be tightly
controlled - ideally by repression and sublimation order that unity, stability and
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identity are possible” (Grosz 1989: 81). From tesspective, | want to underscore
what is a major point of emphasis in this studygbgting Adrienne Rich. As she
puts it,

Two ideas flow side by side: one, that the femaléyis impure, corrupt, the site of
discharges, bleedings, dangerous to masculinggueace of moral and physical
contaminations, ‘the devil's gateway'. On the othand, as mother, the woman is
beneficent, sacred, pure, asexual, nourishingtlemghysical potential for
motherhood—that same body with its bleedings anstenes—is her single destiny
and justification in life. (Ussher 1989:15)
In this respectDoane summarizes Ludegaray's analysis that of Julia Kristeva in
Powers of Horromy noting thatKristeva associates the maternal with the abject —
i.e., that which is the focus of a combined hoewd fascination, hence subject to a
range of taboos designed to control the culturaldyginat (Kristeva quoted in

Doane 1987: 83Doane continues,

In this analysis, the function of nostalgia for thether-origin is that of a veil, a veil
which conceals the terror attached to non-difféation. The threat of the maternal
space "a place both double and foreign" is thati@fcollapse of any distinction
whatsoever between subject and object. Within teeidian schema, incorporation
is the model for processes of identification (betmwésubject" and "object," mother
and child) which have the potential to destroywbey notion of identity. Poane
1987: 83

I would like to further comment about the pregnaasyt serves my discussion,
referring to the assumption that Iris Marion Yowsuggests;pregnancy does not
belong to the woman herself’ (Young 2005: 46). Adaog to Young, pregnancy is
“a state of the developing fetus, for which the vaonis a container; or it is an
objective, observable process coming under sciemstifutiny” (Young 2005: 46). In
this context, Kristeva’s study builds on the notairmaternal body as —“a process

without a subject’- on the basis of both “a space a series of functions” (Grosz
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1989: 79). Elizabeth Grosz Bexual Subversionmsits Kristeva’s argument by
noting that‘the process of 'becoming-mother’ is distanced feubjectivity and
identity. Pregnancy occurs at the level of a fugiod movement of the organism
(not the subject)” (Grosz 1989: 79). It is impottamnote that Kristeva emphasizes a
particularly important aspect of maternal throuigé tontention, “In a body there is
grafted, unmasterable, another” (Kristeva quotedoane 1987: 83). Yet,
subjectivity has a special relation to maternalybtbht “experiences her body as

herself and not herself” (Young 2005: 49).

Its inner movements belong to another being, y&y #re not other, because her
body boundaries shift and because her bodily seHtlon is focused on her trunk in
addition to her head. This split subject appeatkéreroticism of pregnancy, in
which the woman can experience an innocent nasaisted by recollection of her
repressed experience of her own mother’s body. ig&005: 49)

Grosz's argument that maternity is “a series afygdy biological) processes a woman
undergoes”, then, is similar to that of Kristevated earlier. Elizabeth Grosz also claims
that lack of involvement of the act of an agentdoet “entail refusing women the

status of agents in nurturance and socializatiaotmes” (Grosz 1989: 81(.iting

Kristeva, Grosz comments thaturturing occurs at the level of the subject” (Gros

1989: 79).

Cells fuse, split, and proliferate; volumes grassues stretch, and body fluids
change rhythm, speeding up or slowing down. Withabody, growing as a graft,
indomitable there is an other. And no one is present. Withat simultaneously
dual and alien space, to signify what is going‘kithappens, but I'm not there.” ‘I
cannot realize it, but it goes on.” Motherhood'passible syllogism. (Kristeva
1980: 237 quoted in Grosz 1989: 79)
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Similarly, Luce Irigaray puts forth the pre-givaries to the maternity, even though,
how oppressed they are maternal femininity providesgesire of which she is not
aware, moreover, at least not explicitly.... [ispovhose force and continuity are
capable of nurturing repeatedly and at lengthhairhasquerades of femininity that
are expected of her” (Irigaray 1985: 27 quoted i@edbn 2003: 122). It would seem
from her argument that mother-child dynamics aagthe traditional representations
of the maternity and women's oppression, sincejrdeognition of want for the
maternal body on which being, meaning, languagedasde are founded” revolves
around abject (Barrett 2011: 98). To elaboratenrron this, Anneke Smelik (1998)
in And the mirror cracked: feminist cinema and filredhy has made comments on
Kristeva, claims associated with the reasons of omebody engages in a state of
abjection, “however”, abject is “not only incestsadesire for and painful separation
from the mother” (Smelik 1998: 157). And further,

Kristeva claims that it is mainly brought aboutéfgilure of the paternal metaphor.
When the paternal function is absent, weak or atiserlacking, it produces in
Kristeva's words 'this strange configuration' a&f #bject; that state of someone who
cannot establish a relation between subject aretb}0). When the Oedipal
triangle somehow fails, the subject is preventedffinding her or his place; nor
can s/he find an object for her or his drives. [kosteva any warped relationship to
the law can only lead to psychosis. Thus, the margithin the symbolic, such as
configurations of the abject, are not exactly emgdmg: the subject who is
besieged by abjection, is 'no subject, no objd) but merely 'an empty castle ...
"powerless" outside, "impossible" inside' (4@melik 1998: 157)

Even so, it is also on this point, as | will trydong about later, Katherine J.
Goodnow (2010) ifkristeva in Focus: from Theory to Film Analysisderscores the

reasons, which is worth quoting in length:

One reason for this is that birth is often assediatith expelled bodily waste. A
second reason is that the mother differs from ¢neiriine in her possession of
authority. This authority stems from two sourcese@ the mother's power to
reproduce: a constant threat to conventional caddrcontrol. As Kristeva notes,
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“fear of the archaic mother is essentially feahef generative power” (1982, 77).
The other is the authority the mother held befibve law of the father' took hold.
This is an authority that does not always coexastifortably with
conventional/patriarchal law and order. (Goodnow®@3)

Under the influence of Freudian psychoanalysisstéria argues that the “process of
becoming a subject” (Kristeva 1982: 13) essentiadtyuires separation from the
mother that “is often 'a violent, clumsy breakivgag, with theconstant risk of

falling back tinder the sway of a power as secudsdgt is stifling” (Kristeva 1982:
13) and “a threat to the borders of identity” (Good 2010: 57). Kristeva’'s work is
especially apt for conceptualizing a continuoudlehge for identity and selfhood

by the abject, which is “a psychic configuratioattis related to the figure of the
mother” (Smelik 1998: 157), she claims that “it sltbbe understood as repressed
material dating back to the pre-objectal relatigmsto the symbiosis between
mother and child” (Smelik 1998: 157). She observes:

It is directly linked to the ‘immemorial violenceattvwhich a body becomes
separated from another body in order to be' (18 dbject can thus be found at the
limit of primal repression: the repression, anceatpn, of the maternal body.
Psychic processes of abjection are, then, to rapedject, to separate; in other
words to abject. The abject is 'the violence of mmg for an 'object’ that has
always already been lost', that is, the materndyl§d5). According to Kristeva the
struggle for autonomy can only be successful thndtige symbolic light' of the

third party, the father. (Smelik 1998: 157)

As Grosz argues, however, considering that the danies are blurred in the mother-
child dynamic, “the symbolic must territorializeégtspace in order to reproduce
itself” (Grosz 1989: 78). Kristeva’s theorizatiom®und pollution and taboo which
are argued to be variations of Freud's theorizat{@830) inTotem and Taboo,
“where he claims that civilization itself is foundawl the expulsion of ‘impure’

incestual attachments” (Grosz 1989: 71), turnscaljgo “a social danger against
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which taboos, forms of social rejection, inoculatand marginalization are erected”
Grosz 1989: 78). She indicates:

The abject is the space of struggle against théenothe earliest attempts to
release the hold of maternal entity, even befoigtieg outside of her...' (1982: 13).
At the same time it is a desperate attempt to betdblur the divisions between the
child's identity and the mother's. (Grosz 1989: 78)

Given this context, Laura Mulvey fretishism and Curiosity Perspectivesinting
out Freud’s contention of mother's body as “the sftcastration anxiety,” derives
from Kristeva’s argument that “the mother's bodthis site of abjection” (Mulvey
1996: 142), Mulvey argues that “the child's relatio its mother” acquires no
boundaries and neither the body nor “its fluidsas®urce of disgust” (Mulvey

1996: 142).

Kristeva’'semphasis on the maternal function transforms Larathieory of
language and the unconscious. As Kristeva turpsyohoanalysis to define subject,
I will use Lacan’s work as a framework to apprehbod Kristeva's work
challenged the idea of fixed identity. Working fridristeva's thoughts about the
abject, Grosz has argued that being stronger tieumcannythe abject is converged
on “the model of Lacan's notion of tlijet petit a the object of the drives (Lacan,
1977b). TheObject petit as a part of the subject which the subject conside
detachable. It confronts the subject as alien ateteal” (Grosz 1989, 72). Lacan in
“Of the Gaze as Object Petite a” defirdgect aas “the interest the subject takes in
his own split is bound up with that which deterngsirte namely, a priviliged object,
which emerges from some primal separation, fromessetf mutilation induced by

the very approach of the real” (Lacan 2000: 52Rjtikermore, Lacan has argued
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that subjectivity arises when an infant at somefoétween six and eighteen
months of age looks at himself in a mirror and siggs that image to be himself. In
Lacanian model, this identification of oneself wéth image is false, because the self
and the image are not one and the same. Howeveugtn this identification the
infant develops a sense of unity in him. Througteaes of experiences and
sensations, the self becomes a unitary being, jadseparate from others. From
Kristeva’s perspective “signifying process that@mpasses the body, the material
referent,” makes a speaking subject not fixed Wsudject in process” (Kristeva

1984: 14-22).

Kristeva reworking the Semiotic theory “introdudée category of the subject into
semiosis,” (Godard 2002: 1) and transforms tradéiaotions of analytic practice.
Giving emphasis to the dynamism of the texts, sh&ystemized the relation
between “the ‘semiotic’ (the energy of the uncoassidrive functions)” and “the
‘symbolic’ (the rational structuring force)” (Krista, 1984 quoted in Godard 2002:
1). Bodily drive engaged with signification is tkemiotic element. Morever, the
semiotic element is both related to the rhythmsesoand maternal body where all
semiotic elements reside, whereas, the grammathanstructure of signification are
the symbolic elements. “In gendering the ‘semidfiiérhinine and the ‘symbolic’
masculine,” (Godard 2002: 2) Kristeva claims ti&ré should be a balance of both
‘symbolic’ which gives referential meaning, andrsetic’ which gives the non-
referential meaning to form signification. As a teabf fact, the bodily drives
engaged in signification already operating wittia tnateriality of the body. Grosz,

in discussing Kristeva’s work on maternity, claims:
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Concepts like the semiotic, tkboraand the abject are linked to the pre-imaginary
symbiotic in distinction between mother and childe mother's body, her desire,
and her status, meaning and power within cultugeoficentral importance to any
discussion of the socio-symbolic, signifying ord@rosz 1994: 78 emphasis in
original)

Here, however, it is useful to recall Kaja Silvenisasuggestion that even though
“functioning at times as a synonym for "semiotisgbsition," ‘significance" and
"geno-text," and at other times as a signifierdfanoment prior to the mirror stage
and the symbolic” (Silverman 1988: 10R) Kristeva’'s workschora in Platonian
sense, is “an unnameable, improbable, hybrid [tacdg], anterior to naming, to the

One, to the father, and consequently, maternalyoted” (Silverman 1988: 102)

Indeed Silverman notes in relation to the Kristewanceptualization of chora that,

Kristeva associates it both with the mother andh Wit prehistory of the subject,
referring it simultaneously to the primordial rgkyed by the mother's voice, face,
and breast, and to the psychic and libidinal comt of early infantile life. As she
explains it, thechora refers equally to mother and infant because ititsipplace
through a creative collaboration, a collaboratidriol is synonymous with
anaclisis: the infant invokes the mother as a soafevarmth, nourishment, and
bodily care by means of various vocal and mus@pasms, and the mother's
answering sounds and gestures weave a provisionfseire around the child. That
enclosure provides the child with its first, inckmanpressions of space, and with its
initial glimmerings of otherness, thereby paving tiay for the mirror stage and the
entry into languagedowever, thechora is more an image of unity than one of
archaic differentiation; prior to absence and ameay of the object, it figures the
oneness of mother and chil@ilverman 1988: 102 emphasis in original)

Kristeva argues that even before the mirror stdige ihfant begins to separate itself
from others in order to develop borders betweeralidl “other™ (McAfee 2004:

46). What Kristeva calls abjection, then, is thet process the infant gathers “what
seems to be part of oneself’ (McAfee 2004: 46)ebdichoraserves to my

argument in the next chapters examining the indégetscience fiction films
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selected for inclusion when drawing attention t® timity of the self vs. separation,
in my account, the decentering of the maternal dmdys absorbing in biomedical,
cultural and techno-scientific networks. From {snt of view it is precisely the
oppressiveness what is meant by boundaries, tatakexample at hand, Kristeva’s
theory of the maternal why “the female body iswfad trope in discourses of
sacrifice that create and secure the social oidexVident (Reineke 1997: 102
guoted in Schott 2010: 39-40). In this light whatbmes clear is that invigoration of
the theory of maternity may provide different persges, for the issues such as, the
contemporary notion of bio-power in posthuman ssdind the shift in women’s
control over their bodies, and their fecundity thaill return in the next chapter.
Those who argue that abject is intimately relatechaternal body point out that the
effects of this are profound. For them, abjectle‘potential source for resistance
and change” (Weedon 2003: 122). Within the conoégte monstrous-feminine

and abjection themes such as mothering, birthhdeatrtality, corpses, humanity,
animality can be linked to science fiction filmsefBre proceeding, it is important to

review, the Kristeva’'s theory categorizes matehualy.

For Kristeva, the pregnant woman—as opposed téighee of immaculate
conception, the erasure of women'’s sex—is a figfitbe doubling of self into
other, and the eventual splitting of the self itite other, a figure that bespeaks both
the identification of the self with the other, aheé negation of self in the other that
makes the recognition of the other possible. (Codd04: 22)
I think that it is important to make this assumptteere as, to this point, Kristeva’s
discussion of the abjected body makes no referentee attribution of anyfemale

identity to maternity, instead, she is willing eScribe maternity in biological and

physiological terms” (Grosz 1989: 81). Thereforeisteva’s silence on this point is
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indicative of a larger problem which is on the dimsof sexual difference. As a
matter of fact, she covers over the disorientatibidentities, which “threaten to
collapse a signifying system based on the patésmadf differentiation” (Doane
1987: 83). This can lead, in writing about matsyrid confusion that about the

extent to which the formation of posthuman candidlated.

Indeed, the discussion of the abject theory sedmnegolves around Semiotic
theory and Psychoanalytic framework, which arguaipipres the questions of
sexual difference. The foregoing discussion suggdstt “because of the
associations between the feminine and the bodyalijeet has been used by many
feminists to revalue and re-empower the femaleesijppnd especially the maternal
body and the birth process” (Creed 1993, O’'Con2@l5, Shildrick 2000 quoted in
Toffoletti 2007: 96). At this juncture, however,daih is marked by Kristeva’s
contention that “there is a kind of power in abi@at that disturbs the secure
boundaries of the body” (Toffoletti 2007: 96), “thelf,” and “the boundaries
between self and other” (Doane 1987: 83). It waddm that patriarchal cultures
“invest so heavily in the construction and mainteseaof motherhood as an identity
with very precise functions— comforting, nurturinyptecting” (Doane 1987: 83);
that is to say, women have been reduced to theifumof reproduction. Kristeva
claims that “women's oppression can be partiatiybaited to Western discourses on
motherhood and misplaced abjection” (Oliver 1998: Kristeva suggests that
discourses on maternity within Western culture,cten imbued with “the
condition of continuity—continuity with the bodyptinuity with non-language—

despite the fact that women’s own identity durimggmancy and in motherhood is
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split and multiple,” (Schott 2010: 3%hich intends to reveal the representation of
women that arises from the marking the threshotd/é&en nothingness and being
(Kristeva 1980: 238). And further,

This representation is ambivalent. On the one hidmedmother represents the threat
of the return to a nondifferentiated state, toadesbf existence that precedes entry
into the symbolic order of language. On the ottard) the mother represents a
protection or barrier against this threat. Sineelthundaries that emerge in the
struggle for subjectivity and differentiation aradile, the emergence of subjectivity
is always haunted by the possibility of failure.nde, any threat to subjectivity is
marked by both sensory and psychic experiencdtagat by the maternal to the
order and structure of subjectivity. (Schott 2039:40)
Such maternal bodies are frequently representbdthasa threat and a promise,
calling into question their identities that develsiphin these representations and to
responses to hopes or anxieties these represestaticapsulate. The examples
abound on this topic, including Michael Winterbaotts Code 462003), Alfonso
Cuardén’sChildren of Men(2006), and more recently Vincenzo NataBglice
(2009). Within each of these examples in a recgmiarrative of how maternity
creates a different perspective in relation to mrdver bodies and objectification of
them. These narratives of maternitisich “ becomes objectified by the woman
herself as a process” (Young 2005: 46) in whichrehst “take care of herself”
(Young 2005: 46) pose the same question: whaha&reé¢w ways of thinking about
the nature of posthuman maternity, which will bastoued as integral part of my

argument later, in techno-scientifically orientedteres that grow out of the

representation mentioned above?

As a base of Kristeva’s notion of representatiot myatter, Beauvoir (1972) in

Second Semakes a point when she argued that the constitofizvomen “as the
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other of the male subject” makes women subjectteegar lack insisting that what a
womanrepresentss more important than what stse what she herself experiences
(Walters, 98). “The logic of the same” (Meskimm@889) revealed in the
“patriarchal unconscious,” referring to Freud aratén, women symbolize
castration and nothing else, and thus functiondb&aser of meaning, not maker of
meaning” (Mulvey 1975: 6). At this juncture, itwerth recalling Adrianne Rich’s
assumption that she proclaims “I know of no womafor. whom her body is not a
fundamental problem” (Rich 1976: 284). Furthermdine, following passage
summarizes her suggestion that women should redemieir relationship to their
bodies.

In arguing that we have by no means yet explorathderstood our biological
grounding, the miracle and paradox of the fematdytamd its spiritual and political
meanings, | am really asking whether women canegirt) at last, toéhink through
the bodyto connect what has been so cruelly disorganised-graat mental
capacities, hardly used; our highly developed lastnse; our genius for close
observation; our complicated, pain-enduring, mpliéasured physicality. (Rich
1976:284) (Williams; Bendelow 1998: 116)

2.6 The Disappearing Bodies

The body is, however, more than a rich source dépter. It is constitutive of our
being-in-the-world, but in contemporary societies tlominance of bio-technology
has brought about an erosion of any sense of sumum ontology. (Turner,
2008:16)

My body is an electronic virgin. | incorporate riticen chips, no retinal or cochlear
implants, no pacemaker. | do not even wear glgssesgh | do wear clothes), but |
am slowly becoming more and more a cyborg. So auwe (Clark, 2004: 3)

Starting from the consideration of the relationdgween the mind and the body,
the enduring influence of Cartesian dualism, | hlacated different methodologies
in the previous sections, such as “the notion eflibdy that is being resurfaced in
social theory through a reevaluation of “Descartesichine’ in Objectified Body
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and the Commaoditized Body, and how “the body thioagncerted attempts to
control its excrescences, patrol its boundariggfigure it entirely” (Cregan 2006:
11) in the Abjected Body; therefore, this chaptmnaerns the methodology of
science technology studies (STS) into the disceup$body, gender and posthuman
to show “their interconnectedness, and the shavadern between earlier and most
recent ‘techno-feminist’ theories to interrogate gender power relations of the
material world” (Wajcman 2004 quoted in Wajcman 200). However, in the
climate of new bio-technologies, such as In VitestHization (IVF), genetic
engineering, cosmetic surgery and so on, our cdiacepf the body, namely, as
indicated in the previous chapters, rather thandgeecognized “as determined by
nature, is increasingly coming to be regarded ssc&l and cultural construct,
capable of radical transformation” (Negrin 2008).8us, given this context, it is
not a surprise that the new bio-technologies haosime central in the control over
bodies; however, they weaken the boundaries betlvedies and machines since
our knowledge of what the embodied body has bearstormed into posthuman
entities. Before proceeding to the concept of pasémn and its effects on maternal
bodies, | would like to elaborate a little abou thidely held conviction that
technologies are masculine relate to the concdrtieassue of techno-science that
increasingly affect women’s lives and contestednolauies within definitions of
motherhood because this approach will help makgaonyt allows the recognition of
multiple meanings of gender and technology relatiithout assuming a fixed
doctrine which might undermine “the way that pecgbel artifacts co-evolve” and
reminds the diversity of feminist theories sharing same concern have come along

a long way over the last two decades. From thisgestive, | want to underscore
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what is a major point of emphasis in this sectigmgboting Judy Wajcmarwho is
one of the central figures associated with femit@shnology studiegs she puts it,
Technologies are not the inevitable results ofayglication of scientific and
technological knowledge” should be the key to thdarstanding of identities, needs
and priorities of women is “integral to this so¢ézhnical process” despite “gender
is embedded in techno-science.” (Wajcman 2009: 8)
To put it another way, relevant to my general diston, it should be stressed the
significance of the implication of technologiesmomen’s oppression or, alongside
the belief that technology is masculine —namelg,2bemingly paradoxical
appreciation in women'’s liberation. This analygisds support to the claim that both
sides of the debate have been valuable and illumgydecause the theoretical
understanding of gender calls for a framework teeltinology involves new
possibilities, preceding need and functioning belythe encroachment of
technology. Haraway tends to oppose the ideoldgitalubling Western dualisms
such as “self/other, mind/body, culture/nature,etiamale, civilized/primitive,
reality/appearance, whole/part, agent/resourcegematkade, active/passive,
right/wrong, truth/illusion, total/partial, and Godan” (Haraway 1991: 177) that
have been “systemic to the logics and practiceafination of women, people of
color, nature, workers and animals” (1991, 177yentneless, she emphasizes
women’s embracing new technologies and learningséthem for their own ends
help them evade the tendency, which resulted frephayment of a notion of
patriarchy entirely to explain the relation of pawathin social world, to employ a
theory that is inhibited in effect. From this perspve, | want to underscore a major
point in analysis of women and technology by quptindy Wajcman. As she puts

it, “the very language of technology, its symboljsgsimasculine. It is not simply
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acquiring skills, because these skills are embeddadulture of masculinity that is
largely coterminous with culture of technology” €19 19 quoted in Wolmark 2003:

217).

So, a number of critical points in relation to thiecourse will be raised, before
going on to examine some of the tensions and dilasmaised by the feminist
perspectives and posthuman methodology to provigenaral overview of the
critical and theoretical environment within whidteyy emerged and in which they
have continued to flourish. The issues raised say@ficance far beyond
considerations of gender and technology; at the aog assumptions about “how
pre-existed social relations of patriarchy expieass shape technology” (Ormrod, 31
qguoted in Gill; Grint 1995: 22) and about how tleeial body “is constructed in and
through discourse, meaning and representationaingschy (Ormrod, 31 quoted in
Gill; Grint 1995: 22). Thence, women are no longléogether “oppressed by forces
and practices of representation imposed upon tihem dutside” (Ormrod, 31
quoted in Gill; Grint 1995: 22), instead, they aageful “in positioning themselves
within discourses and in investing a commitmergubject positions.... which may
be enrolled or ‘translated’ in the creation of teclogies” (Ormrod, 31 quoted in
Gill; Grint 1995: 22). It should also be stresdedltf in thinking the challenge with
regards to the gender and technology, there ared@isions and/or dilemmas about
the usage of the technology. Alan Peterson ardwswidespread concerns about
the dangers of the efforts of science to contratune™ (Petersen 2007: 14) should
also be acknowledged. He observes,

These include increased surveillance and contret pgople’s bodies and lives, the
commaoditization of life, ‘playing God’, the intrusi on people’s ‘right not to know’
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and loss of genetic privacy, the potential for distation on the basis of genetic
difference, and growing economic and social ineitjgalarising from unequal
access to the benefits of resulting technologrethé field of genetics, for example,
some writers see the potential for the emergenee génetic underclass’
comprising those who have unequal access to neetigeasts, treatments and
enhancement technologies (Kelly 2005: 137). Ferngukolars point out that new
genetics-based reproductive technologies aredan freutral in that they have
different impacts on women’s and men'’s bodies aretl(e.g. Ettorre 2002;
Steinberg 1997). (Petersen 2007: 14)

Whilst, my first concern here will be to compostheoretical overview that moves
from the work of feminist theorist Teresa De Laig;efechnologies of Gender:
Essays on Theory, Film, and Fictionwhich the notion of ‘technologies of gender’
has been emphasized, to works of Susan Bordo and Balsamo for thinking
about the construction of gender difference by laguy discourses of techno-social
and biomedical technologies (De Lauretis 1987) wisiems in part of my argument
that “the role of technology in reproducing patctey” (Wajcman 2010: 2) has
further links with the definitions of motherhooddamaternity “in offering
possibilities for conventional gender differenc@#/ajcman 2010: 2). Before
proceeding, it is important to review, the defioits of gender, which is regarded as
“a property of individuals, social structures agthbolic systems” (Harding quoted
in Balsamo 1996: 3), in this regard, to be moreigee “science is one of the most
important symbolic systems in Western culture afds been clear to feminist
critics of science, technology and, in its mordcalformulation, “techno-science”,
that gender is very clearly a product of this systéBleier, 1984 quoted in Balsamo

1996: 3).
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In this light, it is worth recalling Judith Butlersuggestion thdthere is no gender
identity behind the expressions of gender; thattitieis performatively constituted
by the very “expressions” that are said to be itslte’s(Butler 1999, 25). Building
upon Butler's work, Stephanie Genz and BenjamiBrabon (2009) in
Postfeminism Cultural Texts and Theorzegline Butler’s definition of gender as
“an identity tenuously constituted in time’ andstituted through the stylization of
the body” (Butler, 402 quoted in Genz; Brabon, 125)

The gendered body is performative in the sensetthas ‘no ontological status
apart from the various acts which constitute ititg, and thus, gender ‘can be
neither true nor false, neither real nor apparmagither original nor derived’
(GenderTrouble136, 141). Instead, ‘gender is always a doinghexformance that
relies on a certain practice of repetition’ thataactively produces the effect of
identity and the illusion that there is an innendger core Gender Trouble5;
‘Lana’s “Imitation™ 2). (Genz; Brabon, 125)

I would like to further comment about gendered badyt serves my discussion,
referring to the assumption that Anthony Synno®0@) inThe Body Sociaduggests
“gender, therefore, is not simply a matter of bgylobut is entangled with notions of
cosmology, number, unity, direction, mobility, gtatolor, morality and shape”
(Synott 2002: 41). Given this context, what becswiear is that “gender connects
to everything, and everything is gendered” (Syg6@2: 41). Furthermore, it would
seem that, “all gendering is a kind of impersormaiad approximation’, an
‘imitation for which there is no original’ but raghthe idea of an imaginary or
fantasized origin,” (Butler, ‘Imitation and Gendasubordination’ 31 quoted in
Genz; Brabon 2009: 126) therefore, “a strugglepfmwer” (Synott 2002: 71).
Butler's notion of gender gives us insights ab@dusption that gender is a struggle

of power, so too does her thinking about the maligriof the sexed bodies which
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she describes as “a return to the notion of maitgras site or surface, butas
process of materialization that stabilizes overetito produce the effect of boundary,

fixity, and surface we call mattefButler 1993: 9 emphasis in original).

Thus, in accordance with other gender theoristerniag particularly to Butler’'s
claim that femininity is “not the product of a chej but the forcible citation of a
norm, one whose complex historicity is in dissolgdbom relations of discipline,
regulation, punishment,” (Butler 1993: 232) Stepad®enz and Benjamin A.
Brabon note that “gender is an involuntary and isggbproduction within a
culturally restricted space, and it is always putuader constraint as a compulsory
performance that is in line with heterosexual cartoms” (Genz; Brabon 2009:
126). Even more important, perhaps — at leasthftapic at hand, although,
“ideologies of difference” -Edward Said’s well-knayhrase in his pioneering
book,Orientalism, namely, binary system of gender, as well a eax other
forms of bodily difference inscribed on the bodytlod other, is “reified as discrete
gender identities,” (Balsamo 1996: 159) on the oti@and, Anne Balsamo (1996)
argues infechnologies of the Gendered Body: Reading Cybangn & the
“meaningfulness of gender identityreyoroducedn the application of new
technologies” to the body (Balsamo, 160). In tkeigard, Balsamo’s assertion that
gender is a “determining cultural condition andaial consequence of
technological deployment” (Balsamo 1996: 9) is esly relevant, not only as a
counter-weight to Theresa De Lauretis’ emphasisigender asboth the product
and the process of its representatigbe Lauretis 1987: 5 emphasis in original), but

also, in terms of, what it has to say about oundpa@issociated with a number of
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technologies and discourses that shape our unddnsgpof ourselves as gendered
subjects. From these offerings, it is now usefudtamine the ideological
underpinnings of nature/culture duality which sert@establish the core of
“hierarchy functions to reassure a technologicallgrstimulated imagination that
culture/man will prevail in his encounters with &’ (Balsamo 1996: 11). The
following, sums up the importance of the gendereditin nature/ culture
dichotomy.

[1]t serves as the site where anxieties about pinegeer order of things” erupt and
are eventually managed ideologically. Investigatimginteraction between material
bodies and new technologies are invested with @llgignificance in ways the
augment dominant cultural narratives. (Balsamo 1996

Before moving into the part of my argument, whiakds into consideration the
concerns about techno-science that increasingbgffomen’s lives and contested
boundaries within definitions of motherhood, howgVevant to expand on the use
of the wordposthumarbecause there are various, in fact, sustaininggretations
here: Donna J. Haraway, N. Katherine Hayles, Nadmington, R. L. Rutsky and
Elaine L. Grahanall set out from the same starting point that arsloair ethical
response to the notion of posthuman: namely, thé&tn extension of the human,
that is to move beyond the dialectic of control &k of control” and makes us
construct a sense of posthuman, “which can nevenbeely reduced to patterns or
standards, codes or information” (Rutsky, “Mutatidill quoted in Toffoletti 2007:
11). It should also be stressed here as a stadgimgrk that more than three decades
ago, Ihab Hassan (1977) in “Prometheus as Perfoffogrards a Posthumanist

Culture?” looked ahead to posthumanism in the valg way:
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We need to first understand that the human form-{udtieg human desire and all its
external representations—may be changing radicatigh thus must be re-visioned.
We need to understand that five hundred years miainism may be coming to an
end, as humanism transforms itself into somethiag we must helplessly call
posthumanism (Hassan 1977: 212 quoted in Toff&éfi7: 11)

N. Katherine Hayles’ (1999) view of the posthumaiiow We Became Posthuman
Virtual Bodies in Cybernetics, Literature, and Infatics which is worth quoting at
length, reveals her assumption that the posthutmanld be considered as “a
technical-cultural concept” (Hayles, 22) atige prospect of becoming [one] both
evokes terror and excites pleasure” (Hayles 1989) 3he outlines posthuman view

as follows:

First, the posthuman view privileges informatiopattern over material
instantiation, so that embodiment in a biologicdisrate is seen as an accident of
history rather than an inevitability of life. Sechrthe posthuman view considers
consciousness, regarded as the seat of humantydertie Western tradition long
before Descartes thought he was a mind thinkingnaepiphenomenon, as an
evolutionary upstart trying to claim that it is ttMaole show when in actuality it is
only a minor sideshow. Third, the posthuman vieinks of the body as the original
prosthesis we all learn to manipulate, so thatreditey or replacing the body with
other prostheses becomes a continuation of a palcasbegan before we were
born. Fourth, and most important, by these andratieans, the posthuman view
configures human being so that it can be seamlasstulated with intelligent
machines. In the posthuman, there are no essdiftelences or absolute
demarcations between bodily existence and compirteration, cybernetic
mechanism and biological organism, robot teleolagg human goals (Hayles 1999:
2-3)

What Hayles draws our attention to, by addressong key areas mentioned above,
is that the body in “a humanist narrative thatitiadally separates man from
woman, mind from matter and technology from theydiiayles 1999: 5) should
be revaluated. This project Hayles suggests wisiassociated with the question of

posthuman existence in contemporary society expiasgssthuman existence [that]

can be advantageous for women” (Hayles 1999: 5)ldd& use of the term, in other
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words, tends to bring attention to “the interpldyiscursive formulations of
embodied subjecthood and the cybernetic desirdi$@mbodiment” (Toffoletti
2007: 14) because, Hayles, suggests that “it ssghrallel tension between
abstraction and embodiment that produces the posthisubject” (Toffoletti 2007:
14). From this vantage point, Hayles’ work with aeds to feminist studies of
technology, cyberspace and embodiment, in a wagsares the posthuman as an
embodied being, in so doing, brings back the vafube body in theory (Toffoletti

2007: 14).

Indeed, the posthuman bodies for other criticsh stiscJudith M. Halberstam and

Ira Livingston, and to some extent for Hayles, “ére causes and effects of
postmodern relations of power and pleasure, vituahd reality, sex and its
consequences” (1995, 3). Furthermore, HalberstairLangstone inPosthuman
Bodies(1995) underscore that, “the posthuman does n&sséate the obsolescence
of the human; it does not represent an evolutiathesolution of the human. Rather
it participates in re-distributions of differencedaidentity” (Halberstam;

Livingstone: 10). Further they observe:

The posthuman body is a technology, a screen,jagbed image; it is a body under
the sign of AIDS, a contaminated body, a deadlybadechno-body: it is... queer

body. The human body itself is no longer part b&"family of man" but of a zoo of
posthumanities. (Halberstam: Livingston, 1995: 8tqd in Graham 2002: 36)

Similarly, Neil Badmington’s view of posthumanAdien Chic Posthumanism and
the Other Withinlends support to Derrida’s well-known term ‘dif@ce’, which
shatters the cult of identity and the dominanceslif over other. As Badmington
(2004) has pointed out by quoting R. L. Rutsky'ggestion that “[a] posthuman
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subject position would.... acknowledge the othertleasis part of us” (Badmington
2004: 155) is the focal point of Badmington’s wolkdeed, Badmington broadens
the notion of otherness by emphasizing that it ‘dasys been part of ‘us’, parting
‘us’ from ‘ourselves’™ (Badmington 2004: 155). Faermore, he points toward an
interpretation of posthumanim that “is the acknalglement and activation of the
trace of the inhuman within the human.” (Badming?@®4: 155) From this
viewpoint, it should also be stressed here thatwoirk weaves together two
different senses of posthumanism. In this sengept@occupation with the real
potency of posthumanism has further links with tdbte difference [that] is
abducted by differance (with an ‘a’). In the endan’ secretes the other within. In
the end, close encounters are constitutive, anasion is inescapable. In the end,
humanism finds itself a little alien” (BadmingtoA@: 155). In the conclusion, Neil
Badmington argues that “the human forever diffepsfitself, finds its moment of
plenitude and perfect presence deferred by the tteat nonetheless calls it into

being” (Badmington 2004: 155).

Kim Toffoletti’s reading of Halberstam’s and Livispne’s and Hayles’ analyses of
posthuman reveals that their examining the vieembodied difference, which has
been a central question for feminism (ToffolettDZ014) indicates how “a
posthuman existence can be advantageous for stfdigsmen’s relationships to
technology” (Toffoletti 2007: 15). Traditional wag$ identity construction that
functions to “essentialize and exclude women” haeren deconstructed (Toffoletti
2007: 15), so that “a more complex range of sulpesitions” can be arranged

(Toffoletti 2007: 15). What this means is that whentalk about posthumanism, we
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are not just talking about the “culture or age t@hes ‘after’ the human” (R.L
Rutsky quoted in Wolfe 2009: xvii); rather, as fobétti puts it, we are also talking
about a sense of posthumanism that “operatesits @ ambiguity, as a transitional
space where old ways of thinking about the selfthedOther, the body and
technology, reality and illusion, cannot be sustdin(Toffoletti, 2007: 14). A
similar logic of posthuman is at work in Catherivaldby (2000b: 48) who
“suggests that the best way to view the posthumas ia ‘particular kind of critical
moment™ (Waldby 2000b: 49 quoted in Bell 2001: 14¥aldby further claims,
“the possibility of the posthuman is not to do witle transcendence of the human,
its replacement, but rather with the recognitiod erposure of the networks of
production which constitute human techno-genedi&l{lby 2000b: 49 quoted in

Bell 2001: 147).

In this respect, | would like to emphasize oncedragapoint | have made earlier,
about the transdisciplinary naturepasthumanist theories that brings together
feminist studies of technology and theories oftibdy.| would like to further
comment about the future of the posthuman embodimérich involves bio-
technologies, body/machine interface, the commcatiton of desire, as it serves my
discussion, referring to the assumption that Haglegyests “the question is not
whether we will become posthuman, for posthumaisigiready here. Rather, the

guestion is what kind of posthumans we will be” yi¢ég 1999: 246).

From this standpoint | am inclined to assume thmdmy particularly, women as part

of my argument, and technology in a state of camtrs tension. It is precisely at
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this point, | would like to argue that if technolognd human are the indicatives of
the posthuman then the tension between them dsstptthematic of “selfhood,
identity, the body and reality” (Toffoletti 2007).4~urthermore, as already noted
technology is not only gender-biased but alsopsoauct of the cultural imagination
and unconscious. Acknowledging the importance efttaditional gendered patterns
of power and authority in relation to the fact tttae means of production of
technology is rarely beneficial for women” (Flanagand Booth, 11 cited in Melzer
2006: 24) Wajcman demonstrates lfeminism Confronts Technologyechnology

is more than a set of physical objects or artifdtialso fundamentally embodies a
culture or social relations made up of certainssoftknowledge, beliefs, desires and
practices” (Wajcman quoted in Balsamo 1996: 10jtHermore, particularly

echoing De Lauretis, Braidotti asserts that “woraaithe ‘other of the same’ is in
fact the primary artifact, produced through a whemeial interaction that is both
constructed by and is the expression of the variesbnologies of gender’ that are

currently operational (de Lauretis 1987)” (Braid@@03: 209-210).

It would seem that underpinning this assumptica $kift in the sources of power

altered by engagements with communication scieanddio-technologies, and hence,
when the limits of existing categories of poweledlinto question by an acceleration of
those technologies that turns “the world into cedeachine code, genetic code —
producing ‘fresh sources of power,” (Bell 2001:)@vhere does the female body,

which is, presumably, at stake in relation to texdbgy and the power discourses reside?
Furthermore, French thinker Foucault’s notion ai-power, “which shapes and marks

bodies” (Melzer 2006: 25), which is overviewed gtall in previous chapters, is also
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applicable to the “fresh sources of analysis arldipal action” when accounting for the
age of cyborg, since it is proposed to be “an engyow political identity” (Melzer
2006: 25) by contemporary feminist thinkers, susan M. Balsamo, N. Katherine
Hayles and Donna Haraway, who are in favor of @@®nstruction of feminism. For
example, Ann Balsamo’s study of the bodygchnologies of the Gendered Body
(1996) provides a context in which to analyze thpartance of the materiality in
understanding the body as a product of new teclgiesat the point of where the
“postmodern reconstruction of bodies often repregduwmtions and structures of sexual
difference” (Melzer 2006: 25). Picking up on Balsasnargument in regards to the
body’s relationship to technology, N. Katherine gy inHow We Became Posthuman
(1999), extends it by exploring the potentials Amitations of the “body’s dual reality
of material experience and disembodied existencgberspace” (Melzer 2006: 25).
Moreover, the problematic relationship between woied technology is emphasized
by Sadie Plant, who argues that “it is sedimemeghitriarchal myth: machines were
female because they were mere things on which noeked” (1993:13 cited in
Wolmark 2000: 226)In this light, it is worth recalling Donna Harawaysuggestion that
“developments such as telephone technology, comgesggn, molecular genetics,
ecology, socio-biological evolutionary theory, anmanuno-biology all translate
information and organism into universal codes fadoicing simulacra, artificial
counterpart organs or artificial reproduction, i8sg in the reconfiguration of sex, the

body, and social relations” (Haraway 1991: 164).

Consequently, my concern in this part of the stwdlybe to analyze the cyborg,

“cybernetic organism,” which has become an inflisdriheoretical concept recently,
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in accordance with other posthuman concepts tleadla@ady noted. This analysis
moves from the work of cyber-feminist theorist Dartiaraway (1991), “A Cyborg
Manifesto: Science, Technology, and Socialist-Fésninin the Late Twentieth
Century” to other cyber-feminist thinkers Mary Aboane, Anne Balsamo, Jenny
Woolmark and so on, for thinking about how, in aywayborg concept has
challenged the “certain sorts of knowledge, belidésires and practices” (Wajcman
cited in Balsamo 1996: 10) in theorizing identithdadifference. Hence, the tendency
towards a notion of patriarchy to explain the fielabf power within social and
cultural categories might be evaded, only if woraetbrace new technologies and

learn to use them for their own ends and here srevthe cyborg can help women:

Cyborg imagery can suggest a way out of the madeafsms in which we have
explained our bodies and our tools to ourselvess il dream not of a common
language, but of a powerful infidel heteroglostlizs an imagination of a feminist
speaking in tongues to strike fear into the cioftthe super-savers of the new
right. It means both building and destroying maekiridentities, categories,
relationships, space stories. Though both are boutte spiral dance, | would
rather be a cyborg than a goddess. (Haraway 194): 1

It would seem from Haraway’s argument the cybongcept might also be used “to
free women from the negative effects of gender-gmming by abolishing gender
altogether” (Creed 2004: 127). Here, however, itssful to recall Balsamo’s
suggestion that “the cyborg provides a frameworkstadying gender identity as it
is technologically crafted simultaneously from thatter of material bodies and
cultural fictions” (Balsamo 1996: 11). In this redawhat is implicit in cyber-
feminist thinkers’ treatise on cyborg is that cygpa “a feminist tool of resistance”
(Melzer 2006: 25), which not only “addresses thespmng questions of agency and

posthuman subjectivity” (Melzer 2006: 23) but al$oregrounds representation
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and the constructions of cultural meaning, draviioth science and economic
theories and their representations into the arsabyfispower relations” (Melzer 2006:
23). Furthermore, Scott Bukatman’s analysis of Mangs call for “cyborg politics”
draws our attention to “the possibility of techmgilcal symbiosis as a progressive
alternative, rather than a simple masculine fantdsatural mastery and

domination” (Bukatman 1993: 21).

What needs to be stressed at this point is thattfmrg body is definitionally
transgressive of a dominant culture order, not sohtbecause of its “constructed
nature but rather because of the indeterminacigsofiybrid design,” (Balsamo
1996: 11) thus, it can further be argued thatapfesents a radical version of what it
means to be human in the Western world in the2@te century” (Tomas 1995: 21).
These assumptions attack the very foundation oft§¥eshought, which provides
the boundaries of dichotomized conceptions. Inipagr, Haraway theorizes the
cyborg as rebellious that not only questions taditional Western dichotomies with
regards to our definition of “the (female) body atsdrelationship to technology”
(Genz; Brabon 2009: 147) but also collapses thedary distinctions. Haraway
asserts in an interview that her concept of cyli®fgmale. In her own words:

[The cyborg] is a polychromatic girl ... the cyborga bad girl, she is really not a
boy. Maybe she is not so much bad as she is a-siapger, whose dislocations are
never free. She is a girl who is trying not to bmed/Noman, but remain responsible
to women of many colors and positions, and whorteaseally figured out a politics
that makes the necessary articulations with the dyo are your allies. It is undone
work. (Penley and Ross 1991: 20 cited in Bell 20B)

In fact, in concordance with Haraway’'s assumptlaat tyborg is female, Balsamo

indicates “if the cyborg appears as the embodiedyerof both an ideological
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(human) identity and material (technological) rgalihen woman’s identity as much
socially and psychologically constructed as ithggologically and biologically
determined, reveals her cyborg likeness” (Balsaf2153). Sadie Plant (1997
[1993]) also makes the point in “Beyond the Screé&iim, Cyberpunk and
Cyberfeminismi arguing that “if the male human is the only hunthe, female
cyborg is the only cyborg” (Tsaliky 2006: 73). Idlécquere Rosanne Stone’s
account, she emphasizes the fact that “to becorybag...is to put on the female”
(Tsaliky 2006: 73). These reinforce the suggedtia the cyborg being a feminist
project constitutes a claim about overcoming, whsclocated “in the tradition of the
appropriation of nature as resource for the pradaostof culture [and] the tradition
of reproduction of the self from the reflectionstio¢ other” (Haraway 1991: 150). In
this sense, the cyborg is a “troubling figure, wdasnic nature grows from the
contradictions of exploitation and agency,” (Mel2€06: 24) namely, it “is not
afraid of joint kinship with animals and machinesf permanently partial identities
and contradictory standpoints” (Haraway 1991: 16#&xaway, further, claims that
Cyborg’s notion of a pure and authentic originrghpematic because cyborg has no
“origin story in the ‘Western’, humanist sense”tthdepends on the myth of original
unity, fullness, bliss and terror, representedhgyghallic mother from whom all
humans must separate, the task of individual dgweémt and of history” (Haraway
1991: 151); therefore, it does not desire “its éatto save it through a restoration of
the garden”, does not “recognize the Garden of Eales not “dream of
community on the model of the organic family”, aadhus without an “Oedipal
project” (Haraway 1991: 151). Considering thatdlborg has no biological father,

and no “lived social and bodily realities” (HarawB§91: 154) about kinship and
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“organic family,” the Oedipus complex or the retigs salvation and purification of
Christianity are out of the question. In this ligithat becomes clear is that the
cyborg as described by Haraway, as an “illegitintdtepring” that carries an anti-
historical, anti-psychoanalytic, and anti-religiquditics has the power to challenge
the Western dualist and patriarchal system (Haral@&l: 151). It should also be
stressed that, in commenting on the cyborg Haraswagiders that “by the late
twentieth century, our time, a mythic time, we allechimeras, theorized and
fabricated hybrids of machine and organism; in slvee are cyborgs. The cyborg is

our ontology; it gives us our politics” (Harawayall9 150).

It follows, then, that throughout “A Manifesto f@yborgs,” Haraway'’s notion of the
cyborg remains engaged with the problem of therdisbn between unity and
diversity arguing that cyborg which acknowledgesttbsocial power and politics of
representation” (Melzer 2006: 24) should provideaanework for a feminist cyborg
politics in “the struggle for language and the gtfle against perfect
communication” (Haraway 1991: 176) by rejectinge‘tentral dogma of
phallogocentrism” (Haraway 1991: 176). In keepirithwdaraway’s line of
emphasis on the issue of difference, postcoloeiairiist theorist Irene Geldalof
(2000) in “Identity in Transit: Nomads, Cyborgs aMbmen” notes that “what
needs ‘recoding’ is not just the binary logic tleates ‘Woman’ and ‘women’ as
object, ground or resource, but also the concepatain of that ground as inert”
(2000: 349 cited in Pilcher; Whelehan 2004: 22)c8iGeldalof is concerned about
the ways in which “women are symbolically and stgatally positioned within

discourses and conflicts that produce nationahiethnd racialized community
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identities” (Pilcher; Whelehan 2004: 21), whatésntal to her work is the assertion
that cyborg “is a model that refuses the binaryasgion into object and subject”
(2000: 349 cited in Pilcher; Whelehan 2004: 22) famther, the cyborg,
accordingly, first, focuses on the ways that Womamien can be positioned within
a location where gendered, raced, and nationatitei=nare constructed in a
different manner; and secondly, it challenges, tioles, and reconstructs “those
identities, as a place of resistance and a sodricstabilities within existing power

relations” (Pilcher; Whelehan 2004: 22).

Arguably, Cyborg emerges within the context of irdgation of what it means to be
human in relation to posthuman existence (defiheouigh humans’ relationship to
technologies) and in the context of (science)dictifeminist science fiction
literature in particular. Furthermore, at this gpsimilar to Haraway, Teresa De
Lauretis has implied “SF is perhaps the most intiggdictional mode of our
historical creativity.... in tracing cognitive pattigough the physical and material
reality of the contemporary technological landscapé designing new maps of
social reality” (1980: 169 cited in Wolmark 2002@. Indeed, Haraway’ view of
the cyborg has been shaped by the works of wistech as “Joanna Russ, Samuel R.
Delany, John Varley, James Tiptree, Jr, OctavideButonique Wittig, and Vonda
Mclintyre” (Haraway 1991: 173). She overtly emphasithat she is indebted to
these “story-tellers exploring what it means teeb@odied in high-tech worlds”
whom she acknowledges them to be the “theoristsyfioorgs” (Haraway 1991:
173). Furthermore, she highlights “contemporargsce fiction is full of cyborgs -

creatures simultaneously animal and machine, wipollpte worlds ambiguously
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natural and crafted” (Haraway 1991: 149). Thatatienowledges “science fiction
[as] political theory” (Haraway, 120 quoted in Met 2006: 23) in her theory, she
further comments, “the cyborg is a matter of fiotend lived experience that
changes what counts as women'’s experience in tihéwantieth century....This
experience is a fiction and fact of the most crugalitical kind” (Haraway 1991
149). Michael Winterbottom’€ode 462003), Alfonso Cuaron’€hildren of Men
(2006), Vincenzo Natali'Splice(2009) share the assumption that the blurring ef th
boundaries between human and machine or humancmtuman is likely to result
in the the dominant system’s taking control over Itledies that is constructed in and
by the techno-scientifically oriented cultures. Tuglies in these films, namely, one
way or another, are similar to what Haraway haseriked as “natural technical
entities -human, technological, and organic-withigpematic selfhood boundaries”
(Haraway 1997: 71 cited in Toffoletti 2007: 156)pwkver, cyborg a hybrid, or a
body-machine, or “a connection making entity” (Bi@tti 2003: 209), then, not only
challenges Western ideologies embedded in assumspgioch as the notion that
technology forms society and technological ratigpaetermines human
subjectivity, but also adopts the ideas of diffesrheterogeneity, and embodiment
which have all characterized and been used to eppvemen. In Haraway’s words:

A cyborg is a cybernetic organism, a hybrid of miaeland organism, a creature of
social reality as well as a creature of fictionci@breality is lived social relations,
our most important political construction, a woddanging fiction.... Liberation
rests on the construction of the consciousnessntaginative apprehension, of
oppression, and so of possibility. This is a sttegwyer life and death. (Haraway
1991: 149)

Haraways’s assertion that “the boundary betweeamnsei fiction and social reality is

an optical illusion,” (Haraway 1991: 149) signifitly, takes into account the “the
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ideological opposition of human/machine, claimingjreship that undermines
Western dualistic power relations” (Melzer 2006).28also touches upon the very
notion of cyborg’s depending on “social-politicélotimstances and [being]
manifested as a metaphor within science fictionél@ér 2006: 24) narratives.
Anthropologist David Tomas’ interpretation of tleetinophilic body bears close
resemblance to the cyborg body, accordingly, thieybath a product of “various
degrees of aesthetic and functional transformatitrested to the human bodies
surface and functional organic structure”, inclgdinot only “cosmetically
redesigned faces, muscle grafts and animal andfoah transplants” but also the
“functional alterations to the human body’s orgaamichitecture” (Tomas 2000:
176). Indeed a further characteristic of the cyltbeg produces “rewritings of the
body’s social and cultural form” (Tomas 2000: 1@ppears to be a rich aspect of
discussion in relation to the “reconstruction afiabidentities” (Tomas 2000: 177).
In this respect, among the other contemporariétapdway, Scott Bukatman’s
vision of cyborg inTerminal Identityis also interesting because he refers to cyborg
as “terminal identity,” which can be defined asrtfoof speech, as an essential
cyborg formation, and a potentially subversive re@ption of the subject that
situates the human and the technological as cogixgrcodependent, and mutually
defining” (Bukatman 1993: 22). Having approached iksue from a variety of
perspectives throughout his book, in the final ¢gpTerminal Resistance/ Cyborg
Acceptance”, Bukatman taps into “the fantasiesohhological symbiosis” that
science fiction presents that he asserts “the stibjeontrol is actually enhanced by
its disappearance into the imploded spaces ofreldcttechnology” (Bukatman,

1993: 21). Bukatman implies that “Haraway'’s visafrcyborg acknowledges
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technology as holding possibility for liberationtiain a new epoch, a new
‘posthuman’ and ‘postgendered’ era” (Bukatman 1223t). In order to address
what Bukatman refers to as “a new posthuman” edabl@ppear by “cyborg
fusions and science fiction technologies,” (Milo@®04: 114) N. Katherine Hayles
clarifies the posthuman subject as “an amalgarllaation of heterogeneous
components, a material informational entity whoseruaries undergo continuous

construction and reconstruction” (Hayles 1999: 3).

Haraways'’s theory of cyborg has engaged with pos#imutheories in a specific way,
namely, in the face of rapid change in new infoioraand bio-technologies, the
boundary between human and machine/non-humararseithe other has become
uncertain is the prime argument of Haraway'’s pioingeacademic article, “A
Cyborg Manifesto”. Unlike the gender theorists wdasgument stems from the
historical and/or cultural origins of gender inelityseand some holistic unity,
Haraway’s argument involves no such basic orgaioizak construct of culture. The
cyborg does not pursue “organic wholeness throuigiehappropriation of all the
powers of the parts into a higher unity” (Haraw&@1: 150). Furthermore, at this
point, Haraway implies “the cyborg skips the stépriginal unity of identification
with nature in the Western sense” (Haraway 1991) $¥ich has resulted in an
emphasis on multiplicity and diversity that caliéa question “ideologically
troubling Western dualisms such as self/other, fhiodly, culture/nature,
male/female, civilized/primitive, reality/appearanevhole/part, truth/illusion, and
God/man” (Haraway 1991: 177). The debate of thet®iesnind/body dualism,

however, is explored in a more speculative wayHerhinist Philosophies” through
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the depiction of cyborg as a “post-metaphysicaktaet” that Braidotti put
forwards and that she claims “the figuration of ¢igporg reminds us that
metaphysics is not an abstract construction bthteraa political ontology”
(Braidotti 2003: 209). In the following passageaBotti’s interpretation of the

Western dualism is made quite clear:

The classical dualism body—soul is not simply awesof separation and of
hierarchical coding; it is also a theory about tiwteraction, about how they hang
together. It suggests how we should go about retigrthe unity of the human
being. (Braidotti 2003: 209-210)

In line with Braidotti, Balsamo’s reading of Haraywaeveals that she finds a
potentiality in the destruction of the Western darak which have been “systemic to
the logics and practices of domination of womermgbe of color, nature, workers
and animals” (Haraway 1991: 177) and connectswiils reconstruction of the

definition of the body.

Cyborgs are hybrid entities that are neither whtalyhnological nor completely
organic, which means that the cyborg has the paterit only to disrupt persistent
dualisms that set the natural body in oppositiothétechnologically recrafted
body, but also to refashion our thinking aboutttieoretical construction of the
body as both a material and a discursive procBsdésgmo 1996: 11)

Yet, this premise assumes that collapse of the sitipa of boundaries and
definitions on the female body by patriarchy cdnstis a change, because “[t]here is
nothing about being ‘female’ that naturally binadsnen. There is not even such a
state as 'being’' female, itself a highly- complategory constructed in contested

sexual scientific discourses and other social prest (Haraway 1991: 155).

82



Stephanie Genz, Benjamin A. Brabon (20099 astfeminism Cultural Texts and

Theories in their measured account of gender in Harawstyidies, state that

In accordance with other postmodern theories, Hayadismantles the gendered
category of ‘female’, illuminating its constructexts and the lack of ‘essential’
unity between feminists and women in general. ifigng the conflicting/conflicted
power of patriarchy, colonialism and capitalismtaesforces that have worked to
fragment and divide women’s/feminism’s politicaéidity, she argues that ‘white
women, including socialist feminists, [have] disead... the non-innocence of the
category of “woman™. (Haraway, 157) Here ‘womas’d loaded term, saturated
with numerous ideologies that have served bottotodgenize and to fragment a
collective sense of womanhood. (Genz; Brabon 2009)

In this sense, Toffoletti’'s suggestion of the cypas a “feminist boundary rider”
(Toffoletti 2007: 21) lends support to Stacy Gillitaim that the cyborg “provides a
useful way of critiquing Enlightenment ideas, affiéis an opportunity to think
about the body without the boundaries of gend&YKerspace, Feminism and
Technology’ 208 cited in Genz; Brabon 2009: 14Txtlker, Susan Gubar’s
interpretation (2000) of Haraway @ritical Condition, Feminism at the Turn of the
Centuryin relation to the collapse of the boundaries betw®rganism and
machine, animal and human, male and female” sudigasit can also enable the
possibility of “Cyborgian consciousness” to rejdbe need for unity as the
totalitarianism of totalizing” (Gubar 2000: 128), érder to transform the traditional
perception of women just as their unique reprogredbiology, which is “served
historically as a powerful explanation or evenituential justification for
debilitating gender roles” (Gubar 2000: 128). Indige majority of recent
publications on the notion of cyborg have dealbwiine way or another, its
applicability to gender issues, including Spring&fectronic Ero5(1996),

Balsamo’sTechnologies of the Gendered B¢i996), and several collections of

83



articles linking the cyborg with feminist concerssich aCybersexualities: A
Reader on Feminist Theory, Cyborgs and Cybersfpaedelenny Wolmark, 1999)
andThe Gendered Cyboigd. Gill Kirkupet al, 1999) and so on. So, the origins of
this derives from the discursive works of both kheag and Butler through which
they orient toward strategies that the body magroductively debiologized in order

to be freed from the gender roles based on thesyst domination.

To put it another way, what makes cyborg approadhable for my analysis is its
recognition of “a world ‘beyond gender” (Braido#00: 109), in Haraway'’s term “a
post-gender world” where “is no truck with...pre-geali symbiosis, unalienated
labor, or other seductions to organic wholenessuidin a final appropriation of all
the powers of the parts into a higher unity” (Haag1991: 150). Thus far, | have
located various articulations of the body “iagta singular, bounded entity or
substance” (Blackman 2008: 1) but rather “body mpldt (Blackman 2008: 1)

within various lived embodiments whose interpretagi range from objectification
to abjectification, and to commaodification. Whainjts all of these articulations is
the vision of the cyborg that breaches the boueddretween the organic and the
inorganic or female bodies as mechanically engatatiows me to explore how
“technology, rather than biology... reproduces gershet thereby challenges
conceptions of what it is to be human, genderetialble subject,” (Janes 2000: 93)
and this in turn, leads to an examination of thetfmeman reproduction’s potential to

generate new bodily imaginings.
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For, however, it would appear that there is littteibt about Haraway’s work that it
does not intend to emphasize the forthcoming piispd posthuman enhancements
in our perceptions of technology, reproduction aaenen, because Haraway uses
the technologically manipulated body to rewritei@antity construction by
annihilating the Western ideologies embedded intwthmmeans to be human and its’
social and political entitlements rather than emih@nhuman. From this offering, it

is now useful to recall Claudia Springer’s concirat, “the Cartesian mind/body
duality is ultimately eclipsed by the concept of ttyborg rather than accomplish an
ideal Enlightenment universe where human reasasta&nter stage the cyborg

undermines the very concept of “human”™ (Murri 206Y. To put it in other way,
what Haraway's work promises is that a way of mdthig similarities and
differences in social relations, drawing our aitamto “specific historical
positionings and permanent partialities withoutretmaming the search for potent
connections” (Haraway 1991: 1). To this extent,dway’s perspective of bio-
politics can be construed as a forerunner of posémy as her thesis on bodies’
losing their boundaries is implied by various cstin the last 20 years. Indeed,
Haraway emphasizes that her work must be reatlaBr&a rhetorical strategy and a
political method... within socialist-feminism” (Haray 1991: 149). Even though
she argues that cyborg is “the self feminists noogle”, since she associates it “with
the ‘hyphenated identities’ of postcolonial womesose identities cannot be fixed
within straight- forward binaries of gender, ragation or class”, the cyborg identity
she employs in her study is “always multiple andigll (Thornham 2007: 140). In

this context, Haraway'’s study that is built onkeelatory ‘myth of political identity’

which is both feminist and post-gender in whiche*ttyborg is a kind of
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disassembled and reassembled, postmodern collestiypersonal self” (Haraway
1991: 163) is limited. Sue Thornham (20@Y)YVomen, Feminism and the Media
Topicsunderscores the reasons, which is worth quotirtgrigth:
Once the body is no longer lived but ‘disassembled reassembled’, the concept of
an embodied subjectivity becomes impossible to taanA body which is multiple
and fragmented, transgressive and shifting, subjetither pain nor ageing, is,
suggests Susan Bordo, ‘no body at all’ (1990: 1MBjther suggests Rosi Braidotti,
can we be quite sure that it is ‘sexed’ (2002: 243)07: 140)
So,Haraway’s major contribution to this line of thoaghat is relevant to body and
technology studies is the insight that “the cybigriike a symptom- it represents that
which cannot be represented” (Gonzales 2000: 58)mFhis perspective, which
cyborg is the evidence of “multiple fears and desof a culture caught in the
process of transformation,” (Gonzales 2000: 58)ctft®org body seems to be the
marker of the boundaries “which is the underlying bnrecognized structure of
[any] historical consciousness” (Gonzales 2000: BB)s, in turn, draws our
attention to the hybridity of the cyborg which fstthe fiercest racial anxiety
(amongst European-derived cultures at least) amage of decline, uncertainty and
the immeasurable” (Thornham 2007: 161). And furthaur anxiety about
technology feeds on our anxiety about racial mixthgt Haraway’s self-conscious
politics cleverly inverts” (Thornham 2007: 161).\Mever, cyborg’s being beyond
gender seems also to be biased, because as merg@ntier, in an interview
Haraway declares her cyborg is “a girl who is tgymot to become woman.” (Penley
and Ross 1991: 20 cited in Bell 2001: 108) In thigard, her notion of cyborg is not

“subversive” but rather “hegemonic” (Davis; Dum@98: 278). The discourses of

technology depend on dichotomized concepts of gaddatity within the cultural
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frameworks; therefore, contemporary culture in Watige technologically enhanced
body is actually produced and imagined can be a gaample for application of the
cyborg. Nevertheless, Haraway’s version of -mythisgmbolic or metaphorical-
cyborg in “Cyborg Manifesto” is a bit distancedrndherealities of actual
‘cyborgification,” because she is more focused on “the questionwfféminists
might reconcile the radical historical specifiottfyjwomen with the insistence on
constructing new values that can benefit humarstg hole. Moreover, the body in
the cyborg model is neither physical nor mechanigadr is it only textual”

(Braidotti 2003: 209-210). In “Envisioning Cyborg#ies: Notes from Current
Research” Jennifer Gonzales discusses the cybatgibderms of being
“cyberspatial” site of possible being, which as sbées, “is already inhabited and
through which the interface to a contemporary w@ldiready made. Visual
representations of cyborgs are thus not only utopradystopian prophesies, but are
rather reflections of a contemporary site of beif@dnzales 2000: 58). In this
context, Balsamo’s reading of Haraway revealsfir@smuch as, Haraway “fails to
consider how the cyborg has already been fashiomedr cultural imagination...
cyborg images reproduce limiting, not liberatingnder stereotypes” (Balsamo
2000: 155). Furthermore, at this point, Balsamoli@spthat “focusing on the cyborg
image in hopes of unearthing an icon of utopiamgfd does a great disservice to

feminism. Feminism does not need another utopisiowi (Balsamo 2000: 156).

What is missing in Haraway’s cyborg figure is thdtile she is more concerned
about the mythical, symbolic and metaphysical prtetations, she is less concerned

about its’ social reality in relation to technolodppdy and embodiment in
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contemporary Western contexts. Nevertheless, te gpithe entire possibilities
cyborg figures offer, “they will not resolve debaiaf social and cultural power, nor,
do they —as yet, function as radical alternati(€&3nzales 2000: 71). Whether as a
source of inspiration or as a target of criticisar&ivay’s concept of the cyborg has
become influential “within a range of debates, degtaround the impact of
scientific, technological developments for our urstendings of ourselves, our
bodies and our relations with organic and inorgatiers” (Pilcher; Whelehan
2004: 23). As a resulthe debt to Haraway in almost any enterprise carazkbwith

the Cyborg in contemporary Posthuman studies camsanderstated.

Considering that Balsamo reminds us both womarcghdrg are “simultaneously
symbolically and biologically produced and reproeldithrough social interactions”
(Balsamo, 2000: 153); therefore, the cyborg concaptbe employed tsurvey the
ways through whicllechno-scientifically oriented culturesntribute to the
“fashioning ofselves” (Downey and Dumit 1997 cited in Pilcher; é&édhan 2004:
22).Being a “potent cultural icon of the late twentieentury,” (Clark, 2003: 5) the
figures of the cyborg have come to a stance tleat tbpresent “all forms of
imagined posthuman self-hood,” (Thornham 2007: E&Eprdingly; they “are
everywhere and multiplying” (Gray; Mentor and FigoeeSarriera 1995: 2 cited in
Thornham 2007: 137). But what is needed here Geszalhtly points out, is the
recognition of “the question over which so muchatelarises”: are there important
differences between people (and cyborgs), or asplpéand cyborgs) in some
necessary way the same?” (Gonzales, 2000: 71) gia beswering this question, |

turn to Andy Clark’s (2003proposain Natural-Born Cyborgs: Minds,
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Technologies and the Future of Human Intelligetizg “we are already natural-
born cyborgs: €reatures whose minds are special precisely becteseare tailor-
made for multiple mergers and coalitiof2003: 7 emphasis in original).
Throughout the book he tends to emphasize the itapoe of understanding mind-
body “scaffolding”, “the loopinginteractions between material brains, material
bodies, and complesultural and technological environments” (Clark 2001) that
point towards self transformationis. other words, “the line between biological self
and technological world was, in facgver very firm” (Clark 2003: 8). As David
Tomas has pointed out “when one is presented wathitare governed by cosmetic
and functional alterations to the form and orgatiacture of the human body, it is
not hard to imagine an emerging cyborg speciesvhigévolve according to a
different evolutionary logic” (Tomas 2000: 178)oreover, it is also worth
remembering Chris Gray’s concaahout the cyborg’s potential to be better than
human and that can result in a loss of our identifywe become too much the
cyborg, will we no longer be human?” (Haney 2008 15vant to return to a
consideration of Hayles’ essay, “The Life CycleQyborgs: Writing the
Posthuman” in which she argues that cyborgs dd exieal life. In her words:

About 10 percent of the current U.S. populatiomsestimated to be cyborgs in the
technical sense, including people with electromiagemakers, artificial joints, drug
plant systems, implanted corneal lenses, anddalifkin. (Hayles 1999: 159)

Conveniently, the examples of the cyborgizatiomaterial life allow posthumanists
to propose the “variety of motives and, as wellths,“diversity of ‘types™ (Bell

2001: 149).

Cyborg technologies can bestorative in that they restore lost functions and
replace lost organs and limbs; they cambemalizing in that they restore some
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creature to indistinguishable normality; they caralmbiguouslyeconfiguring
creating posthuman creatures equal to but diffdfremt humans, like what one is
now when interacting with other creatures in cypace or, in the future, the type of
modifications proto-humans will undergo to livespace or under the sea having
given up the comforts of terrestrial existence; tmay can benhancingthe aim of
most military and industrial research, and whaséhwith cyborg envy or even
cyborg-philia fantasize. (Gray et al. 1995: 3 cied@ell 2001: 149 emphasis in
original)
Yet, in Hayles’ account, she emphasizes clearly‘tha construction of the
posthuman does not require the subject to berallitgborg” (Hayles 1999: 4)
rather, “constitutes a prevalent concept of subjigt (Kember 2003: 143). Even
more important, perhaps — at least for the topltaat- is that whether or not we
realize that “we are cyborgs, or understand oueseas cyborgs” (Bell 2001: 150)
affect “the assumed naturelness” of [our] bodias their “function[s] as a marker of
difference” (Balsamo 2000: 154). To answer thatstjoa, we need to understand
that “humans, by nature, [are] products of a compled heterogeneous
developmental matrix in which culture, technologgd biology are pretty well
inextricably intermingled” (Clark 2003: 86). On shpoint, Francis Fukuyama @ur
Posthuman Future Consequences of the Biotechn®legglutionhas shared his
concerns about the risks of bio-technology, whictfixes obvious benefits with
subtle harms in one seamless package” (Fukuyan Z0)@elated to the collapse of
human nature, similar to Clark, who argues thais“d mistake to posit a
biologically fixed “human nature” with a simple vpraround of tools and culture;
the tools and culture are indeed as much determofeyur nature as products of it”
(Clark 2003: 86). | suggest that posthuman stugliediomodal in relation to bio-

technologies: one side is associated with the n$kise new technologies,

especially, bio-technologies, (Fukuyama, 2002; K;1a003); and the other with the
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possibilities (Hayles, 1999; Wolfe, 2009). Releveminy general discussion,
however, the idea of posthuman, in particular tf®cg, “in the context of
reproductive technologies is important becausfér®a most explicit merging of
techno-science and the material body and has ensrpmtential for the
transgression of boundaries — boundaries betweemew@nd men and across time

and generation” (Woodward 2000: 169).

To return, then, to the definition of posthumarc)uwling the cyborg, seemingly, “is
not limited to any specific technology, as it en@asses bio-technologies... such
innovations as artificial intelligence, life extéms, and genetic or nano-
technological engineering” (Miah 2008: 83). In teense, Chris Gray i@yborg
Citizenasserts that “more than other cyborg techno-sejegenetics foregrounds the
issue of human versus posthuman” (Gray, 20 quot&iriello 2005: 15). Rather
than enhancing the body by replacing flesh with mrees bio-technology underpins
the interrelations between human reproduction aedico-technological
developmentaNot only does thadvance in genetics diminish diseases, but also it
“offers the most likely and most effective way aiing artificial evolution to

produce intelligent non-human creatures” (Gray¢i2€d in Dinello 2005: 15).
Daniel Dinello (2005) infechnophobia! Science Fiction Visions of Posthuman
Technologytakes into consideration of the debates resuftmm this concern. As he
puts it,

Should children be genetically engineered for ligehce, good looks, athletic

ability, musical inclination, or any other traité#ll only a rich elite benefit from

this technology, thus producing an enhanced supgahiclass or species? Does that
matter? Should corporations be allowed to own anfitgrom human genetic
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information? How can we anticipate and avert damgerconsequences? Should we
regulate any aspect of the technology and, if ea;7h(Dinello, 15)

Once these questions are posed it becomes cleayethetics and reproductive
technologies derive from “social, cultural, ethicahs well as biological and

scientific discourses” (Woodward 2000: 162).

Since the birth of the genetic revolution in th&@9 and later the 1996 cloning of
the sheep Dolly and the 1999 completion of the Hu@anome Project,
“naturalness” or “purity” of the human has beconmaaor concern. To put it
another way, relevant to my general discussiominktthat it is important to raise
guestions first here as “who owns the technologryParticular, “who benefits
and/or controls?”avis; Dumit 1998: 273En route to answering these questions,
“the forces of cyborgification” (Davis; Dumit 199873) in relation to the ways in
which the regulatory discourses of biomedical aptaductive technologies can
speak of Theresa De Lauretis’ influential notiorite€hnologies of gender’ (De
Lauretis, 1987). In other words, argument goes‘thatnew reproductive
technologies are implicated in the reproductioideblogies of gendered, race-
marked, and class-positioned bodies” (Balsamo 19389;Discussing modern
innovations in reproductive technologies and attt) Robert H. Blank remarks in
“Regulating Reproduction” that beginning in 19608wthe development of
contraceptives that gave power to women to haveaoover their bodies has
resulted in a revolutionary change in the undestanof reproduction. The second
revolutionary change is that the birth of the fsatcessful ‘test-tube baby’ through
In Vitro Fertilization (IVF) in 1978. Before procemg, it is important to review, the
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definition of the new reproduction technologwasich, “came into use during the
1980s amongst social researchers (especially fetg)rétudying developments in

the field of reproductive science and medicine” d 2007: 73).

These have been defined as ‘all forms of biomediitalvention and “help” a
woman may encounter when she considers havingetdraving — a child’ (Arditti
et al. 1984: 1) or, more simply, as ‘those techgigle which facilitate, manage or
prevent reproduction’ (Throsby 2004: 9).... The teloes not, in itself, specify the
orientation of the technology and thus it encomgas®ntraceptive, as well as
prenatal conceptive and birthing technologies. Galye NRTs emerged as a
collective designator of the range of reproducteahnologies that became available
from the 1960s onwards and it became strongly &steolcwith the rapid
development of the field of reproductive medicinetie last decades of the
twentieth century.... Indeed, the term ‘assistedogpction’ has become common
currency and some researchers prefer this mordfisgecm to the broader rubric of
NRTs. (McNeil 2007: 73-74)

Although this is a field where there are constdvanges, | would like to offer brief
list of the developments. The list of the new reluion technologies could
include:

Donor insemination, in vitro fertilization (IVF)naniocentesis, embryo transfer and
freezing, ultrasonography, sex pre-selection, ganmdtafallopian transfer (GIFT),
chorionic villus sampling, laparoscopy, zygote afatlopian transfer (ZIFT), tubal
embryo transfer (TET), intracytoplasmic sperm itifgt (ICSI), ooplasm transfer
and pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD). (MtR@0O7: 76)
As Balsamo has observed, “with the deployment efrtéw reproductive
technologies come the cultural construction of\a set of possibilities and a new
set of social agents — the fetus, the surrogatenpathe egg/sperm donor - each of
whom can now stake a claim on the outcome of thedictive encounter. Thus are
born new ethical, social and political dilemmasa(@mo 2000: 160). Williams and

Bendelow’s approach is similar to Balsamo’s, theic& their concern about the new

reproductive technologies by noting that:
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For some, the creation of NRTs is seen as the &g ®f men’s desire to control
women and appropriate reproductive power. Fromgaispective the danger lurks that
biological mothers will eventually be reduced tootimer machines’ (Corea 1985, Corea
et al.1985) or ‘living laboratories’ (Rowland 1992, 1985}einberg (1990), for
example, argues that these procedures, notwithistattteir potentially harmful side-
effects, involve the erosion of women’s bodily andtaphysical privacy.
Physiologically, women’s bodies are ‘opened, soiséid, manipulated, parts extracted
and then reintroduced’. This enables practitiotetmselfconsciouslyspeakof
disembodied parts of women—-the ovaries”, “ripe €ggnd of “recovering” these
parts even as thayaterially,scrutinise, alter or remove these parts of wombaties’
(Steinberg 1990:86). As a consequence, women ripbecome erased but also
alienated and depersonalised in the process. (Bemded/illiams 1998: 84)

Although, Shulamith Firestone argued that it wasrtvan’s reproductive biology

that accounted for her original and continued ogpgiom,” (Firestone [1970] 1979:

74 quoted in McNeil, 2007: 85) she made a majodipt®n in her pioneering book

The Dialectic of Sex: The Case for the FeminisoReton at the end of 70s

regardless of, the proper definition of new repiatun technologies: “Soon we shall

have a complete understanding of the entire regtoduprocess in all its

complexity’; and more prophetically: Artificial iegination and artificial

inovulation are already a reality. Choice of sexhef fetus, test-tube fertilization....

[is] just around the corner” (Firestone 1979: 186tgd in McNeil 2007: 85).

Nevertheless, her predictions have become a cotngtitof a new chapter in

women’s history however her portrayal of our untierding of “the entire

reproductive process in all its complexity” has heen valued by feminists. On this

point, Braidotti argues thattfe bio-technological appropriation of the maternal

occurs precisely at the time in history when worhawe explicitly demanded the

political control over their bodies and their reguctive capacity” (Braidotti 1994:

122).Although gender neutrality is one of the main pises of the new

technologies, including the reproductive technasgBalsamo claims “the
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structured relations of power” (Balsamo 2000: 1&1d control serve to guard the
ideologically shaped gender boundaries. Furtherndamee Pilcher and Imelda
Whelehan’s reading of Balsamo in relation to theedurses of the new technologies
refer to the contention that they “continue to retya logic of binary gender-identity
as a underlying organizational framework, and sorévisionary potential of cyborg
technologies are significantly limited” (1996: 9—-d0oted in Pilcher; Whelehan
2004: 23). In Wajcman'’s account, she emphasizeddtwmsides of gender

technology relationship. In her words:

Nowhere is the relationship between gender ancht@oly more vigorously
contested than in the sphere of human reprodudfimmen are the bearers, and in
most societies the primary nurturers of the chiidiehis means that reproductive
technologies are of particular significance to th&irth control has been a major
issue for all movements of women'’s equality and Infeeninist scholarship has
been devoted to uncovering women'’s struggle throughistory against the
appropriation of medical knowledge and practicertgn. (Wajcman, 1991; 54 cited
in Woodward 2000; 163)

New reproductive technologies offer a denunciati@t they involve deeply
structured cultural assumptions about “gender ralessexual division of labor,
parenthood and technological and scientific pragig¥Voodward 2000: 161) in
relation to, the “purity” or “naturalness”. In thight, it is worth recalling the
argument that Fukuyama also proposed: “Our posthuaotare would involve the
commercialization of bio-technological” (Miah 2008t) developments “from the
mainstreaming of cosmetic surgery to genetic erging and nanotechnology” that
could lead to a contemplation that the next germrahay well be the last of ‘pure’
humans” (Featherstone and Burrows 1995:11-12; B&®®2 quoted in Williams;

Bendelow 1998: 80)
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In their emphasis on the gendered patterns of panerauthority that are previously
explored in the Objectified Bodies section, the meproductive technologies can be
both liberatory and oppressive.

In a backlash against Shulamith Firestone’s suggetitat women'’s liberation
would be achieved when they were freed from theoduyrctive burden though
technological advances (Firestone 1970), a numideinanists have been largely
critical of the effects of reproductive technolag@ women’s social power and
status. One feminist position sees the controunfidn life and creation accorded to
the male scientist, hence positioning woman apé#ssive, exploited subject of a
masculinist medical and scientific establishment({®, Klein and Minden 1984,
Corea 1985, Spallone and Steinberg 1987). Suchmemgis have been complicated
and extended to explore how technology displacesymbolic power of the
maternal (Braidotti 1994a, Sofia 1992). (ToffoleRD07: 96)

Thus, when Foucault characterizes the conceptospbwer, he beckons the
“numerous and diverse techniques for achievingstlijugation of bodies and the
control of populations” (Foucault 1978: 140). Thenforces the suggestion that
power is “everywhere; not because it embraces #viag; but because it comes
from everywhere, (Foucault 1978: 93) and is not@sed as overt violence, but
emerges through disciplinary practices over indigidbodies, and regulatory
practices over populations” (Foucault 1978: 140tgdan Throsby 2004: 43).
Perhaps the new reproduction technologies are #sedana Sawicki (1991) claims
in Disciplining Foucault: Feminism, Power and the Bpthe “disciplinary
techniques which work not through violent impositio(Sawicki 1991: 68 quoted in
Throsby 2004: 43) but by “creating desires, attaghndividuals to specific
identities, and establishing norms against whiclviduals and their behaviors and
bodies are judged and against which they policentiedves” (ibid: 43). Karen
Throsby’s reading of Sawicki broadens the notiobiopower in new reproductive

technologiesin her own words:

96



In looking for a means of understanding the NRTsasething other than a violent
exercise of male power over women, Jana Sawicl)l@mploys Foucault's concept
of biopower. For Foucault, biopower is reflectedtia ‘numerous and diverse
techniques for achieving the subjugation of bodied the control of populations’
(Foucault 1978: 140). Power, in this context, iigywhere; not because it embraces
everything, but because it comes from everywhebal.( 93), and is not exercised as
overt violence, but emerges through disciplinagcfices over individual bodies, and
regulatory practices over populations (ibid.: 140js the former aspect of biopower
that is of particular interest here, and Sawiciguas that the NRTs should be seen as a
series of disciplinary techniques which work nabtlgh violent imposition, but by
‘creating desires, attaching individuals to spedifientities, and establishing norms
against which individuals and their behaviors aadiés are judged and against which
they police themselves’ (Sawicki 1991: 68). (Thyo8D04: 43)

Furthermore, Sawicki’s observation indicates thetracterizing new reproductive
technologies, particularly IVF, draws attentiorthe fact that they can be
apprehended not simply as “repressing women, bptaicing new objects and
subjects of knowledge, by inciting and channeliegiges, generating and focusing
individual and group energies, and establishinglpadrms and techniques for
observing, monitoring, and controlling bodily movemts, processes and capacities”
(Sawicki 1991: 83 quoted in Throsby 2004: 47). Tdilowing sums how IVF can

be conceptualized as a medium of bio-power.

In the engagement with IVF, women’s bodies becdmadritense focus of medical
surveillance, which is matched by women'’s rigorpabcing of their own bodies.
However, this watchful docility can also be peregivas empowering by those
seeking treatment, since it marks the fact that #re taking action they perceive as
positive and as bringing them closer to the desiedtity of biological parent.
Women engaging with IVF are never entirely withpatver, although they will
always be individually located more or less favtydb it. Therefore, while always
constrained, the possibility of resistance, if cafythe micro-level, is always
present. (Throsby 2004: 47)

It would seem from this argument that new reprogedechnologies have become
mediums which treats women’s bodies more of anabltyg which fetuses can be
monitored. Here, however, it is useful to recalvBaDumit’'s (1998) contention that

the new reproductive technologies, in their owetliptetation “the forces of
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cyborgification’ are powerfully aligned with alregadominant, hegemonic cultural
forces” (Pilcher; Whelehan 2004: 23). Speakinghefdominant cultural forces, this
guote brings us to Braidotti's suggestion that amnslthe notion of reproduction. In

her own words:

We come thus back to the question of chronos; ifolew the logic of bio-power,
women will be forcefully removed from the traditedrforms of motherhood, based
on the heterosexual patriarchal family, to equallsculine high-tech reproduction.
From feudalism to postindustrialism in one cleaeasw skipping the most
important stage- the process of becoming a subjeadt- by bringing about a
woman based redefinition of female subjectiviBraidotti 1994: 134)

My prime interest in the new reproductive techn@sds, as a matter of fact, in their
social and political significance to elaborate ssuies that of addressing power,
ownership and control in the era of bio-technolabahange. In this sense, in the
following passage, my position, in relation to, tieav reproductive technologies is
made quite clear:

[They] are strongly associated in social and caltdiscourse with the
commodification of life, and the risk of rogue stists realizing ‘master race’
ambitions (Hirsch 1999). These fears find expresdior example, in repeated
media references to the misnomer, ‘test-tube bapesvocatively suggestive of the
dystopian ectogenetic reproductive production lingsgined in Aldous Huxley’s
1932 novelBrave New Worldor in the agitated responses to developments in
genetic testing or, every tabloid’s favorite, clogi (Throsby 2004: 54)

Furthermore, at this point, Dion Farquhar in “(Mj)et Discourses” implies that
“reproductive technologies have stimulated alteweatodes of representing the female
body, at the same time, they struggle to recup@sataatural” fertility” (Farquhar,

2000; 212). This seems out-of-the-box in a way bseas Emily Martin demonstrates,
nowadays, “the great majority of the time most waraee not intending to get

pregnant” (Martin 1992: 112 quoted in McNeil 2088). Like Martin, Balsamo

98



indicates concerning the contemporary conditiowafen “even when not pregnant,
the female body is also evaluated in terms ofhitgsplogical and moral status as a
potential container for the embryo or fetus” (Bat®al999: 90). In this light what
becomes clear is that as Maureen McNeil (2007)emgu~eminist Cultural Studies of
Science and Technology Transformations Thinkinguth Feminisnrmew reproduction
technologies have not fulfilled the feminist agersiacethey do not free “women from
the constraints of biological reproduction as Roae dreamed, but rather intensify
[their] hold[s]” (McNeil 2007: 88). In addition, hexamples abound on this topic are
Michael Winterbottom’'<Code 462003), Alfonso Cuarén’€hildren of Men(2006) and
Vincenzo Natali’'sSplice(2009) which “create an image of women that istifferent
from either Firestone’s or Martin’s vision of womemeproductive freedom” (McNeil
2007: 88). Even more important, perhaps — at leashe topic at hand- is that the
narrative of the films “are vehicles for airing, di@ing and containing anxieties about
reproduction in the contemporary West” (McNeil 200@4). Particularly, Cuaron’s
Children of Memositsthe contemporary debate in a near future dystoge#timg that

“is the panic about fertility amongst mainly whitaiddle-class North Americans and
some Europeans” (McNeil 2007: 98hildren of Merrevolves not only around the
panic and despair that derive from global infesgtjlbut also around the very essence of
the debate by referencing the crisis may also beutsocial and political, as well as
biological, reproduction — about hegemony” (McN2@07: 93). Before proceeding, it is

important to review, the definition of infertility,

The term ‘infertility’ itself is a slippery term a@nas Karen Throsby (2004: 13) has
suggested, self-help and guide books often do efitalit. The term is often linked

to the specification of a time period of ‘regulapuotected intercourse’ which does
not result in pregnancy. It is virtually impossiliteassess levels of infertility,
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particularly when even this rather imprecise deaigm of infertility has changed
noticeably in recent years. Susan Faludi explaihat] while from the early 1990s a
couple would be labeled as infertile in the Unigtdtes if the female partner fails to
conceive after one year of ‘regular unprotectedrgdurse’ (Faludi 1992: 47), this
label was formerly applied only after five yeatgdc\eil 2007: 92)
Long before the Cyborg metaphor, “in the developnoéiwestern thought and
medicine, the body came to be regarded as a madiMiaetin 2001: 54). The
following, sums up Emily Martin’s argument fthe Woman in the Body: A Cultural

Analysis of Reproduction:

This mechanical metaphor got its start in severtteemd eighteenth-century
French hospitals where the womb and uterus wereespaf “as though they formed
a mechanical pump that in particular instancesmeai® or less adequate to expel
the fetus.” (Wertz and Wertz 1977:32)... [It] is aftelaimed that the metaphor of
the body as a machine continues to dominate megiiaatice in the twentieth
century and both underlies and accounts for odingitess to apply technology to
birth and to intervene in the process. The womaody is the machine and the
doctor is the mechanic or technician who “fixes{Martin 2001: 54).

This quote brings us to the philosophical specoatif Descartes’ notion that
animals are machines -the automata. He, furthesiders that the main difference
between humans and animals is that “humans hagenfiteor the ability to
determine actions” (Miah 2008: 84). To be more @edhis contradiction is
derived from the assumption that both machinesaamtials are “unable to reason,
an inability also ascribed to women”, (Melzer 2028) | think that it is important to
raise this question here as, “what is the definibbwomen?” IlNomadic Subjects:
Embodiment an®ifference in Contemporary Feminist The¢t®94), Braidotti
gives an answer to this question by constructiligkdbetween monsters, mothers
and machines in new reproductive technology, wkleh claims “displace women

by making procreation a high-tech affair” (Braidd®94: 79).
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Relevant to my general discussion, | will returriite assumption that reproduction
is a key site where women, technology and monsjrase aligned with emphasis on
the assumption that “the application of reprodwetiechnologies can be seen as
making possible monstrosity and new “monster mathiecluding “designer
babies”, “virgin mother” and “selfish older moth&(8Voodward 2000: 163); but for
the moment it is worth quoting Robyn Ferrell by aywof reminding contemporary
feminists’ analyses of the ®@entury version of “mother machines” that is the

implementation of IVF as a part of the ongoing angut.

The woman herself and her motherhood [are] becotoiolg of a medical
technological development and a material acteddha process of fertilizing her
(Corea 1995). Even those feminist theorists wh@asitive about the prospects for
the assisted reproductive technologies warn agtiisstendency to reduce women
and their fertility to “mother machines” (Hubbarél9D). (Ferrell 2006: 39)
If everything has gone well with Firestone’s preidic as indicated previously, the
“mother machines” would be interpreted as “the raothf the machines”, who is
freed from the oppression of it, and thus, who “sWiht Nevertheless, the new
reproductive technologies have tendency to “reptedbe process of biological
reproduction as a commodity that can be institatilgiregulated just as are
commodities” (Balsamo 1999: 94). This assertiorneshan observation made by
Juliet Michell (1971) inWoman'’s Estatéhat reproduction is a “sad mimicry of
production, ” considering “how parenthood can bensas an imitation of work: the
child is seen as an object created by the mothéhel same way as a commodity is

created by a worker” (Mitchell quoted in Martin,(0 67). Taking into

consideration of the issue of subjectivity, Susand® (1995) inJnbearable Weight
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Feminism, Western Cultyrand the Body, claims that the status of the new

reproduction technologies is confusing. As she fiuts

On the one hand, women now have a booming techypalegmingly focused on

fulfilling their desires: to conceive, to prevent miscarriage, liwetea healthy baby at
term. On the other hand, proponents and practitiorentinually encourage women to
treat their bodies as passive instruments of thoaés, ready and willing, "if they want a
child badly enough," to endure however complicated invasive a regime of diagnostic
testing, daily monitoring, injections, and operatprocedures may be required. Thus,
one element of women's subjectivity is indeed meduwhile all other elements
(investment in career, other emotional needs, itapoe of other personal relationships,
etc.) are minimized, marginalized, and (when thedyge to be repressed) made an
occasion for guilt and self questioning. (Bordo 3:986)

If we return to the metaphor of the “mother machkiné can be further argued that
“the doctor is a supervisor; the woman might berjijma "laborer" whose "machine”

(uterus) produces the "product,” babies” (MartiO2057). She adds,

Broadening the scope of the inquiry about metapfiors the narrow-mechanic as
doctor, machine as patient-also allowgaisonsider whether similar relationships
of power and control operaite both realms of "production."(57) ... In sum, .. hift
metaphor] juxtaposes two pictures: the uterusraachine that produces the baby
and the woman as laborer who produces the bablyapeat times the two come
together in a consistent form as the woman-labhsherse uterus-machine produces
the baby. (Martin 2001: 57)

Susan Bordo’s analysis also criticizes the notibmother as machine or the ideology of
the woman-as-fetal-incubator, as well and emphagfrefact that this affects women’s

experience of pregnancy:

Pregnant women are neither subjects nor treatedds while their fetuses become
‘super subjects’ (i.e. more important than pregmweminen ‘subjects’). This
representation of women as objects of mechanicaeslance rather than active
recipients of prenatal care is an obvious messhapetires displaying the first
ultrasound device used in Glasgow, Scotland, ase®#k984: 159) demonstrates. But,
many prenatal technologies objectify women and lgptios ideology of woman-as-
foetal-incubator. (Ettorre 2002: 20)

Gayatri Spivak (1987) i@ther Worldsbroadens the scope of this metaphor by

calling biological reproduction “a uterine social organiaat ‘the arrangement of
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the world in terms of the reproduction of futurengeations, where the uterus is the
chief agent and means of production™ (Spivak 19852 quoted in Eagleton 2003:
106). In a similar vein, Karen Throsby questiores ¢brporeality of the body by
noting that:

The reproductive body also marks the curious pwsitg of the corporeality of the
female body as existing alongside the absenceyofeai personal presence
(Shildrick 1997: 25). The materiality of the femaledy is diagrammatically
represented in the form of disembodied body paftsgans without bodies’, in
Rosi Braidotti's terms (Braidotti 1994: Ch. 1) +vmunded by empty spaces, or
even constituted of empty space, as in the cad@mgfammatic representations of
the uterus; an empty space, waiting for a babykéB1999: 69). The body becomes
a foetal container of highly developed foetusestjmtit from the mother — an image
that has its echoes in contemporary ultrasoundésagthe foetus, surrounded by
‘space and silence’ (Shildrick 1997: 38—41). (Tlro2004: 29)

Like Spivak and Throsby, Braidotti criticizes negproductive technologies in
which “women’s bodies are construed as vesselsgybduction” (Woodward,
Woodward 2009: 72).

According to the instrumental logic of bio-poweroyided that the continuity of a
vital function is guaranteed and that basic conbdti is assured between the
organ and the host organism, all organs are eguelping achieving the aim.
Thus, in the New Reproductive Technology, the w@&fuone woman is worth that
of the other, of any other. A uterus is a uterus igerus is. .. . In that case: why not
have a mother carry the babies that her daughteageal to conceive? And by
extension, hole for hole, why not think that thelaimen of the one, the other, may
well be worth the uterus of the other, the one?eMegnancies. Female mother-
machines. (Braidotti 1994; 53)

In keeping with Marx’s line of emphasis on socialjDonna Haraway’s notion of
cyborg suggests a new route to create new socahsnef technoscience, in other
words, “new ways in which we organize our lives’igkans 2010: 24). What is the key
here is that our way of acknowledging embodimestfheaher links with social-
technological relations. As Ciara Kierans discugsie boundaries of self through

organ transplantation contends that “in healthraedical arenas, cyborgs emerge as the
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result of wide range of interventions from prostds sensory technologies and
implantable devices alongside technologically aid@gs of seeing, scanning,
screening, testing, researching, and so on (C4§8%, Davis-Floyd 1994, lhde 1990,
2007)” (Kierans, 2010: 24-25). Taken together theesssaimptions are to explain why
Harraway insistently view her cyborg as female.
To see what the elements of the metaphor arenédessary to look closely at the
organization ofactory production in our society to better undemst whether
processesccurring there might be said to occur in the reafreproduction.
(O'Brien 1981:14) Serving as both enhancers andatars of what went before,
cyborgs—and especially cyborg modes of reproduetimpresent, in another of

Haraway's potent phrases, a “promise of monst¢2902: 90). (Haney 2006: 57-
58)
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3. Representations of the New Reproduction Techragdies in the

21% Century Independent Science Fiction Cinema

3.1. Science Fiction Cinema and Women

Thus far | have been concerned with the overvietheffemale body relating to
ideology, patriarchy, posthuman studies and the ne@noductive technologies and the
effects of those technologies on the future of hutgahat | have traced. As Elain L.
Graham (2002) iRRepresentations of the Post/human: Monsters, AhadsOthers in
Popular Culturerefers to “technologization of nature; blurringsplecies boundaries;
technologization of human bodies and minds; tdmislies and environments”
discussing the question of “what it means to bedminiGraham, 2). | have already
discussed the debates that can be engaged inelatithe spectrum of diverse
responses to new technologies, ranging betweedigital and biotechnological as one
of enslavement or liberation or advanced technekgs threats to human integrity or
means of facilitating its further evolution” (Grah&2002: 11). Like Graham in previous
parts | maintain the research on the body anel&ionships that has evokdue

“stories we live by’ [that] can be important cdél tools in the task of articulating what
it means to be human in a digital and bio techrioldgge” (Graham 2002: 17).

Next chapters examine the representations of tt@seepts in selected the 21st
century independent science fiction films to discwdether they tend to “signify
female gender in a way that reinforces an essesttidéntity for the female body as

the maternal body” like their Hollywood countergafBalsamo 1996: 9). The
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selected films abound on this topic, including MiehWinterbottom’sCode 46
(2003), Alfonso Cuarén’€hildren of Men(2006), and more recently Vincenzo
Natali’'s Splice(2009) Within each of these examples in a recumiaigative of how
maternity creates a different perspective in refatdb control over bodies and their
objectifications. In this regard, Patricia Meltzedefinition of science fiction in
Alien Constructions Science Fiction and Feminisbddhtis especially relevant to
my analysis. In her account, she emphasizes théhaic*a genre defined by its
relationship to technology and, as well as, byutaristic framework, science fiction
[cinema] is understood as a cultural arena thalbegp the anxieties” of the
human/machine interface (Melzer 2006: Mpreover, it is also worth remembering
Constance Penley’s observation about scienceriicti€lose Encounters: Film,
Feminism and Science Ficti@mce this research involves the issue of constduc
“otherness” as well. She employs an important agsiom that “science fiction
provides an ideal form” for the contemporary cohtéat is composed of “the
exploration of ... confuence of ideas and techriokdglevelopment” (Janes 2000:
93). As she notes,

science fiction... is more hyperbolically concertieain ever with the question of
differencetypically posed as that of the difference betwegmdn and non-human.
Although science fiction has traditionally been cemed with this question, new
pressures from feminism, the politics of race aglial orientation, and the
dramatic changes in the structure of the family dwedworkforce seem to have
intensified the symptomatic whish to pose and refbe question of difference in a
fictional form that could accomodate such an ingasion. Other challenges to
being able to “tell the difference” have come niollydrom post-structuralist
criticism, with its highly constructed and unstabléject, but also from advances in
genetic engineering, bioengineering and cybernefiush a confluence of pressures
on subjectivity and difference perhaps explainstibilamany has been rhetorical
force of Donna Haraway’'s metaphor of the cyborgifést, which manages to give
both a utopian and dystopian spin to our new gestirchnological bodies, and at
very least, provide a suggestive metaphor for @rrthinking about the breakdown
and reconstruction of what is going to count agvian” in the era that we
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optimistically refer to as late capitalism. (Penétyal., 1991 vii quoted in Janes

2000: 92-93 emphasis in original)
Because the purpose of this study is to examinedhereproductive technologies in
posthuman world, claiming that maternal “bodie®fpound issues of representation,
the constructions of cultural meaning and the asilgf power relations” (Melzer
2006:13) science fiction cinema is taken into aot®ince it is considerably concerned
with female body, particularly with the “body ofemother” and the implications
technology has for reproduction than with its’ @hito produce new forms (androids/
cyborgs). Indeed, science fiction films are thegetrmatch for this study, as Anette
Kuhn indicates, “since [SF] films themselves arenfabout new or imagined future
technologies, this must be perfect example of tediam fitting, if not exactly being,
the message” (Kuhn 1990: 7 quoted in Janes, 2084 ilarly, Linda Janes observes,
“given their shared representations of creatureos$tructed gendered “otherness” and
with questions of reproductions and the matersaiehce fiction films] are certainly
productive for analysis focusing on the articulatad technoscience and gender” (Janes
2000: 94). The ambivalent portrayals of reproducaad motherhood within science
fiction films point to the contradictory effectsgarding the invasion of the female body
and its social environment by technology and tocthr&inual necessity to explore the
conflicting positions what Anne Balsamo terms “teclogies of the gendered body”,
within this debateAt this juncture, Mary Annne Doane in “Technophilichnology,
Representation, and Feminine” observes,

cinema has frequently, been thought as a prosttietice, as a technological extension
of the human body, particularly the senses of gaime. Christian Metz, for instance,
refers to the play "of that other mirror, the cireestreen, in this respect avertiable
psychical substitute, a prosthesis for our primdisfocated limbs"(Metz, 1975: 15)
From this point of view it is not surprising thaetarticulation of the three terms-
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"woman,"machine," cinema," - and the corresponéimgasy of the artificial woman
recur as the privilliged content of a wide variefycinematic narratives. (Doane 2000:
113)

It can be fther argued that Mary Ann Doane and BalCreed’s analyses of the
representation of women in science fiction filmgea that “the image of the dangerous
woman—machine gives way to a more nuanced insoeniti the feminine threat, which
often takes the form of monstrous and unnaturabdyctive technologies (Creed 1993,
Doane 1990)” (Toffoletti 2007: 24). AdditionallytHe representations of displaced
cultural anxieties and hopes around the relatignehthe gendered body to technology”
(Melzer 2006: 12) that are offered in science dictcinema speak to my research on
new ways of thinking about the nature of the nepraductive technologies in techno-
scientifically oriented cultures that grow out bist relationship. At this point of the
argument the transformative potential sciencedictiims resides, and where | situate
my analysis. At the heart of this analysis is ygresentation of technology, body and
gender within the problematic agenda of sexuakdiffice. As Mary Anne Doane
asserts, “science fiction, a genre specific toattaeof rapid technological development,
frequently envisages a new, revised body as atdiegcome of the advance of science.
And when technology intersects with the body inrégem of representation, the
guestion of sexual difference is inevitably inval’¢Doane 2000: 110). Doane’s
argument recognizes “the cultural context of saeinttion” that engages in “the
troubled nature of gender dynamics within conterapoculture” (Telotte 2001: 51).
J.P. Telotte irBcience Fiction Cinem@xamines Doane’s concerns about “feminine
presentation -- and misinterpretation—" (Telott®2051) by noting that,

Working from that primary focus on sexual differen®oane discerns throughout the
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genre a fascination with key feminist concerns thvthe issues of the maternal,
reproduction, representation, and history”; andinscience fiction films’ depiction of
the “revised body” — the robot, cyborg, prosthdlicaltered human — she reads a
primary story of cultural repression, a chroniclwfghe dominant culture’s efforts “to
control, supervise, regulate the maternal — tdimits upon it. (Telotte 2001: 50)

For these puposes, it is useful to explore sciéiotien cinema in relation to feminist
approaches to technology as a way of understandentemale body and maternity.
What follows will explore how maternal women ar@idéed in relation to technology,
in particular, new reproductive technologies in ¢tbatext of the 2Lcentury science
fiction film. In this respect, Natali’Splice Cuaron’sChildren of Merand
Winterbottom’sCode 46operate as contested sites that Doane’s assuntption
“technology makes possible the destabilizationexugl identity as a category, there has
also been ... [an] insistent history of representatiof technology that work to fortify—
sometimes desperately conventional understandiinipe deminine” are called into
guestion (Doane 1990: 163). Furthermore, in makagyexamination, Constance
Penley’s argument that “ in [SF films] the questairsexual difference—a question
whose answer is no longer ‘self-evident'—is displhonto the more remarkable
difference between the human and the other” (Pefiyguoted in Melzer 2006: 118)
will also be traced. One of the most obvious qoestito ask about these films is: “How
are they different to other maternal bodies thatraspresented in mainstream
Hollywood films?” Do they have common attributesapproaches typify women'’s

relationship to new reproductive technologies?
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3.2The Human Made Border. Code 46

There’s always going to be restrictions and laves@ll on human behavior, in an
attempt to control the chaotic nature of humanneatu
— Tim Robbins, “Obtaining Cover: Inside Code 46"

My father used to tell me stories as | fell aslestpries about Jebel Ali and the
Arabian Sea; stories of magic and adventure. He tskve there and believed that
if we could return, everything would be alrighteeything would be like it used to
be, before we were exiled. And in my dreams, | thase. —Maria Gonzales
(Winterbottom, 2003)

Directed by Michael Winterbottom and written by ikeCottrell BoyceCode 46
(2003)sets in a not-distant future where genetic clomind IVF are rigorously
policed to such an extent that couples must beeserkprior to determining whether
or not they are allowed to reproduce. Haraway gugie that a “higher order
structurejn particular, the genome is a figure of the “athgavritten” future”
(Harawayl1997: 100 quoted in Toffoletti 2007: 158). Followiis an example of

how State genetic counselor in the film uses genasree form of social control.

| am pleased to tell you. | have screened thirty eégenes and there is no Code of
46 issues. It is perfectly safe for you to marnyfdct | would recommend it. You
both have the code for high intelligence. (Wintdttym, 2003)
As Balsamo has observed, “with the deployment efriéw reproductive
technologies come the cultural construction of\a set of possibilities and a new
set of social agents — the fetus, the surrogatenpahe egg/sperm donor - each of
whom can now stake a claim on the outcome of theotrictive encounter. Thus,
are born new ethical, social and political dilemir@s=alsamo 1996: 160). The

following is the definition of ‘Code 46’ and its maus articles as the opening card

relates:
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Any human being who shares the same nuclear géas s@other human being is
deemed to be genetically identical. Due to IVFeibryo splitting and cloning
techniques it is necessary to prevent any accitlentieliberate genetically
incestuous reproduction. Therefore: i. all prospegbarents should be genetically
screened before conception if they have 100%, 5026% genetic identity, they
are not permitted to conceive; ii. if the pregnaiscynplanned, the fetus must be
screened any pregnancy resulting from 100%, 5026% genetically related
parents must be terminated immediately; iii. if fa@ents were ignorant of their
genetic relationship then medical interventionttharized to prevent any further
breach of Code 46; iv. if the parents knew theyenganetically related prior to
conception it is a criminal breach of Code 46. (#fihottom, 2003)

Namely, Michael Winterbottom'’€ode 46posits a near future that the world’s
population lives in a technotratic state, in whidhrealations are intimately
monitored, primarily, to eliminate the “incest aety” that “one may not know who

one’s relatives are” (Goss 2007: 6) by a legal l&dade 46.”

The late-20th- and early-21st-century ‘natural ptire who embodies the genetic
and social kin credentials — may be dispersed rlithéertilization outside the body
(in vitro fertilization) or by the use of donatddrtl-party gametes (eggs or sperm).
For some people — including the creators of ethaadl legal codes — contemporary
biomedical science creates a new dilemma for mokieghip: ‘How to make sense
of new forms of assisted conception which createerflexible and uncertain
relations’ (Franklin, 1997). In contemporary teclugically ‘advanced’ societies,
therefore, the relationships between the ‘natdaaits of procreation and the social
arrangements of relatedness have become increagirggllematic (and analytically
interesting). (Featherstone 2006: 4)

“The problem of making identity legible, by makiwigible the hidden genetic truths
of kinship, involves a whole set of questions ahsaess and difference” (Stacey
2010: 149) but what is clear in the film is thas tielatedness and kinship cannot be
“read off the surface of the body”, at the handhaf new reproduction technologies,
particularly IVF and cloning, rather, they can hedstigated in “the hidden depths
of genetic sequencing”, that is what people havemta fear in Code 46 (ibid: 149)

Consequently, the order of self policing is thecuesult of the well-established
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practice of reproductive technologies, therefopmwer is exercised at the most
local, and supposedly the most conclusive, lewalt of the gene” (Stacey 2010:
156). In other words, “a microcosmic articulatidir@gulation, the gene becomes
the cellular information which is subject to suflaice” (Stacey 2010: 156). From
this perspective, | want to underscore what is proint of emphasis in the

definition of Code 46 by quoting Jackie Stacey (Q0As she puts it,

Code 46 blends all three meanings of the word: écoelfers to the legal foundation
of the inner zone, to a healthy kinship systemxoigamy (conforming to the
prohibition of incest), and to the genetic inforrmatcontained in DNA. In this
world of fetal cloning, Code 46 is implemented loyporations that govern by
reading people's genetic codes as the new passWworitie regulation of kinship,
sexuality and reproduction. (Stacey 2010: 155)

According to M. Brian Goss —a reference to lettisory-, “the private sector is
presented as having been completely collapsedhet&tate under the rubric of a
transnational authority called the Sphinx” (Gos82@) whose motto is “the
Sphinx knows best” (Winterbottom, 2003). It shoalslo be stressed that “nature is
not just interpreted through the cultural lens affriarchy, but that physical bodies
are actually in part shaped by culture” (Hubba@BQ quoted in Asberg 2009: 27).
In a similar vein to Ruth Hubbard’s argument thabtmen’s bodies, more than
men'’s, are socially constructed in biological disse, for the politically motivated
reasons of endorsing domination”, the Sphinx, seglyj “the cultural lens of
patriarchy” holds the power to terminate the pregiyavhen a “Code 46” is
committed (Hubbard, 1990 quoted in Asberg 2009: 2dgkie Stacey (2010) has
observed inrhe Cinematic Life of Gerteow the film points out the societal concerns
about genetic and racial purity and how these diesi@are mapped out
cinematically. She notes, “the genetically engieddrumans inhabit and embody
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the architectures of surveillance in a global eityere speed and mobility are in
tension with restrictions and corporate state abritrough a panoptic technologized

vision of the inside, as well as the outside oflibdy” (Stacey 2010: 140).

The concept of panoptic control is evident fromkeey beginning of the film, when
narrator Maria Gonzales (Samantha Morton) imagihesctivities of Seattle-based

insurance investigator William Geld (Tim Robbins).

| think about the day we met. | suppose you wowaldeharrivedpar avion.Maybe
you were the first to get to security. You did miend to stay. You only had
twenty-four hour cover. So, luggagereno.And they probably had a driver
waiting. So you did not need to finoh coche... It was all new to you.
(Winterbottom, 2003)

As William enters the airport, she narrates heagir@about him, “You have never
been to Shanghai before”, she narrates the stafyshe was in the taxi with him
passing through the desert to the city’s heavilgrdad gates; buying candies from a
seller, among a crowd of unfortunates seeking ttemtions of approved travelers,
even as his driver warns, “I do not think it is@d idea to encourage them”
(Winterbottom, 2003). Allusions to an abstract imad a dream Maria has every
year on her birthday are prevalent throughout ithe Through voiceover she
describes, William, detailing her ride on a subwat takes her one stop further
each year, all the way until this year, which appéa be the “last stop.” That is to
say, she believes William is her fate, which she heen seeking all her life. Maria
works for the insurance company issuing “papeliesgther words “cover” papers
that allow bearers to travel different parts of weld. It is implied over and over

again in the film that those who are denied coaeesdenied for a reaschyou
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know what they say, “the Sphinx knows best” (Wibtgtom, 2003). William is a
psychic investigator “with heightened powers byeaigner virus that enables a
degree of mind reading” that conducts “an invesiigeof “papeles” fraud” (Goss,
2007: 7). “Appearing at first intuitive, but theevealed as genetically engineered
viral implant,” (Stacey 2010: 146) William is ondple to do his investigations with
the help of the “empathy virus.” He starts eackmiew by saying, “Tell me
something about yourself!” (Winterbottom, 2003) Adiag one of the signature
elements of dystopian genre which is fetishizingtdchnologyCode 46
“emphasizes people -- their perceptions, motivesamflicts” (Goss 2007: 7). The
technology that appears @ode 46deepens the primordial human experiences; in
fact, “viruses that enable empathy or learning te@vguages” boost capacities that
are already in the DNA of the species (Goss 207t @lso means that William’s
work is a function of genetic bodily manipulatioasd “as amplified bioemphaty,
which is just another aspect of genetic regulativiiliam's virus represents the
ultimate fantasy of transparency through immediackebiologization affect through
genetic engineering” (Stacey 2010: 146). At the einglach interview he wants their
fingerprints. The fingerprints, “the physiologieduivalent of an ID card, such a
means of human bar-coding arouses age-old feasretillance and subordination,
of losing control, and of relying on technologythe degree that it is literally under
our skin” (Short 2005: 4). Following the interviewilliam identifies one of
Maria’s coworkers as the offender, thereafter;dilows Maria to the subway.
Despite knowing that she is the person he is lapkon, he does not turn her in to
the authorities; instead, they have drinks in adal she shows him how she

delivers the illegal “papelles”, passing a setma friend. It is implied throughout
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the film that Maria and Willliam’s sudden relatidms may derive from the side
effects of William’s empathy virus because, he é®she co-ordinates of his
desire—he is no longer sure of himself or of hisoes, instead he finds himself
drawn to her almost hypnotically” (Gorton 2008: 32)s also evident when he
reports to his manager in Seattle that he has exmed some issues with his
implant, the answer he gets is a bit irofilwe all have problems, William. How we
deal with them is a measure of our worth” (Wintetbim, 2003). Being the side
effect of the emphaty virus would be a short cyglaxation of why William risks
losing everything (family, job, reputation) in orde have a sexual relationship with

his mother’s genetic clone.

When he returns home to his wife Sylvie (Jeann&Bgland young son, who
await him passionately, he is also depicted asmiois conscious mind; he
daydreams being greeted by Maria instead of Syiviey remains in the kitchen, as
he enters his home in Seattle. Shortly thereaftken Damian Alekan (David
Fahm), to whom Maria sold a cover, in the preserid#illiam dies after traveling
on a ‘false cover’ to Delhi because of a bleediisgier, William is reluctantly sent
back to Shanghai to re-investigate the fraud. Ugaing to the insurance company,
he finds out Maria has been dismissed for “bodydass The supervisor
emphasizing it is an order from authorities indésat’l was told she had a body
issue. It was all official” (Winterbottom, 2003)ufher, William discovers that
Maria has been sent to Main Lin clinic, the ‘ou&sidshere he learns from the doctor
in charge because of their brief interlude Maria Wialated ‘Code 46’. The doctor

explains the treatment the Sphinx has given tabdollows:
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She violated Code 46. We have terminated the pregrand taken out the memory
cluster immediately around it. (Winterbottom, 2003)

The medical treatment that is applied to ‘Codewvélators includes not only the
immediate termination of genetically incestuougpencies, but also the erasure of
its memory traces. Deeply troubled upon learnimg taby was terminated”
William reacts and the doctor gives an abrupt exgtian “there was no baby just a
pregnancy which is now terminated and the memorgrnsoved....The memory was

very local. It is just the man, sex act and preggafWinterbottom, 2003).

Although he knows it is dangerous, William bustsridaut of the institution where
she has housed because of their interlude. He nenraShanghai despite knowing
that his cover papelle expires and shares with aMaemories of their -erased-
acquaintance. Furthermore, Williams consults a DiXpert who confirms he and
Maria indeed share a genetic history. Specificdllgiria is fifty-percent genetically
related to him, a “biological clone” of his own rhet, who was one of a “set of
twenty-four in-vitro fertilized clones” (Winterbaiin, 2003). Namely, legally, they
cannot “liaise.” This conversation indicates thatything is possible with vitriol”
(Winterbottom, 2003). Moreover, it is also impott#mat the genetic counselor —
employee of the State- is the character who clathet, climate, environment,
accident, surgery, the stars, god” and other iet#iens mold genes’ behavior. She
further adds, “We are not prisoners of our genéghferbottom, 2003). Although
this comment lends itself to many interpretationsaaduturistic society il€ode 461
would like to draw attention to the way Lynda Birleebiologist, epitomizes a
familiar debate as indicated previous chapters “emimave long been defined by
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[their] biology” (Birke 2000: 1 quoted in Asberg@®: 27). The other State DNA
tester’'s remark while confirming the couple’s regwotive activity, “you both have
the code for high intelligence” can be taken asrament upon to “anatomy is
destiny, our hormones make us mad or bad, genesnilae who we are” (Birke
2000: 1 quoted in Asberg 2009: 27). Furthermorghiatpoint, Elain L. Graham
observes:

The gene is potent object of desire, and carridipteiassociations. It serves a
convenient and tangible element that comes to staadiously for the complex
mixture of environment, sociability, natural selentand biology which separates
‘almost-human'. The gene, and by association tmeaduGenome Project, thereby
comes to represent what it means to be human;thssireport, where it is a tiny
configuration of genetic material, DNA, that plae decisive role in negotiating
the mixture of curiosity and anxiety engendereclpurring of the boundaries
between “us” and “them”. (Graham 2002: 24)

Taking my point of departure from the multimediabextly theory that is taken into
consideration throughout the previous chaptergmgortant point to note about,
however, is that “there is no universal female hahly bodies whose material
specificities directly impact upon the body thapreduced in the interaction with

culture” (Grosz 1994: 191).

Karen Throsby (2004) argues\ihen IVF Fails Feminism, Infertility and the
Negotiation of Normalityhat “the engagement with IVF is never without
consequence, and that the material-discursive altglways be modified and
marked by it” (Throsby, 21)n this light, it is worth recalling Farquhar’s atathat
“the reproductive technologiese a site of profound ethical, legal and political
debate, generating ‘ubiquitous public fascinatiod horror’” (Farquhar 1996: 14

quoted in Throsby 2004: 21). Namely,
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New reproductive technologies have tendedeakerthe relationships between the
biological ‘facts’ of conception and the socialegdries of kinship. The complex
possibilities created by the technologies of IMityegate motherhood, reproductive
cloning and the like all displace kinship. Famigyations are supplemented by a
variety of novel and alternative modes of creapegsons and creating relations
between persons. In sharp contrast, the new gertetid, if anything, tstrengthen
the conventional categories of reproduction antbbioal relatedness. The biology
of genetics reinforces the significance of traditibkinship categories, in
reaffirming the biological relatedness of kindr@deatherstone 2006: 6)

Dion Farghuar (2000) contends in “(M)other Discasisthat the new reproductive
technologies and IVF separate the sexual intereduosn reproduction, therefore,
they “break the naturalized assumption that repcbdn is heterosexual and
heterosocial” (Farquhar 2000: 211). Consequentigh sleconstruction constitutes
an important step because “a disproportionate nuof&RT clients are those
whose subjectivities are “other"—older women ancdhmepartnered heterosexual
women, single and partnered lesbians, single heg®t@ml and gay men, gay couples
etc” (Farquhar 2000: 212). From this perspectiweaht to underscore what is a
major point of emphasis in the foregoing argumgngoting Dion Farghuar again.
As she indicates, “increasing alternative subjéits’ use of technologies that
separate reproduction into genetic, biological smcial aspects, confront the former
givenness of reproduction and performatively decits unnaturalness” (Farquhar

2000: 212).

I think that it is important to suggest here athis point, it becomes apparent that
Winterbottom’sCode 46makes no reference to the discourse of homoséyxudah
Code 46 fetal cloning interferes with the universal lagfinature (the incest taboo)”

(Stacey 2010: 148pat the “reproductive normality is situated firnilya hetero-
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normative context” (Throsby 2004: 28). In Code Hé teproductive normality
depends upon “cultural regulation through legalitcation, stretching the temporal
associations of the past and future of technigadwation simultaneously” (Stacey
2010: 148). Winterbottom attempts not to deeperittieparadoxical promise of
genetic engineering and screening technologiesiusecit is already speaks of how
genetically engineered bodies appear easier tdategfiracking through DNA
screening)” (Stacey 2010: 147). Since “the leshbimather is depicted as ‘a
monstrous hybrid creature which threatens the @gchl basis upon which society
is structured™ (Sourbut 1996: 228; Allison 1998oted in Throsby 2004: 28), the
legibility of geneticized bodies may cause “newlpeons for global corporate
control of Western worlds and the Sphinx” (Stace$@ 147). RatheCode 46
adheres to the “hegemonic hold of ....nature, repetidin, and maternity” (Farquhar
2000: 212). Consequently, the Sphinx fetishizesadsaimption that the reproductive
technologies are “designed for natural speciesedovhave a child, the naturalness
of biogenetic parenting, the normalcy of women’sidgeto mother etc” (Farquhar
2000: 215)Code 46focusing on the technocratic state that is desidoe

“sufficient genetic mixing (exogamy) to achieve thesirable reproductive purity (a
healthy population)” (Stacey 2010: 161) clearly destrates the manipulated,
fragmented and assembly-lined bodies of a poskiblee. The fierce portrayal of
“the prohibition of incestuous sexuality and reproiion” with a code, the film
demonstrates the staying power of the essentiédist of “nature and culture,
biology and the law” (Stacey 2010: 161). An exangdléhe fierce regulations to
prohibit incestuous sexuality arrives via the vitligt is implanted to Maria in the

clinic which makes her body physically repulserat sexual contact with incestuous
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relation. Forasmuch as, emotions are used as adbsarcial control William
describes the virus as something natural like adirerhe adds, “When you are
scared of something, your body gets ready to rusya@Vinterbottom, 2003). In a
previous sequence when they are heading to Mdraise before they have
attempted to run away ta fuera(the outside) to the free port of Jebel here
“the possibilities of escaping the genetic suraeide built on into the urban
architecture seem briefly to offer the promiseuwdfifment of their romantic
destiny” (Stacey 2010: 140), Maria describes helirigs as if she was forecasting
what is going to happen in voiceover.

If we are frightened we run, it is our instinct. rddaline pumps round the body, the
muscles contract, our heart beat faster and wewanun for our lives, we run for
safety, for our home, our families, our loved ori@ginterbottom, 2003)

Moreover, the couple knowingly violates the Coderé hostel in Jebel Ali. The
love act scene is a bit disturbing for female spects because Maria literally
develops a resistance, namely, William ties hehéobed, and the sequence includes
S&M images and graphical genital nudity.Desire to Desire The Woman’s Film of
1940s Mary Anne Doane touches upon how Michel Foucaultion of power and
knowledge operates on the female spectator “throlgmasochistic fantasies of
Freud's female Oedipal trajectory toward a padseterosexual femininity”
(McCabe 2004: 89).
In particular [Doane] makes an important connectitth what Foucault referred to
as “the fantasy link between knowledge and painl’ thre “association, within
patriarchal configurations, of femininity with tipathological” (1987: 38). She
exposes “the all too familiar icons and gesturefewfininity” (1987: 37) as being
about how the woman's filproduceddiscourses of female subjectivity. From the
pathological body, suffering either from psychasiglisease, and the desiring
women fated to die for love, to the pathos founthmsituation where a mother's
love for her child reveals the impossibility of faka desire, “we are being subjected

to a discourse of femininity” (1987:181 quoted itc@habe 2004: 89).
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This knowingly violation of Code 46 scene appearmvest great belief in the
pleasure and pain generated from fantasies andaradhat are “deeply rooted in
cultural preoccupations with gender identities podier relations” (McCabe, 2004
98) to overcome the interventions of the authajtighilst, the spectator is invited to
identify with multiple subject positions of Marian@creen. Furthermore, in relation
to the spectator’s identification, Linda Williamgaes that it “has physical effects
on the body of the spectator linked to originaltéaies - seduction and pornography,
castration and horror, primal scene and melodrgiMaCabe 2004: 98). It should
also be stressed that, in thinking concept of ioagfantasy’ with regards to “the
mythic function of fantasies,” Cregan considerd thay “offer repetitions of and
‘solutions’ to major enigmas confronting the chiiteud, 1915)” (Thornham 1999:

278). And further,

These enigmas are located in three areas: the arvfithe origin of sexual desire,
an enigma that is 'solved,' so to speak, by thedgrof seduction; the enigma of
sexual difference, 'solved' by the fantasy of edistn; and finally the enigma of the
origin of self, 'solved' by the fantasy of familyrnance or return to origins
(Laplanche and Pontalis, 1968, 11). (Thornham 1998)

Maria’s ambivalence, in fact, her mastery overihtrcted body is viscerally
mediated by the close ups. Kristeva argues thag%lre and pain are the facets of
taboo” (Kristeva 1980: 62). Sdviaria alienates the “somatopsychic” pain which is
infused by the prevention implant, as well as,\8hels offwhat pertains to the
passive mood, “where [she], fluctuating betweerdmsnd outside, pleasure and
pain, word and deed, would find deatihong with nirvana(Kristeva 1980: 63)Her

mastery over her socially coded body makes hes ‘ietached and autonomous” for
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a moment, as well as, the abject -- a term borrdngd Julia Kristeva meaning
“which does not respect borders, positions, rutebwahich disturbs identity, system,

order” (Kristeva 1980: 4).

That is, as Maria says in voiceover, “You must hiavewn the way the virus works.
Was there nothing you could do to stop me?” (Wimdélom, 2003) As the quote
suggests, under the influence of the virus Mariks ¢the authorities to report the
Code 46 violation. The origins of the taboo thanhWibottom depicts are profound.
Julia Kristeva comments on the beginning of th@talwy citing Freud:

Freud had strongly emphasized, at the outs&ébt#m and Tabodman's deep
aversion to his former incest wishes" (p. 24). ldd reminded us of the properties
of the taboo: it is "sacred, consecrated; but enother hand it means uncanny,
dangerous, forbidden and unclean” (p. 26); asdmtject of taboos, "The
prohibition mostly concerns matters that are capabknjoyment[Genussgefiihig]
(p. 3I), they include the "unclean"” (p. 32). (Keiga 1980: 59)

Furthermore, Lacan’s reading of the Oedipus compderals that “the taboo of
incest is transformed a function of language: #ikdr says ‘no’ to the child’s
incestuous desire for the mother. Lacan calls‘thesName of the Father’,
identifying the father with the law. The Name-o&tkather positions the infant as a
subject in the Symbolic Order, the realm of languagd social codes, characterized
by absence and desire (activated by loss)” (Chau@B06: 47). The plot mainly
revolves around Maria and William’s charged intéats, and the world around
them. Related to all this, the film takes up thertang question whether human
judgments can be equated or described in ternet®find desire as voiced by
Maria, “If we had enough information, we could prtdhe consequences of our

actions.Would you want to know? If you kissed that girlydu talked to that man,
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if you take that job, or marry that woman, or stéal papelle? If we knew what
would happen in the end, would we ever be ablake the first step, to make the
first move?” (Winterbottom, 2003) is important to note that fate is a considerable
theme inCode 46 The transnational panoptic corporation catlesl Sphinxs
reflected as the divine fate. Furthermore, Manegeovers and dream sequences
both recruit the spectator with her thoughts amakeernces and abide on fate and
destiny. She imagines what he might have beenitigrds he approached her to
indicate suppositions as well as events, memosagell as fantasies. “The thing |

cannot imagine,” Maria says, “is that we had not’r(\@interbottom, 2003).

The screenwriter Frank Cottrell Boyce states inDMD's “Obtaining Cover:
InsideCode 4” that the initial idea has to do with a “versiohOedipus,” focusing
on “the inescapability of fate.” To this end, thienftakes up a narrative concerning
exemplification of the male gaze, an Oedipal naredrajectory, and the
fetishization /punishment of a rampant heroineTAsresa De Lauretis puts it:

Thus, if Oedipus has become a paradigm of humerafifl error, narrative
temporality and dramatic structure, one may beledtto wonder whether that is
purely due to the artistry of Sophocles or the wsfitead influence of Freud's theory
of human psychic development in our culture; or thbeit might not also be due to
the fact that, like the best of stories and bettan most, the story of Oedipus
weaves the inscription of violence (and family eiote, at that) into the
representation of gender. (De Lauretis 1987: 44)

She further indicates ifiechnologies of Gend#nat the dominant tendency has been

the Oedipal scenario that is central to the filma'rative trajectory.

So many films follow an Oedipal trajectory, usudlburing a male hero-individual,
who embarks upon a journey that will involien crossing a boundary and
penetrating ‘the other space’ (de Laurd®84: 119). This hero is ‘the active
principle of culture’. Woman idepicted as the object of his desire or the obstacl
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be traversed, culturallyoded as ‘an element of plot-space, a topos, stagsie,
matrix and matter’ (de Lauretis 1984: 119). (Chaut®006: 71)

So similar to the argument above Gonde 46William’s Oedipal trajectory as a
character begins when he is emotionally attachddaga, who turns out to be a
genetic duplicate of his own mother, however, thisice results in his
transformation from being “the all-knowing, all-g&g hero to criminal fugitive on
the run emasculated by love” (Stacey 2010: 16@)etiore, his journey ends when
his memory erased by the Sphinx which can be astgacwith the symbolic
castration in Lacan’s term, ‘the Name of the Fatthet identifies the father with the
law. It is, in the end, Maria’s story, as she ip@ied from the Inside and sent “to
slow death from material want in the shantytowrtl@Outside” (Goss 2007: 15)
when William’s “days of wild” are edited and he‘ig-inserted into his normal life”
under the Sphinx’s control (Goss 2007: 14). ThieoWihg quote explains the role of

the woman in the hero’s adventurous journey.

... Woman is positioned as the space at the endedi¢ho’s journey where, like
Sleeping Beauty in the fairytale, she awaits himsattles down with her and lives
‘happily ever after’ (de Lauretis 1984: 133). Tz female subject is the figure of
narrative closure confirms the male Oedipal trajgcof such narratives: the
Oedipus complex concludes for the little boy wherahcepts the father’s authority
with the promise that he will one day assume Hisefiés place with someone just
like his mother. The Oedipal contract, therefoagslthe foundations for
(patriarchal) social stability by urging the boyidentify with the father and
objectify the mother. (Chaudhuri 2006: 71)

This is explained il€ode 46as due to Sylvie’s acceptance of William’s affair i
order to live *happily ever after’ together. Sylvgethe one who is literally mother in
the film. According to E. Ann Kaplan’s classificati of the type of mothers, Sylvie

is represented in the film as “the Good Mother, whall nurturing and self-

124



abnegating—the ‘Angel in the House’. Totally invabin husband and children, she
lives only through them” (Kaplan 2000: 469). Thedator learns from a dialog
between Maria and William that when William firsetSylvia, she was working for
the same company, however, after her fecunditygsiteher job to take care of their
son. It can be argued here, however, that Mamatiss lucky as William because
she “embodies [all] temporal disturbances” (Sta2@y0: 164). Furthermore, “it is
her body which eventually bears the violence ointgossible resolution” that is
being banished with the burden of the memoriecét2010: 164). In contrast to
Williams, Maria does not get a memory “edit” asaatpf her punishment. By the
end of the film, Maria’s awareness is acute refigrto her own memory loss she
asks: “Can you miss someone you do not remembard@amoment or experience
ever disappear completely, or does it always existewhere, waiting to be
discovered?” (Winterbottom, 2003) Her strength et gains from the memories
underscores William’s fragility and further, theakaess of the society of rules and
restrictions and fears that he represents, evameiidoes not know what happens to
him. William’s fate is despairing because he remarsubject of “normal” life.
Moreover “William’s ‘full’ recovery is made eviderm a final scene where he is
making passionate love to his wife—we, as viewams,convinced that he no longer
has any memory of Maria—he has been blinded tddsse for her” (Gorton 2008:

36).

I would like to draw attention to the way in whigtinterbottom presents a version
of the Greek tragedy by Sophocl@&edipus Rexwhich is about the Oedipus’

unknowingly murdering his father and marrying histher. Laura Mulvey (1996) in
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Fetishism and Curiosity Perspectivieslicates that the hero’s transformation in
Oedipus’ story captures a wider, historical traositAs she puts it,

While the old folk-tale pattern is determined bgyatem of inheritance based on
marriage, from father-in-law to son-in-law, the Qe story records the traumatic
transition to a system of inheritance based ot birom father directly to son.
Oedipus seems, on the face of it, to follow th&-fale pattern, leaving home,
embarking on a journey, conquering a monster, gter®, and being rewarded by
the hand of the queen in marriage and the kingdioflmebes. He has, in fact,
returned to the place of his birth, from which hasvbanished as an infant, and has
actually inherited his own father's kingdom, iredir patrilineal descent. And he has,
of course, killed his father to make way for thesyerse aberration of the folk-tale
pattern, which places parricide and maternal ingette very moment at which
patrilineal inheritance is instigatedean-Joseph Gouy, in his bddkdipus,
Philosopherdraws attention to the Oedipus story as versiandhitiation rite,
analyzing its structural similarity to, in his tesimhe 'monomyth’ of the hero's rite of
passage to royal investiture. He considers thepeditory to be aberrant in the
herol/villain relation. The Sphinx, structurallyisited as the creature that must be
defeated for the tale to reach its appropriate losian, is a female monster and is
thus related to the other monsters of Greek legiediorgon and the Chimera who
are also defeated by heroes on their way to kipgs$terseus and Bellerophon. Goux
argues that the female monsters stand in for astrmus maternal’, whose murder is
essential for the rite of passage to take placasTine heroes' victory represents an
act of matricide that necessarily precedes theerason to kingship and marriage.
The male initiate celebrates his separation froenattthaic and overpowering
mother. The monstrous mother is archaic in thatghengs to an earlier epoch,
both in terms of the psychological developmenthilidésubject and the social
development of patriarchy. (Mulvey 1996: 140)

Before discussing the similarities, there are turndamental differences to be
considered in the resolutions of the main charadtebothOedipus ReandCode

46: “the mother, Jocasta, in Sophocles’ myth killssed, whereas Morton’s
character is left in the marginal space of the gidbles. Oedipus blinds himself,
whereas William is ‘restored’ to his original lifelowever it could be argued that he
is now blinded to the truth of his past and ofdesires” (Gorton 2008: 34n both
narratives a man unknowingly emasculated by lowth tis own mother, however,
the mother happens to be a genetic duplicate aiarsmother irCode 46that leads
to personal disaster and destructiOedipus Respeaks of the conundrum of fate
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versus free will. As mentioned before Williamiwolved in an unacceptable form
of relationship by legal, societal standards (as thia case with the King of Thebes),
but in his case, the laws of the state actuallynsecompel this behavior, at least to
a certain extent. | think that it is important sose this question here as, to this point
“if the much proclaimed visibility of sexual diffence and the socially desirable
non-Oedipal structure of genetic engineering atal fdoning, how is [William] to
recognize the differences that matter in that deitgdng moment of desire?” (Stacey
2010: 149) Yet, importantly, William is in no pasit to deny his Oedipal feelings.
In this context it can be argued that the "empathys" may augment his feelings

for others, thereby, Maria askBoes an empathy virus work long distance?”

(Winterbottom, 2003)

In bothOedipus ReandCode 46the man who has broken the law -- William or the
King -- must pay for their crimes. Oedipus blinds\éelf and becomes a wandering
wretch in the work of Sophocles. Whereas, Williafidays of wild” are edited and
he is “re-inserted into his normal life” (Goss 20@4) under the control of the
Sphinx’s. Interestingly, the definition of Geld -MWam'’s surname- in Merriam-
Webster Dictionary is to “castrate”, and here, 1&iti Geld is emotionally castrated;
denied the knowledge of what he once felt and Iselligected to live a “normal”,

that is to say, castrated, to remain under therabot the father, the Sphinx.

The Oedipus complex, that is named after the tagro,Oedipus is a male child's

unconscious desire for the (sexual) love of hishantFurthermore,

The Oedipus complex, in Freud's theory, is alsaraative of a rite of passage. It
marks the transition from infancy to childhood,nfra boundariless attachment to
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the mother in which her body and the infant's aexiricably intertwined in a
complementary duality to the child's assertionudbaomy from the mother
achievement of a sense of self, and an undersiguodimis/her place in the cultural
order of the family. For Freud, this transition veahieved only through a painful
and never-to-be erased threat of castration, wénichnates from the father. Lacan
theorized the castration complex in the Oedipgtttary more specifically as a
traumatic, but necessary, passage on the wayitotiation into the Symbolic order
of culture, through acquisition of language andarathnding of the Name of the
Father as the signifier of Law. In the process,itifent abandons his desiring and
deeply erotic feeling for his mother, murderoudgeay of the father, identifying
with the '‘promise’ that he will grow up to take father's place within the Symbolic
order. (Mulvey 1996: 141)

In Oedipus RexOedipus must solve the riddle of the Sphinx, arguvhich has
perpetually vexed travelers outside Thebes. Flmopening moments of the film,

William solves riddles such as persopasapalabrapassword).

The Sphinx is placed in the narrative to mark tbfedt of the villain by the hero
and his reward with the hand of the princess (Queerasta) and the kingdom
(Thebes). But placed immediately before this mattifictory/defeat is another
which the Proppian narrative cannot acknowledgtsitrue transformative sense.
Oedipus has been confronted, just previously,afdtk in the road, by a terrifying
old man who threatened to run him down and kill.hedipus, acting as he later
claimed in self-defense, kills him instead. Laiasl she Sphinx are doubled in the
narrative structure. The Sphinx is present as aaatof an archaic world and
belief system. Laius introduces a new psychic etgnieaugurating, perhaps, a new
personification of villainy that would survive baybthe villain functions of
dragons, witches, giants and so on. Thus, theifumatillain’, once the maternal as
static, archaic monster, is transposed onto a marspaternal, human in shape
and, rather than static, in competition with theryg man for space on the road. It
is, in fact, by eliminating the old king that Oedgpis able to marry Jocasta and
inherit Thebes, on a level that the story undedstamly in retrospect. (Mulvey
1996: 140)

Referring to Freud Barbara Creed’s version of tidle of the Sphinx is different. In
line with Freud, she defines the Riddle of the 8glas “the distorted version of the
great riddle that faces all children — where doigmlbome from? An extreme form

of the primal fantasy is that “of observing paréivtgercourse while one is still an
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unborn baby in the womb” (Freud, 417 quoted in @r2@00: 122). Although
William solves the riddles of the passwords inatiént places i€ode 46 his
empathy virus does not work in the Main Lin Clithat can be argued to be the
representation of the primal scene (monstrousvawtye pregnancies are aborted.
The lady at the reception desk explains why hisampvirus does not work, “We

use antiviral bacteria, we are infested with steptci” (Winterbottom, 2003).

The Sphinx inCode 46 is the Shanghai based insurance company, inilsiwgin

to Oedipus Repermits and denies travelers’ ingress-egressefmsans all its

own. Repeatedly in the film “the Sphinx knows tlest) is reminded, but it is also
implied that the Sphinx’ decision-making processaes completely hidden from
the actual travelers. Although the travelers ararfaged by a network of
“corporations with souls”, genetic codes becomepdeswords through which
mobility is regulated” (Stacey 2010: 156), the &iavs are not aware of the reasons
of their rejections that is why the attempt to dailse covers to travel at the first
place. The Sphinx has a global power, for instélédiam's movements are
tracked as he moves across the globe: as screpearaand disappear, technologies
mutate, and information flows through the invisibkehitectures of genomic

surveillance” (Stacey 2010: 156).

William’s knowingly permits Maria to notify the aurities can be a connection to
Oedipus as well. When Oedipus realizes what helbas he gouges out his own
eyes and made himself an outcast. William watchasdvmake the telephone call,
and does nothing to prevent her or stop her. Itrashto Oedipus’ response towards

the situation, it can be argued that William’s isassive, a coward one. It can be
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argued here, however, that the burden of pain figitson William (as it did on
Oedipus) but on Maria instead because she “embgallptemporal disturbances.”
(Stacey 2010: 164) Furthermore, “it is [Maria’sjdyowvhich eventually bears the
violence of its impossible resolution” (ibid) arteteupon, is banished with the
burden of the memories. In contrast to William, Matoes not get a memory “edit”
as a part of her punishment. Another interestirigtdo consider is William never
explicitly tells Maria of “their genetic similaritgnd thus of their incestuous
transgression of Code 46” (Stacey 2010: 141),Masia’s dreams that she describes
early in the film she experiences every year onbimginday makes her think William

is her destiny.

It is my birthday which | hate. Every year on mytihdlay, | have a dream, always
the same dream. | go down into the subway. | vaaitHe train. | am worried | am
going to be late. The train leaves the statiorel fike going to sleep, but there is
someone | have to find and | have to find him befibe train stops. The train goes
through one station. There are nineteen more tbhygve to find him. And then |
wake up. The next year | had exactly the same dadythis time | went past two
stations. Do not ask me how | knew | just knew thate were eighteen stations to
go. The next year seventeen, the next year sixiery birthday, one less. Today
is my birthday. Today | am down to the last ond.f#ll asleep, | will get to my
destination. If | want to, | can discover my fabaight. (Winterbottom, 2003)

Thereafter, she decides not to fall sleep becassshe reasons in the voice over,
“Who wants to discover their fate? Who will to takehance like that?”
(Winterbottom, 2003) The day she is due to havdihal dream is the day she
comes across William—on the subway. This piece efory is the remnant that is
inerasable. That is, Maria asks in voice over: “@an miss someone you do not
remember? Can one moment or experience ever disappepletely? Or does it

always exist somewhere, waiting to be discover§¢@finterbottom, 2003)
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In Code 46the Oedipal narrative of human and clone loveystnbodies “anxieties
about the legibility of authentic identity, kinshignd relatedness in a world of fetal
cloning with contemporary fears concerning geogicglsecurity, border control,
and the mobility of migrant populations” (Stacey1lR0156).Code 46demonstrates
“a vision of multiculturalism that is haunted bytbdegacies of a colonial past and
the potential threat of fluidity in a globalizeddive” (ibid) exemplifying the concept
of alteration, while simultaneously calling intoestion the theoretical validity of a
concept like “humanness.” Furthermore, it also @nés the instability of a world
organized primarily on the basis of genetic apadthdealing with “the genetically
perfected bodies on the inside of the city in s haunted by the less desirable
bodies on the outside-- that is, how is the maodilleject of global flow connected to
those marked bodies restricted to the margins?idtapresents the Heroic mother

in E. Ann Kaplan’s classification of mothering pdigms. As Kaplan puts it,

The Heroic mother, who suffers and endures fostie of husband and children. A
development of the Good Mother, she shares hetlysgumalities, but is more

central to the action. Yet, unlike the Bad Motlsdre acts not to satisfy herself but
for the good of the family (Kaplan 2000: 468)

That is, as Maria says in voiceover,” | was exibedause | tried to cheat the Sphinx.
They left me my memories. They do not think what yleink if you areafuera
(outside).Why bother. To them, it is as though wendt exist” (Winterbottom,

2003). Nonetheles§;ode 46presents “a decidedly dystopic world into which
State/corporate elites have steered humanity” (206%: 19). Refracted in the near
future,Code 46s a commentary on the present which involves/tiees of

memory, the hierarchies of knowledge, and the ¢tbds®lf. In other words, it is also
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a commentary on the fact that “genealogical refetiare not simply biological or
genetic connections, but are derived from socisiesys that in turn include beliefs
and practices concerning how biological relatioome about” (Featherstone 2006:

7).

3.3 What if?... Alfonso Cuardn'sChildren of Men

Men make their own history, but they do not makast as they please; they do not
make it under circumstances chosen by themseluésinoler circumstances directly
encountered, given and transmitted from the pltrX, 2000: 329)

The uterine norm of womanhood supports the phadlitn of capitalism (Spivak, 1987:
153).

The only authentic image of the future is, in the gailure of the present. (Terry
Eagleton)

Alfonso Cuaron'€hildren of Men (2006that is set in a dystopian 2027 England
represents the results of an unspecified envirotaheatastrophe and the global
fertility crisis that struck in 2009. Doane obsesVeeproduction is the guarantee of a
history - both human biological reproduction (thgbuhe succession of generations)
and mechanical reproduction (through the successgioremories)” (Doane 2000:
118). The quote below explains the role of thedskih in our lives in an ironic way:

Monsters are our children. They can be pushedetdettthest margins of geography
and discourse, hidden away at the edges of thelwaod in the forbidden recess of
our mind, but they always return. And when they edryack, they bring not just a
fuller knowledge of our place in history and thetbry of knowing our place, but
they bear self-knowledge, human knowledge- andeodise all the more sacred as
it arises from the outside. These monsters aslowswe perceive the world, and
how we misrepresented what we have attempted te pldey ask us to re-evaluate
our cultural assumptions about race, gender, siualir perceptions of difference,
our tolerance towards its expression. They askhyswe have created them.
(Cohen, 1996b: 12 quoted in Graham 2002: 54-55)
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Consequently, the human race is dying out slowlhaplanet falls into political chaos.
FurthermoreChildren of Mefs story embodies a classic form of salvation rtareain

the face of approaching extinction, Theo Faronyg€®wen), a white, middle-aged
office-worker, takes a major part in the dangefousney with Kee (Claire-Hope
Ashitey), a black, inexplicably pregnant refugemnirLondon to the Bexhill refugee
camp and to their last destination, r@morrow a ship belonging to the Human Project
that is implied to be the human race’s last hopieialh, the midwife, later in the film
indicates “the Tomorrow is a hospital ship disgdias a fishing boat. They'll take us to
the Human Project.... Did you know that the Humarjditas supposed to have a

community on the Azores? It's a sanctuary” (Cua®9p).

Moreover, it would be claimed here that the Humaejeet is the deus ex machina. The
deus ex machina can be explained as “an ironicakayding a play [in this case a film]
without any illusion about verisimilitude or logia@ecessity, It becomes a way of
guestioning the effectiveness of divine or politisalutions” (Pavis 1998: 9). Thus the
arrival of the Tomorrow in th€hildren of Menrdemonstrates a conclusion without a
closure in the narrative since the film ends wighious questions such as “Is Kee's
Baby, Dylan, going to survive? Will the baby hete humanity to regain its dignity?

Who are the men on the ship? Will hope triumph @atamity?”

Before moving into the part of my argument, whiakes into consideration the themes
of the film that revolves around the biopolitiasimigration, and reproduction, however,
I would like to expand on the dystopian film naivas. Dystopian films offer a critical
framework in the imagined future settings thatpghesent state of society is magnified

to the point of calamity. R. Barton Palmer obserties “imagined worlds hold an
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immense usefulness for a symptomatic analysiseopthsent” (Palmer 2008: 175). By
demonstrating the narrative figurations of desirté/ar fear, they provide “a startling
alterity and an impetus to further reflection” (8ars 2008: 13). This, however, has
more to do with our handling of past than with fetper se. And further,

Dystopian [film] presents us with futures that caonnfi to our deepest terrors—and
wishes. An important point is that we owe to théidgittenment concept of progress,
confirmed by much of the experience of the tweht@tntury, an acceptance of this
kind of future. Enlightenment optimism about thevitable malleability of nature and
human nature provokes the expectation of a suaressistates of affairs strikingly,
substantially, and unpredictably distinct from gresent. (Palmer quoted in Sanders
2008: 172)
In an interview with Timothy Leary in a 1989 issafieMlondo200Q describing his
approach to dystopian setting of the worldNimuromancerWilliam Gibson states,
“what's most important to me that it's about thpresentlt's not really about an
imagined futurelt's a way of trying to come to terms with the aavel terror inspired
me by the world which we live in” (Gibson 1989: 58) a similar vein, Alfonso Cuarén
indicates in interview that he does not “want inmagion, [he] wants references and [to
know] why that reference [reflects] today’s humamageption of reality.” (Guerassio,
2006)Moreover, Donna Haraway in “A Manifesto for Cybar§eience, Technology
and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s”, asserts‘thatboundary between science fiction
and social reality is an optical illusion” (Harrayvha991: 149). This statement reminds
us that we currently live an age that can be rélaaéBaudrilllard’s dystopian idea, as he
observes, “this is our destiny the end of the &¥ed.are in a transfinite universe”
(Baudrillard 1990: 70 quoted in Clarke 1997: 6 prarthis viewpoint, it can also be

argued that we are living in a dystopian like wdHdt “a crisis of historical ideals

facing up to impossibility of their realization” é8drillard, 1988: 77 quoted in Clarke
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1997: 6). In his commentary &hildren of Men Slavoj Zizek addresses the

representation of contemporary realities:

The film is a model of how you can take a reactigrext, change some details here and
there and you get a totally, a totally differemrgt | would say that it's a realist film,

but in what sense? Hegel in his esthetics saysatjabd portrayal looks more like the
person who is portrayed than the person itselfoddgportrayal is more you than you

are yourself. And | think this is what the film dowith our reality. The changes that the
film introduces do not point toward alternate rigalihey simply make reality more what
it already is. | think this is the true vocatiohsgience fiction. Science fiction realism
introduces a change that makes us see better.igtenare that we are expecting is
here. (Zizek, 2006)

According to Elaine L. Graham one element of a@ysin narrative is a “confusion of
reality and illusion” (Graham 2002: 195). Considgrihe dystopian narrative’s
unalterably and inextricably link to the currenirgan time, | would claim here that
dystopian narratives’ purpose is to “map, warn bhope” (Moylan 2000: 196). This
brings forth another element of dystopian narratithet they delve into the “ways in
which those marginalized by the corrupt or totaiita regime can fight and change the
system and perhaps move forward, thus offeringhaesef hope as well as a vision of
hopelessness” (Geraghty 2009: 52). This can becadsd with the call for the
“Uprising” by the military group, the Fishes in tfien. Morever, according to Baccolini
and Moylan “the typical narrative structure of thestopia (with its presentation of an
alienated character’s refusal) facilitates thistmallly and formally flexible stance”
(Baccolini and Moylan 2003: 6 quoted in Geraght@2062). This statement is
applicable to Theo, and his reluctance to takentission and later his becoming the
major part of it. What creates resistoiGhildren of Mens that Theo’s anger against the
Fishes who killed his ex-wife. This, in turn, resuh hope for a future as he takes the

responsibility of Kee and the baby. Furthermoresd@t awareness and responsibility
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demonstrate “a culture of memory -one that movesi fithe individual to the collective-

is part of a social project of hope” (Baccolini 20621).

According to Graham in dystopian narratives a sopetass or “panoptic corporate
power” (Graham 2002: 194) manipulates and dominates the other(s) by accessing
“to all the fruits of technology” to meet their ovmeeds (Graham 2002: 194).
Reorganizing classes using technology, which iutfte supervision of the state or
economic monopolies, “on a capitalist basis”, siatiaorist Oskar Negt, observes

L1}

“panoptic corporate powers” attempt to withhold ¢ieeninated class’ “subjective means
of expression” by reducing their communication usehly for leisure lacking of
“emancipatory usage”, that is to say, lacking of aort of political voice (Negt 1980:
75). From this point of view, it is apparetitattechnology is essential in dystopian
exercises of power. Interestingly, rather than mgkechnology a direct part of the
narrative, the film neglects the focus on technigi@igadvances. In the interview with
the filmmaker magazine in 2003, Cuaron points bat he “...did not want to be
distracted by the future... [and that hedid not want to transport the audience into
another reality.” In his review of the filnfTjmeoutmagazine journalist Dave Calhoun
makes reference to film’s realistic approach byirstg[it is the film’s] creepy
familiarity, not any wild vision on the future... fhmakes]... it so involving”
(Calhoun, 2006).

Indeed, the “impersonal capitalism” using its owperiority to dominate masses leads
to “an erosion and colonization of human freedo@®fagham 2002: 195 hildren of

Menforegrounds early on in the film that “the worldshcollapsed, and only Britain

soldiers on” (Cuardn, 2006)he voice-over of the news-reporters state: “Day010f
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the siege of Seattle. The Muslim community demamdsend to the army’s occupation
of mosques. The homeland security bill is ratifidtter 8 years, Britain’s borders will
remain closed. The deportation of illegal immigsawill continue” (Cuardn, 2006). It
takes very little effort to notice that the wortd2027 that is depicted inhildren of Men
is dominated by an ideology of fear because tresevere competition over resources
because of the environmental catastrophes; claksaar became major issues which

increased militarization.

In Children of Mereveryday media is used as propaganda medium timeleontrol of
authoritarian governance. Media screens, loudspgaked billboards constantly declare
the presence of the military control such as, tisryneighbor a terrorist? Report all
suspicious activity”; “Avoiding fertility tests ia crime!”; "Last one to die please turn
out the light” (Cuardn, 2006). Noam ChomskyMedia Control: The Spectacular
Achievements of Propagandsaws attention to the role of the media in conqterary
politics emphasizing that media “forces us to aslatkind of a world and what kind of
a society we want to live in, and in particulamihat sense of democracy do we want
this to be a democratic societfhomsky 1997: 3) Mikel Parent itChildren of Men
or, A Brief Guide to “Embedded” Cinema and the Rppiag of Global Dispossion”
argues that the world representedimildren of Merevolves to a Foucaltian society” in
which “apparatuses of subtler control devoted talpcing docile subjects through the
manufacturing of consent work in concert with ovailitary force and state violence”
(Parent, 2008: 502). Zizek's reading of the filmeals thaChildren of Mergives “the
best diagnosis of the ideological despair of lagitalism. Of a society without history,

or to use another political term, biopolitics.The basic problem in this society as
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depicted in the film is literally biopolitics: hot® generate, regulate life(Zizek, 2006)
Although the setting of the film is England, Nadfhein’s explanation in relation to
disaster-capitalism-culture industry in “Disastap@alism: The New Economy of
Catastrophe” appears to be applicabl€bddren of Mens narrative. In her words:

The homeland-security sector is also becoming asingly integrated with media
corporations, a development that has Orwellianicagbns....The creeping expansion
of the disaster-capitalism complex into the medégy prove to be a new kind of
corporate synergy, one building on the verticatgnation that became so popular in the
Nineties. It certainly makes sound business séfs=more panicked our societies
become, convinced that there are terrorists lurkirgyery mosque, the higher the news
ratings soar, the more biometric IDs and liquidiegjve-detection devices the complex
sells, and the more high-tech fences it buildthdfdream of the open, borderless 'small
planet’ was the ticket to profits during the Climtgears, the nightmare of the menacing,
fortressed Western continents, under siege froaujgts and illegal immigrants, plays
the same role in the new millennium. (Klein 2008) 5

As with dystopian narratives, however, there measeéxhaustion of ideologies and
humans inability to escape from the calamities, elgnthe global infertility
functions as a catalyst in the film that cuts aetydoose from its principles and
dignity. Even though the reason of the global ligytcrisis is unspecified in the film,
since it represents the fears of the contempoxaiety, Maureen McNeil asserts
that “this apparent crisis around infertility in my@Western countries may ...be
about social and political, as well as biologicaproduction — about hegemony”
(McNeil 2007: 93). A contemporary research shoved ihifertility is “a common

occurrence”.

Differences in definitions, measurement criterid Apalthcare systems between
countries make global estimates of the prevaleha#geartility difficult. However, a
recent and comprehensive review of 25 populatioveys of infertility concluded that
overall around 9 percent of women aged 20-44 expeei infertility, which equates to
72.4 million women worldwide (Boivin et al, 2007Lulley; Hudson and Van Rooij
2009: 1)
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Even more important, perhaps — at least for the tajphand- is that the narrative of the
film is the vehicle “for airing, mediating and canting anxieties about reproduction in
the contemporary West” (McNeil 2007: 104). Partly, Cuaron’<Children of Men
positsthe contemporary debate in a near future dystoge#img thatis the panic about
fertility amongst mainly white, middle-class No#mericans and some Europeans”
(McNeil 2007: 93)Children of Merrevolves not only around the panic and despair that
derive from global infertility, but also around thiery essence of the debate by
referencing the crisis may also be “about socidl aaiitical, as well as biological,
reproduction — about hegemony” (McNeil 2007, 93)isTis clearest, perhaps, in Patrick
J. Buchanan’s assumptionTime Death of the Wedtle articulates, “The West is dying.
Its nations have ceased to reproduce, and theulaiipns have stopped growing and
begun to shrink. Not since the Black Death carofa third of Europe in the fourteenth
century has there been a graver threat to thevalmf Western civilization” (Buchanan
quoted in Dubow 2010: 157). This quote brings uth&issue that arises from the film’s
basic premise that “women across the globe havenbednfertile, for reasons that
science cannot explain” (Chaudhary 2009: 74). dusdhalso be stressed here that ,
however Children of Menis an adaptation of English author P. D. Jame332 hovel,

it “alters the book’s central reproductive premizg,jn James’s novel the world is sterile
because all sperm suddenly loses its potencynlthei film all women mysteriously
stop being able to stay pregnant” (Lattimer 2022). Ffertility as a form of
“reproduction gone awry” (Jenkins and Inhorn, 2@08ted in Culley; Hudson; Van
Rooij 2009: 2) has long been a taboo subject, mxdwhen couples remain childless,
issues of sexual “failure” come to the fore; pariacly for men, infertility raises the

specter of impotency and other emasculating disyaptof male virility (Inhorn, 2002)”
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(Inhorn; Van Balen 2002: 4). And further, Inhorrdavian Balen indicates that
“...women worldwide appear to bear the major burdanfeftility, in terms of blame

for the reproductive failing; personal anxiety,dimation, grief, and fear; marital duress,
dissolution, and abandonment; social stigma anchwamity ostracism; and, in some
cases, life-threatening medical interventions” @ty Van Balen 2002: 7). In a very
poignant scene, Miriam (Pam Ferris) describes laswg midwife, she suddenly realized

that pregnant women were disappearing in her aaed then others as well:

| was 31. Midwife at the John Radcliffe. | was dpenstint in the antenatal clinic. Three
of my patients miscarried in one week. Others virtbeir fifth and sixth month. We
managed to save two of the poor babies. Next wieekmore miscarried. Then the
miscarriages started happening earlier. | remeinbeking a woman in for her next
appointment and noticing that the page seven maftead was completely blank. Not a
single name. | rang a friend who was working at&u€harlotte's, and she had no new
pregnancies, either. She then rang her sisterdn&Sy And it was the same thing there.
...As the sound of the playgrounds faded, the despgdiin. Very odd what happens in a
world without children's voices. | was there at émel. (Cuaron, 2006)

Miriam’s story may be employed to explain Lee Edairs argument that “child has
come to embody for us the telos of the social cathekcome to be seen as the one for
whom that order is held in perpetual trust” (Edein2@04: 11). | would like to further
claim here that Miriam’s story may imply a critiqaéthe contemporary reproductive
technologies, referring to the assumption of Jané&ssher suggests:

[1ln the West, science has now taken over, medicajipregnancy and positioning the
unruly body as object of expert containment androhrni_ong gone are the days of wise
women and midwives holding jurisdiction over fecitmdwhen pregnancy, labour and
childbirth were positioned as a ‘natural’ proce3s Described as a ‘normal illness’ [10,
p. 480] that is ‘inherently hazardous’ [11, p. 238fgnancy is now signposted by
medical checks and controls, women being presemitbdstrict guidelines as to how
they should prepare for conception, how they shonlthage’ pregnancy and childbirth.
In this, women are positioned as mere vessels wigalh healthy babies, their
subjectivity absent from the frame, with dire wags of danger meted out to those who
might resist submitting the passive and docile pagg body to the all-controlling
medical gaze. (Ussher 2006: 82)
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Moreover, Heather Latimer in “Bio-Reproductive Rusm Bare Lifeand the Pregnant
Refugee inAlfonso Cuaron’<Children of Men’relates the notion of family values and

pro-life movements.

This correlation not only eerily evokes politicalk about the sacredness of family
values in connection to the war on terrorism, lrhpps more disturbingly it also plays
off some of the strongest contentions of Ameriea/angelical pro-life movement: the
ideas that abortion could bring on the apocalyfisa,infertility is a punishment, that if
women were to somehow stop having children thetreswuld be worldwide
destruction and dehumanization and that protet¢tiadetus, or the future child, from
women’s reproductive choices, their whims and @ssiis the only way to protect the
future, the nation, and the family. (Latimer 20%2:60)

What is left to believe in when all hope has gomk8ugh the film can be read and
interpreted in various ways, Freudian psychoamalgtis will be provided to articulate
the pertinent motivations of Kee and Theo. Ultimatthe film arouses the Freudian
concept of the death instinct within the main chaTheo and the concept of life
instinct within the other main character, Kee. ¥swision, from “Beyond the Pleasure
Principle” offers the theory of the life instinatéthe death instinct. He asserts that “if
we are to take it as a truth that knows no excagtiat everything living dies for
internal reasons- becomes inorganic once again-vileeshall be compelled to say that

“the aim of all life is death” and, looking backwdsr that “inanimate things existed

before living ones™ (Freud 1990: 32). Elsewheresdel summarizes the death and life

instincts by noting in the following way:

Starting from speculations on the beginning of éifel from biological parallels, | drew
the conclusion that, besides the instinct to preskving substance and to join it into
ever larger units, there must exist another, coniretinct seeking to dissolve those
units and to bring them back to their primeval rganic state. That is to say, as well as
Eros there was an instinct of death. The phenorotlife could be explained from the
concurrent or mutually opposing action of these itgincts. It was not easy, however,
to demonstrate the activities of this supposedhdi@atinct. The manifestations of Eros
were conspicuous and noisy enough. It might benasdithat the death instinct operated
silently within the organism towards its dissolatidut that, of course, was no proof. A
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more fruitful idea was that a portion of the instiis diverted towards the external world
and comes to light as an instinct of aggressiveaedslestructiveness. In this way the
instinct itself could be pressed into the servitEms, in that the organism was
destroying some other thing, whether animate arimate, instead of destroying its
own self. (Freud, 1930a, pp. 118-119 quoted in AkiDNeil 2011: 207)

What is there to strive for when there is no futainead? Being the youngest person
in the planet, the death of a single 18-year-olikigicted as the most devastating
news in the world. Although he is 18 years old,doi®icardo is known as “baby
Diego”.
Diego Ricardo, the youngest person on the plansti8ayears, 4 months, 20 days, 16
hours and 8 minutes old. Throughout his life, Di®joardo was a tragic reminder of
the 18 years of infertility that humanity has eratliand its effect upon the world we

now live in. It seems that the mantle of the warlgbungest human has passed to a
woman. She is 18 years, 5 months and 11 days@icrén, 2006)

The society irChildren of Merplagued with utter hopelessness - the city straets

filled with wailing, drunkenness, depression, espos, gunfire, theft, and hatred.
Already in 1908, Freud in “Civilized’ Sexual Moigt and Modem Nervous lliness”
relates the themes of loss, death and destrucBgednehis analysis of culture. As he puts
it “a restriction of sexual activity in a communityquite generally accompanied by an
increase of anxiety about life and of fear of deakiich interferes with the individual's
capacity for enjoyment and does away with his meegh to face death for any purpose”
(Freud, 1908 quoted in Drassinower 2003: 15). Laelfaan (2004) ilNo Future Queer
Theory and the Death Drivelates death drives to what he calls “reproductive
futurism”. Heather Latimer’s reading of Edelman reveals thgproductive futurism is
connected to the death drive in two ways:

first, in how the image of the Child enacts a logficepetition that helps fix our
identities as we identify with the future of thecsd order; and second, in how the image
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of the queer (which can be any number of queerdigfor Edelman, including gay men
and women, feminists, and those in favor of abojticoomes to embody that order’s
traumatic encounter with its own failure, its enctau with the illusion of the future as
suture to bind the constitutive wound of the sutgesubjection to the signifier, which
divides it, paradoxically, both from and into ifséLatimer 2011: 65)

The film illustrates how people easily shift intas"and them" thinking dehumanizing
and demonizing people regardless of their origitor; language, appearance or beliefs,
which is a reminder of Karl Marx’s figuration frothe first epigraph. In his reading of
this film, Slavoj Zizek argues that “the true focus is there in the background and it's
crucial to leave it as a background. It's the paxadf anamorphosis — if you look at
the thing too directly, the oppressive social disien, you don’t see it. You can see it in
an oblique way only if it remains in the backgroufgizek 2006).Children of Men
represents a possible future world that human gadne will to survive are at stake.
Central to Freud’s theory is the assertion thatethe“ a paradoxical terrain in which
wish and prohibition, pain and pleasure, life apdttl are ceaselessly interwoven”
(Drassinower 2003: 14). Issues of immigration,sagiterrorism, the environment and

nationalism all come into play.

Theo Faron (Clive Owen) is filled with despair, toailarly due to the fact he lost his
son Dylan to a flu pandemic and that he lost the lof Julian (Julianne Moore), the
mother of his child. Moreover, the death instinaod &s associated repetitive misery are
central to the development of Theo who is a toddigure who cannot escape the
traumatic memories within his mind. When asked wigatlid on his birthday by his
friend Jasper, Theo replies, “Woke up, felt liké.sWent to work, felt like shit.” When

told, “That’s called a hangover, amigo” Theo rep|iAt least with a hangover | feel
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something” (Cuaron, 2006). Given this context, Bratgues that “our views have from
the very first been dualistic and to-day they arenemore definitely dualistic than

before now that we describe the opposition as heiogbetween ego instincts and
sexual instincts but between life instincts andid@astincts” (Freud 1990: 47). In his
interview, Clive Owen makes reference to this lafisg, ‘[he] isn’t your big Hollywood
obvious hero... [he’s]...a flawed character” (Cuardd@). It would seem that Theo
was an anti-hero because the protagonist wouldlretate the audience from the future
dystopian setting i€hildren of Men Owen supports this notion by further adding, “He
is an ordinary guy in an extraordinary situatio@ug@ron, 2006). Owen acknowledges
that “the last part of the movie is...a sort of actinovie and Theo is the most unlikely
guy taking you through it” (Cuaron, 2006). Theotgpklessness and despair is prevalent
when he demonstrates: “Even if [the Human Projdisgovered the cure for infertility,

it doesn’t matter. Too late. The world went to skibu know what? It was too late
before the infertility thing happened, for fuckake” (Cuaron, 2006). Theo is an anti
hero who was implied as a former political activistv an alcoholic, whose enthusiasm
has long gone towards his profession and life hisiperspective on life alters when he

meets Kee (Claire-Hope Ashitey), a pregnant youaman.

That the climate of fear and hopelessness makeditiety (and individuals) erects walls
for protection, and, as wells as, make them saerifieedom for security has further
links with Freud’s death drive. The film gives mamejerences to present traumas, such
as, immigration crises, mad cow, 9/11, terroridme, Holocaust, post traumatic stress
disorder, torture, pollution, propaganda, pandeyfds Ghraib, and Homeland

Security. As mentioned before, the death driveoidimited to the characters, however,
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the government sponsored, heavily advertised soluthe “suicide kit” “Quietus” is for
the ones "who just can't take it anymore" can lierefl as another example of death
drive. This drug can be seen as “a compensatogesaitriumph over reality by taking
their own life, thus demonstrating to themselves tanthe world that they are not afraid
of pain and death. On the contrary: death emerges &ven elegant abandonment of a
depreciated, worthless world (Kernberg, 2007)” (tkhONeil 201: 183). Through
Quietus, an officially sanctioned suicide pill, th@vernment sponsors mass suicide, in a
less visible way. In a scene, the news programtouiscommercial of “Quietus”. In the
commercial soothing music is playing and a smibidgr couple is walking through a
field of daises: “Quietus. It's your choice. Itsuy decision. It's your final destination”
(Cuaron, 2006). Even the pregnant character Kagtkgesponse to her being pregnant
was a wish to annihilate everything by using Queethe says,

You know, when | started puking, | thought | catbl pest. But then my belly started

getting big. Nobody ever told me these things.Memeseen a pregnant woman before.

But | knew. | felt like a freak. | didn't tell nody. | thought about the Quietus thing.

Supposed to be suave. Pretty music and all thain Tie baby kicked. | feel it. Little
bastard was alive. And | feel it. And me, too. | aliwe. (Cuaron, 2006)

At this juncture, it is also worth remembering Ftsuemphasis on the life instinct: “We
might suppose that the life instincts or sexudiimass which are active in each cell take
the other cells as their object that they partlytradize the death instincts (that is, the

processes set up by them) in those cells and tieseive their life” (Freud 1990: 44).

Kee is illustrated as what Barbara Creed callsHaicmother” that is the origin and
destination for the entire human race. It can hisargued that she is not only the “Earth

Mother but also the new Eve” (Chaudhary 2009: 9&3per (Michael Caine) who is a
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retired political cartoonist, proclaims, “Kee, yduaby is the miracle the whole world’s
been waiting for. Shanti, Shanti, Shanti” (Cuar2®06). Building upon Creed’s work,
Shohini Chaudhuri outlines the definition of thelaic mother:
The archaic mother.is another aspect of the maternal figure, whosstence has been
repressed in patriarchal ideology. She is the prahmother of everything— a
parthenogenetic mother, creating all by herselfheuit the need for a father; she is a
pre-phallic mother, existing prior to knowledgetloé phallus. (‘Parthenogenetic’ —
deriving from the Greek, meaning ‘virgin birth’ efers to the common mythological
trope of procreating by oneself; other examplekithe Zeus, who gave birth to the
goddess Athena from his ear, and the Virgin Maliysnaculate conception’.)
(Chaudhuri 2006: 95)
However, as the film progresses it reveals thatKleaby’s father is anonymous.
However, the revelation scene ironizes the religiallegorical reading of Kee as the
Virgin Mary.
Theo: Who's the father?
Kee: Whiffet. I'm a virgin.
Theo: ...Sorry?
Kee: Cha, be wicked, eh?
Theo: Yeah, it would.
Kee: Fuck knows. | don’t know most of the wankarames. (Cuaron, 2006)
However, Heather Latimer in “Bio-Reproductive FusarBare Lifeand the Pregnant
Refugee in Alfonso Cuarén@hildren of Meh argues that “the way [Kee’s] character is
scripted and her pregnant body is fetishized, she oftenesoclose to a stereotypical
Virgin Mary, full of milk and honey but lacking agey and voice, and this undermines
her subversive potential” (Latimer 2011: 62 empéasioriginal). The revelation
sequence involves Kee’s taking her clothes offravealing herself in a way that
fetishizes her body for both Theo and the viewese Kays “I'm scared. Please help me”
(Cuaron, 2006). The revelation of Kee’s pregnaryuos in the barn. It is so ironic that
human technology destroys, in a way, cows’ natiwaly by offering milking machines

that work with four tits. It is so absurd that tite of the cows are to be cut so that they
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can fit in the machine, rather than making a maeharfit cow’s body. With a naive
gesture, Kee remarks, “You know what they do te¢heows? They cut off their tits.
They do. Gone. Bye. Only leave four. Four titdlié machine. It's wacko. Why not
make machines that suck eight titties?” (Cuaro@62Gayantani DasGupta’s notion of
the revelation scene in “(Re)Conceiving the Surtegslaternity, Race, and
Reproductive Technologies in Alfonso Cuard@ildren of Mefi remains engaged
with the assumption that Kee is reduced to hernaegbody without subjectivity.
Camera pans through Kee’s body as if to emphaszeddy’'s sheer materiality.
Heather Lattimer posits DasGupta’s argument byngadtnat “the film’s splitting of
James’s character Julian into two separate protsigognacts “a separation of female
sexual and maternal desires” that leaves Kee vtith &gency” (Latimer, 2011: 63). She

further comments by citing DasGupta:

Kee’s lack of sexual appeal or desire, her misbaxk story, family, friends, and
history, and the way she is infantilized by parkfiggres in the film contribute to this
lack of subjectivity. As DasGupta argues, “Kee, sdoame itself suggests an object
status (a key) rather than subject hood,” is witt{oantext or history.” In contrast to the
active role given to the pregnant Julian by Jarfeesxample, the film reduces Kee
“almost entirely to her reproductive and symbotiter she does not act but is acted
upon.” She therefore fulfills a reproductive ratethe film that DasGupta argues “enacts
the same sort of discursive violence against TWild women that [the film] critiques
on a wider scale” through her characterization asliaerable and often mute black
woman in need of parenting and protection by Thebilian, a white couple. (Latimer
2011: 63)

Similar with the controlling class (the governmetite rebels — the Fishes- view Kee's
baby as a vital tool for exercising power. Furtherep Julian is the character whose true
allegiance as a “mirror” is to the Human Projeai] éhe rest of the Fishes, whose prime
motive is the suicidal Uprising. As Luke, who be@sthe leader of the Fishes after

killing Julian, remarks, “I was carrying the bahy the stairs. | started crying. I'd
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forgotten what they looked like. They're so beautiThey're so tiny. Julian was wrong!
She thought it could be peaceful! But how can ipbaceful when they try to take away
your dignity?” (Cuaron, 2006) The following argunhefh Heather Latimer sums up how

Kee’s pregnant body becomes the battleground.

Consider that neither Kee nor any of the otherattters is concerned about what might
happen to her and her body once she makes it tduh®an Project, although she will
undoubtedly undergo a huge array of medical testkjding the potential harvesting of
her eggs. Or that the Fishes, the very group wisapgposed to shelter Kee, view her
only as a container or a vessel, easily dispogaite they get their hands on her child,
which is in turn referred to as “the flag that abuhite us all” and seen as a potential
weapon against the state. As Edelman argues, titeb \v@tho does not yet exist
representsheone figure that is always worth fighting for pataily and worth

protecting legally, and this is why the focus oreléefuture child over her own well-
being makes narrative sense. Kee's reproductivetitmin the film is to facilitate
futurity; it therefore matters little what she tkinor has to say, or what happens to her,
as the focus is her future child and futurity its@latimer 2011: 66)

As mentioned before, Kee is reduced to her repitocritunction in Children of Men. In
this light what becomes clear is that “the fetusametimes a window into anxieties
about race, gender, and motherhood; sometimegecpom of our beliefs about the
relative authority of religion, science, or perdomeperience; and sometimes a proxy for
seemingly unrelated issues like immigration, thédGar, feminism, or liberalism”
(Dubow, 2010: 9). Kee's fetus has been given a iaeigsrole that embraces the whole
world, as well as, to give an end to terrorismigiacand so on. According to Gayatri C.
Spivak the biological reproduction is “a uterineisborganization, which can be
explained as the arrangement of the world in tevhtle reproduction of future
generations, where the uterus is the chief ageht@ans of production” (Spivak 1987:
152 quoted in Chow 2003: 106). One has to ask: ebaby, whose life, whose birth,
whose timing, and who has the power to decide? M@ as Latimer indicates “Kee’s
reproductive rights are framed within the film bgywof mostly mute complacency”
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(Latimer, 65). Not knowing anyone who has been paegor given birth before, Kee is

terrified, yet is dedicated to save her baby naenathat, so she wants Theo’s help.
You know, when | started puking, | thought | catbl pest. But then my belly started
getting big. Nobody ever told me these things.Memeseen a pregnant woman before.

But | knew. | felt like a freak. | didn't tell noly....Then the baby kicked. | feel it.
Little bastard was alive. And | feel it. And meptd am alive. (Cuaron, 2006)

Here, however, it is useful to recall Gayle Peteisguggestion that “Birth is a journey
... The view of pregnancy and birth as a journeyaird has begun at the end of the first
trimester. Birth becomes an opportunity for psyolgatal growth and an event to which
a laboring woman relates intimately and uniquelgawng a learning experience all her
own” (Martin 2001: 158). Despite Miriam’s assertithis her choice” whether or not to
reveal Theo her pregnancy “the film makes it ctbéat the only right choice for Kee is
for her to be happy about her pregnancy” (Latin@®12 64). It can be argued here that
Kee’s weakness is linked to her fears of the unknand to the abject. In this respett,
is worth recallingMary AnneDoane’sanalysis of abject. She argues th&tisteva
associates the maternal with the abject —i.e.,wieth is the focus of a combined
horror and fascination, hence subject to a randgabmios designed to control the
culturally marginal”(Kristeva quoted in Doane 1987: 8Bjpane continues,

In this analysis, the function of nostalgia for thether-origin is that of a veil, a veil
which conceals the terror attached to non-difféation. The threat of the maternal
space "a place both double and foreign" is th#ét@fcollapse of any distinction
whatsoever between subject and object. Within teedian schema, incorporation
is the model for processes of identification (betmwésubject" and "object," mother
and child) which have the potential to destroyweey notion of identity. Poane
1987: 83

I would like to further comment about the Kee’skad subjectivity as it serves my

discussion referring to the assumption that IrigibfaYoung suggestSpregnancy
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does not belong to the woman herself” (Young 2@®&): According to Young,
pregnancy is “a state of the developing fetuswhbich the woman is a container; or
it is an objective, observable process coming usdentific scrutiny” (Young 2005:
46). In this context, Kee’s maternity is depictadhe film as —“a process without a
subject’- on the basis of both “a space and asefiéunctions” (Grosz 1989: 79).
Kee's transformation in the film involves her joagnof becoming a mother.
Elizabeth Grosz itsexual Subversionsiderscores thathe process of ‘becoming-
mother’ is distanced from subjectivity and ident®regnancy occurs at the level of
a fusion and movement of the organism (not theesmiljj(Grosz 1989: 79). It is
important to note that Kristeva emphasizes a padity important aspect of
maternal through the contention, “In a body thergrafted, unmasterable, another”
(Kristeva quoted in Doane 1987: 83). Yet, subjattikas a special relation to
maternal body that “experiences her body as heaselinot herself” (Young 2005:

49).

Although the title of the film seems to refer t@ thatriarchal cultures that dominates
over motherhood, which is argued to be “the darkioent par excellence [which]
remains in the shadows of our culture; it is ightiand its hell” (Irigaray, 1991, 35
qguoted in Woodward 2000: 163), namely, it is net ¢hild of a man; the child is born to
a woman regardless of the idea that the identitheffather is even relevant. This
transforms the assertion Irigaray that “all of Véestculture rests on the murder of the
mother” (Irigaray, 1981: 81 quoted in Woodward 20063), because a new generation
in the film is possible thanks to the mother. dotf this illustrates the fact that if there

hadn't been a baby born on earth for an entirergéar, the domination of the paternity
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would no longer be endured. Chaudhary commentditimaboth alters racial and

gender representations in Western system:

However, the dangerous journey from the earliadtof white man—white woman—
white child to white man—black woman- black chilghtights racial difference as one
of the film’s primary objects of focus. What is opstituted here is not a domestic
nuclear family but a vision of a future as the efahite maleness. Theo dies before
Tomorrowarrives, and Kee, the new African Eve, is the hagte for humanity. The
supposedly universal subject of history in the Weste generic concept of “man” that
always concealed a particular white male subjedties, but humanity lives on. The
supreme sign of racial alterity in the film is figal as racialized gender, in the marked
body of Kee. Kee's baby, moreover, is a girl, aroshift from the original triad that
included a baby boy. Theo “lives on” in the blaeknle baby whom he has not
fathered, but whose name derives from his own deadPaternal futurity comes to an
end in a future in which women will have to forgeead and remake the world.
(Chaudhary 2009: 74-75)

Children of Meninvests belief in the idea of female bonding, destiating that those
who are helpful to Kee and her daughter are megbiyien such as Julian, Miriam and
Marichka. Theo is the representation of the ideahmwho is respectful of women's
contributions. As Chaudhary observes, “earliehmfilm Theo rides past an official
billboard that reads “AVOIDING FERTILITY TESTS IS BRIME.” Since the film
situates women'’s bodies as the site of infertilitngse billboards are presumably
targeting women, whose bodies have come underralegalation under the modern
biopolitical order” (Chaudhary 2009: 94). All thest, who are engaged in patriarchal
warfare, lay claims to have a right on the bodieshddren born of women to be used
for their own purposes. Latimer points out, “hovsipossible to be politically protected
but not yet physically alive through its focus b status of the unborn child” (Latimer
2011: 53). And further she argues that,

Kee’s body becomes the battleground for these ppmsing forces as the film offers a
critique of the politics of migration at the sarimed as it fetishizes the future child. In
this fetishization, the film supports what LaureerBnt terms “fetal citizenship” and
what Lee Edelman describes as “reproductive futyfis process in which the image of
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the future child comes to stand in for the veryaidéthe future itself. (Latimer 2011
53)

It is also important to stress here that all thaerabters in the film assume, including Kee
herself, that the baby must be a boy. Emily Maatigues that “the view of birth as
concentrated life force allows the mother to bhe¥ia passive vessel through which the
force flows or an active participant "riding" theezgy, other views place the woman in
an unambiguously active role” (Martin 2001: 158)this regard, even Kee’s pre-
conceived notion of birth makes her to see heesef mere vessel. In my opinion, the
baby is a girl since the infertility is on the siolewomen, and furthermore, she would be
the second fertile woman on earth with her motBéscussing the fact that Kee’s body
is reduced to uterus, Heather Latimer’s readingdd#lman’s notion of reproductive

futurism reveals

[It] is the process by which the image of the Clfildhich he always capitalizes to
distinguish from the experience of an actual clilanes to represent the very notion or
idea of the future itself. Reproductive futurisntige on the fantasy that we may
somehow return to our own innocence or childhoo, time-that-never-quite-was,
through constant attempts to protect our futurddvand our future children. Edelman is
working within a Lacanian framewaork by claiming thiae image of the Child functions
as a necessary part of the symbolic because itsnamta political fantasy by screening
out the temporality of our own lives and the fragibf our own egos; it screens out the
death drive.... As Edelman explains, this leads4iuation in which the “figural Child
alone embodies the citizen as ideal, entitledaockull rights to its future share in the
nation’s good, though always at the cost of lingitthe rights ‘real’ citizens are
allowed.” (Latimer 2011: 65-66)

Building upon Lacanian framework Lee Edelman (2084 o Future Queer Theory

and the Death Drivanalyzes the formation of the subjects within dycie
Politics names the social enactment of the subjatttmpt to establish the conditions
for this impossible consolidation by identifyingnsething outside itself in order to enter

the presence, deferred perpetually, of itself.tieslithat is, names the struggle to effect
a fantasmic order of reality in which the subjeatienation would vanished into
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seamlessness of identity at the endpoint of théesadhain of signifiers lived as
history. (Edelman 2004: 8)

The film repeatedly highlights the immigration isshirough very poignant scenes
that flashes around how migrants have been “huwhb@d like cockroaches” and
arrested makes apparent the concept of “abjeciiostcial and political terms.
Indeed, Judith Butler's argumentBodies That Matter on the Discursive Limits of

Sexwhich is worth quoting at length reveals her asdionpabout the abject:

The abject designates here precisely those "udéVamd "uninhabitable" zones of
social life which are nevertheless densely popdlatethose who do not enjoy the
status of the subject, but whose living under tga ef the "unlivable" is required to
circumscribe the domain of the subject This zonenifihabitability will constitute
the defining limit of the subject's domain; it walbnstitute that site of dreaded
identification against which—and by virtue of whietthe domain of the subject

will circumscribe its own claim to autonomy andite. In this sense, then, the
subject is constituted through the force of exdnsind abjection, one which
produces a constitutive outside to the subjecgaected outside, which is, after all,
"inside" the subject as its own founding repudmti@utler 1993: 3)

In this sense, this can be acknowledged “as a retdpr forms of Otherness within
society or between societies and in this way pt) engage with the fears and anxiety
surrounding a given society’s Others” (Cornea 2A0’8). An ad on the bus plays over
and over, “to hire, feed or shelter illegal immigtsiis a crime. Protect Britain. Report
all illegal immigrants” (Cuaron, 2006). As Jaspemarks, “after escaping the worst
atrocities and finally making it to England, ourvgonment hunts them down like
cockroaches” (Cuaron, 200&hildren of Merfocuses on those ‘abject’ figures in the
background, and the prevailing atmosphere thaesyaic dehumanization occurs.
Furthermore, the refugees, throughout the filmaraigss of the country of their origins,

they are faceless, nameless, powerless, and veic&ensequently, this film is not only

153



about biological infertility but also is about salcinfertility. Zizek in the Commentary
part of theChildren of MerDVD argues thatthe true infertility is the very lack of
meaningful historical experience. It's a societypwofe meaningless historical

experience” (Cuaron, 2006).

Mikel Parents indicates that “the film begins adyatopia where there is no longer a
future —future becomes history-, but ends in a yogfgnosphere where a mysterious
boat, “Tomorrow , offers the possibility of something new: a negtdin with the
alternate reality” (Parent 2008: 503). In his comtagy onChildren of Men Slavoj
Zizek comments on the symbolism of the boat infilh@s final scene: “What | like

is that the solution is the boat. It doesn't haatg. It's rootless. It floats around.
This is, for me, the meaning of this wonderful npéiar, boat. The condition of the
renewal means you cut your roots. That's the smiiit{Zizek, 2006). Furthermore,
at this point, Chaudhary indicates that, “the fisafjuence signals a future without
white maleness because Theo’s death anticipgiestavhite future in which
whiteness will transcend its cultural and politibaids that are the result of its

epistemic privilege” (Chaudhary 2009: 78).

As indicatedChildren of Meraddresses a near future defined by the fear cdttie,

the fear of the loss of individual singularity asatonomy, the fear of human limitation,
and most significantly, the fear of tbéher. As Latimer, observes, “the film therefore
offers a striking example of how reproductive figor..., the fetus and the refugee,
relate to conversations about reproductive poldieg citizenship rights by highlighting

the paradoxes of a political climate focused onréglation of who or what is
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considered “alive” by simultaneously deeming othmltically dead” (Latimer 2011
68). The citizens ilChildren of Merare not only socialized to fear the
ethnic/economic/racial other that exists outsid@rthomogenized populations, but they
are also taught to fear tlspatial other, the actual location inhabited by the presipu

defined other.

Tthis chapter is devoted to tlildren of Mers treatment of the culture of fear,
including its origins as well as its effects onisbcand on the fecundity. The end of
the film is claimed to be an open ending. It endb wuestions rather than answers.
As it is represented in the film that various eamimental, economic, and
psychological processes result in a culture of iieavhich the dominant ideology is
one founded upon a general feeling of unease;esqubstion is “Will the children

of women raised to be terrified of the world ouésttleir compounds, the fictional

equivalents of contemporary gated-communities?”

3.4 Splicing the Boundaries in Vincenzo Natali'Splice

Every story that begins with original innocence anigdileges the return to wholeness
imagines the drama of life to be individuation, @eion, the birth of the self, the
tragedy of autonomy, the fall into writing alieratj that is, war, tempered by
imaginary respite in the bosom of the Other.

—Donna Haraway, “A Cyborg Manifesto”

What's the worst that could happen?
--Elsa, Splice

Vincenzo Natali’sSplice(2009) posits the possibility of a world in thettoo-distant
future where human DNA might be patented; hencgtaral body seems to be
rapidly eroding. The Guardian writer Peter BradsldascribeSplice“a bizarre
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horror, a cross-breed mutant Frankenfilm with bftRidley Scott'Alien (1979),
David Cronenberg$he Fly(1986) and David LynchBraserhead1977)”
(Bradshaw, 2010 URL). In this conteSplicedepicts the debate that the
‘Frankensteinian nightmare’ of ‘science run wildh@n “scientists start manipulating
the very foundations of life itself, as well as gmtial problems across the life course”
(Stanworth 1987:1 quoted in Bendelow: Williams, 8984). According tdNew York
Timeswriter Manohla Dargis, Clive and Elsa might beeterence to Elsa Lanchester,
who played Frankenstein’s bride and Colin Clivepvplayed Dr. Frankenstein in
James Whale'$he Bride of Frankenstei{1935) (Darghis, 2010, URL). Sue Short
(2005) indicates iCyborg Cinemdhat Mary Shelly’srankenstein1818) was
associated with “Galvani’'s experiments in electhcenduced spasms, as well as the
philosophical debates of the period” (Short 200. urthermore, Judith
Halberstam’s notion of artificially created monstérSkin Shows: Gothic Horror and
the Technology of Monstegéves us insights into the offeringsfankenstein“The
production of the monster yrankensteirthrows humanness into relief because it
emphasizes the constructedness oflalhtity. While superficially this novel seems to
be about the making of a monster, it is really abloe making of a human” (1995, 38:
Short 2005: 39). It can also be argued here that fresence of active female
monsters in SF films challenges patriarchal vidved wvomen are basically passive
victims” (Chaudhari 2006: 104). It should also bressed that, in thinking the
representation of monsters, Haraway considers “kossave always defined the
limits of community in Western imagination” (Harayva991: 180)In Shildrick’s

account of the notion of monsters, he indicatesttiey are
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the excluded bodies that fail to conform to anypooeal norm, may sometimes turn
up in our own self-perceptions. Instead of remajrahthe outer regions of our
embodied selves, they may at times reflect aspéaiar own subjectivities, creating
uncertainties and anxieties of our self-percepgiod self-identification. (Coupland,;
Gwyn 2003: 153)
As Elain Graham has claimed, “authoritative notiohsaormative, exemplary,
desirable in the twenty first century” will be de#id by the “implications of digital,
genetic, cybernetic and biomedical technologiesh{}007: 7). Moreover, Jennifer
Gonzales in “Envisioning Cyborg Bodies: Notes frGuorrent Research” points out
the link between genetic engineering and cyborgdsoithat runs as a thread
throughout the varied a historical accounts andasgtions. She argues that they
generate “similar fears about loss of human contifathere was such a thing- over the
products of human creation” (Gonzales 2000: 6Ke lthe figure of the monster,
“hybrid” is particularly rich in meaning. Thus, Grades explains “hybrid” when

constituting her work on cyborg bodies. As she [guts

The term appears to have evolved out of an eavigrdeenth —century Latin usage of
hybridia - a crossbred animal. Now the word has severahingg, among them: a
person or group of persons reflecting the intesastiof two unlike cultures, traditions,
etc.; anything derived from heterogeneous sourcesraposed of elements of

different or incongruous kinds; bred from two distiraces, breeds, varieties, species,
or genera.... What makes the term controversial.hdsit appears to assume by
definition the existence of a non-hybrid statepuee state, a pure species, a pure race-
with which it is contrasted. (Gonzales 2000: 67)

Here 1 would like to associate hybrid with mongiecause both “perform as a
representation of boundary phenomena interdis@pfibetween the cultural and natural
sciences” (Lykke 2000: 75). Subjects or objectb@mindary zones, such as, hybrids,
monsters or cyborgs “which cannot be defined deeituman or non-human” (Lykke
2000: 75) constitute a major challenge to “the bosdetween sciences” (Lykke 2000:

75). In Graham’s account, she observes that theyésboth to mark the fault-lines but
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also, subversively, to signal the fragility of sumbundaries” (Graham 2002: 12). And
further she observes:
Monstrosity indicates the end of clear delineati@nshaotic mixing and
miscegenation of categories that is in the prooéssnfusion indicates their
ordering is far from inevitable. It is clear thaetmonster is not sufficient in
itself but is a spectacle, pointing to, congenytallhybrid, or liminal being, and
thus with no secure or stable identity beyond fsasition to a pre-eminent
alter-ega (Graham 2002: 54 emphasis in original)
Furthermore, they “serve as metaphors for anotbetdr: that between “the
artifactual” and “the natural”’, which traditionaltdivides non-human phenomena
into two separate compartments” (Lykke 2000: Tb}he case of the blurring
species’ boundaries | have been examining, it shalslo include the boundary
creatures that provide platforms for the airinghe definitions of human nature.

Graham observes:

Western Culture may be confronting a technologjoalédiated ‘crisis' of human
uniqueness, but a more satisfactory way of franttegsituation might be in terms
of the blurring boundaries, a dissolution of that@ogical hygene" by which for
the past three years Western culture has drawfatiitdines that separate human,
nature and machines. Definitive accounts of hunsnre may be better arrived at
not through a description of essences, but vialéti@eation of boundaries.
(Graham 2002: 11)
Natali’s Spliceis the tale of a mutant creation/female hybrid posed of human,
animal, insect, fish, and bird genes (played bygabiChu as a child and Delphine
Chaneac as an adult) the prideful achievementaahlgimists — Clive (Adrien
Brody) and Elsa (Sarah Polley) - who 'splice’ DNArh different animals to create
hybrid creatures and proteins of interest for apla@eutical company which wants

to move to the next level with the current resealditali’'s monster appears as” an

“Animal Plus” (to adapt the transhumanist ternutin Plus”)” (Marsen 2010: 65)
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because she is situated on the borderline betwamarmand non human. Her
monstrosity derives from the mixture of human and-human dimensions.

She is also a mythical construct, and every paneofconstitution has symbolic value.
Her facial characteristics are mainly humanoid,chtdllows for expression, and invites
the viewer to identify with her and attempt to ursti@nd her emotions. Although she is
a biped, she has the hind legs of a quadrupedjreythe numerous human-animal
hybrids that exist in world mythology, such as eens, fauns... She also has the symbol
of animalitypar excellencga tail, which is equipped with an additional nmearkf non-
human power — a poisonous sting. Finally her wibgsjdes giving her ornamental and
aesthetic appeal, signal the archetypal imageeoéitgel. (Marsen 2010: 65)

The monster is what “crosses or threatens to ¢hes%order,” for example, the
border between human and non-human; natural aretrsaforal; normal and
abnormal gender behaviour and sexual desire; dacproper, well formed, and the
dirty or deformed body” (Creed, 2001: 11). Accoglio Toffoletti, “Haraway
interprets the insertion of genes from one speonitesanother as a transgressive
border crossing that transforms nature into culbyréhe process of human
intervention (Haraway 1997: 60)” (Toffoletti 200I/36). The following is the
description of the achievements of the biochemB&tsa and Clive before they
secretly create the mutant creature, H 50 (Dres)th&y put it while power point
presentation flashes images of Ginger and Freghgrs, statistics, etc. in the

background:

Elsa - Over the course of the last three yearslatuhas combined the DNA from a
variety of species to create completely new liferfo

Clive - And, as you know Ginger has exceeded gleetations in her ability to
produce medicinal proteins for livestock

Elsa - What you do not know is that, since thehbift Fred we have an upgraded
splicing technique which can be applied to the msophisticated of the organisms,
namely, human beings. (When she says “human beithgsimages on the
PowerPoint screen transits from Ginger and Freghtmage of Da Vinci's Vitruvian
Man).

Clive - By incorporating human DNA into a hybridriplate we can begin to address
any number of genetically-influenced diseases.

Elsa - Parkinson's, Alzheimer's, diabetes even fomes of cancer. (Natali, 2009)
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Natali’'s working on the idea @plicefor long years has given him immense time to
consider the important scientific developmentsenagic research that have taken place
since the late 1990s. The presentation of ElsaCdineg is the predicament of the issues
which themselves are the key into broader developsrend debates in recent years
surrounding the notion of “reproductive genetidsttére, 1999). Bill Clinton (2001) in
his Dimbleby lecture comments “the sequencing eftthman genome, in his time of the
office, was “thrilling” (William 2003: 165). In hiswn words:

... We've already identified the major genetic aacies that predict breast cancer, we're
close on Alzheimer's and AIDS and Parkinson's. f€hig no question”, he proceeded to
state, that "pretty soon... women... in their dbéldring years will be able to bring
children home from hospital with little gene caetgl life expectancies in excess of
ninety years" (William 2003: 165)

Claiming that boundaries are extremely transcertdertwenty-first century, Vint
writes: the philosophical speculation of Descartastion that animals are machines”
could be understandable, “based more on his owjegirons than on animals
gualities. Now we have produced animals as machmawery literal sense” (Vint
2007: 59). While Clive and Elsa go beyond thetltons of human body through
technology or genetic redesign, | would argue tieaétheir biggest mistake is that
they do not “return to a notion of embodied subyéistin order to articulate the
ethical implications of technologies of bodily mficktion” (Vint, 2007: 8). As Elsa
points out “scientists push boundaries. At leastithportant ones do” whereas Clive
highlights “what is the point if you cannot publish. This is not so simple. There are
moral considerations” (Natali, 2009). Thereafteferring to the H50 experiment Elsa
argues that “Human cloning is illegal. This willtriee human, not entirely” (Natali,

2009). President Bush’s 28 January 2003 Stateeofltiion Address observes:
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By caring for children who need mentors, and fatieteéd men and women who need
treatment, we are building a more welcoming sociesyculture that values every life.
And in this work we must not overlook the weakeabag us. | ask you to protect
infants at the very hour of their birth and end phactice of partial-birth abortion.
[Applause.] And because no human life should beextaor ended as the object of an
experiment, | ask you to set a high standard fondmity, and pass a law against all
human cloning. [Applause.] (Bush 2003) (Goggin @mnth 2003: 88)

An important point to be considered here is thaides being research collaborators,
their being a married couple “allow[s] for themdsexuality and procreation to be

crafted into the narrative” (Marsen 2010: 63).Histcontext, the insistence of Elsa’s
“generating a sustainable embryo” can be read &®th scientific curiosity and as an

emotional hijacking to his husband, Clive.

Mary Ann Doane argues that the look of intellectuaman, the scientist woman in
this case, “poses a threat to an entire systemprésentation” (Doane 2000: 428). In
Splice the female protagonist’s (Elsa’s) excessive aoistand manipulating
characteristics are signaled from the very begmwiithe film, for example, in a
Wired magazine interview in the film she asserts “If Glod not want us to explore his
domain, why would he give us the map?” (Natali, 208though she later says it is
“bumper-sticker wisdom,” in the director’s cut viers theWired magazine interview
with reporter Melinda Finch scene is a cleareresentation of Elsa’s position:

MELINDA. Your critics say, by combining such dispge animals, you are violating
the natural order of things.

ELSA. There was a time when it was considértethatural”to perform surgery.
MELINDA. Still, it is quite a leap to go from menwj bodies to redesigning them. Do
you really think the world's ready for Ginger amed?

ELSA Why not? Chimeras have been with us for thodsaf years. Since the earliest
myths, | see them as signposts for the future dorevolution.

MELINDA. That sounds almost... spiritual.

ELSA. You could say it is our religion. (Natali, @%)
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Regardless of “the symbolic representation of tetgy that reproduces the
stereotypef women as technologically ignorant” (Gamble 2083), Natali's
perspective irBplicerepresent a sophisticated attempt to criticizedgetechnology
relations in that the major characters who areomtrol of technologies are women:
such as the CEO of the Newstead Pharmaceuticals, dod the biochemist, Elsa.
Namely, Wendy Faulkner and Erik Arnold’s argumeinegroice to the common
argument that “technology is powerful, remote, mpoehensible, inhuman, scientific,
expensive and -above all- male” (Faulkner and Adn©B85, 1 quoted in Gill; Grint
1995: 3). Interestingly enough, this perspecties ht the heart of the film, and has it
origin in the film’s representation of women, torbere precise, however, except the
scenes of Joan, Elsa and the shareholders meeéng,ghere is no trace of another
women in the company, laboratory etc. The critiqlithe representation of woman'’s
absence from the technological domairsplicecould be understood by reference to
the idea that “technology is more than a set obt®f objects or artifacts. It also
fundamentally embodies a culture or social relaioade up of certain sorts of
knowledge, beliefs, desires and practices” (Wajcwoitad in Balsamo 1996: 10).
From this perspective, | want to underscore a n@agant in analysis of women and
technology by quoting Judy Wajcman. As she put$he very language of
technology, its symbolism, is masculine. It is agimply a, because these skills are
embedded in a culture of masculinity that is laygedterminous with culture of

technology” (1991: 19 cited in Wolmark, 217).

Interestingly, Newstead Pharmaceuticals is notragetd as an evil corporation;

instead, Sarah and Clive, the biochemists, arertiee who want to open the Pandora’s
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Box by introducing human DNA into to the splicingpgram, but the company forbids
it, whereupon they continue the experiment secréthg company’s insistence of the
product stage reminds us the similar theme thahttelogy’s intersection with
humanity but its specific uses under Capitalisnfiqi$ 2005: ix). The head of the
board, Joan, puts it,

| cannot tell you how excited we are.The entirerbas thrilled with the progress you
have made which is why we are so anxious to move pfhase two... The product
stage. We need to isolate the gene in Ginger asdi that produces your magic
protein. We are shutting down the splicing fa@ktiretooling your labs for intensive
chemical analysis... You put a viable livestockdurt on the shelves then we will talk
about a 20-year-plan to save the world. Right nea/need to start phase two and you
are the only ones who can do(Nlatali, 2009)

The experiment conducted under the supervisiohe@tbompany, questions the ethical
consequences of bio-tech research and re-exanfiagltestion of what it means to be
human, suggesting that it is made up of both pesdand negative traits” (Short 2005:
130). Clive and Elsa’s designed hybrid creaturepairticular, the female hybrid Dren,
confute the assumption that ‘biology is destinyhrdughout the film Elsa, “places
great emphasis on personal attributes and aspisatim upbringing and environment,
and on having the right input,” (Short 2005: 131)elation to Dren’s growing up. Sue
Short argues i€yborg Cinemahat “hybridity occupies the middle ground between
humanity and its presumed Other, with technologyisg as a means by which to
guestion the veracity of natural distinctions aecoinsider relations of power” (Short,
131). Namely, Sherryl Vint (2007) Bodies of Tomorrow: Technology, Subjectivity,
Science Fictiorunderlines that biopower is not only “the sitad#dology’s acting

upon the body’s subject” but also “a potential teresistance” (Vint 2004: 18).
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To be more precise, what exactly Clive and Elsa@aidhe company was intersplicing
the DNA of a number of animals, so that “they cesate a brand new trademarked
gene-creature, whose cells can be replicated tdeceehugely cost-effectivew

strain of livestock feed” (Bradshaw, 2010 URL).wibuld be claimed that Elsa and
Clive’s encouraging new male and female creaturasthey name Fred and Ginger,
“to perform a mating ritual-dance known as impnigti (Bradshaw, 2010 URL) at the
shareholders' presentation contributes to the aegtithat there is, “a relation among
the desire for mastery, an objectivist accountcaree, and the imperialist project of
subduing nature” (Hayles, 2009: 288). This is a&egimlent when Elsa argues “Nobody
is going to care about a few rules after they skeatwe have made.... Once they see
Ginger and Fred, the world will want to know whaniext. Do you think they could
really look at this face (referring to Dren) ane saything less than a miracle?”
(Natali, 2009) The Newstead Pharmaceuticals irstfa@eholders’ meeting introduces
multispecies morphogens Fred and Ginger as “a catgiglunique (couple) that is
more than just fate... more than just luck. It isdegign” (Natali, 2009). This scene is
the representation of the widespread concerns dbeutangers of the efforts of
science to control ‘nature’ besides having considier beneficiapowers. In this
scene, the mating ceremony turns out to be a staugbcause Ginger has undergone
some hormonal changes and turns out to be a miagm the holistic couple
transforms into deadly enemies in the same cadactnas Judy Wajcman argues in
Feminism Confronts Technolof991), “the designers and promoters of a techryolog
can nevecompletely predict or control its final uses. Teclugy may well lead a

“double life”” (Tsaliki 2001: 65).
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From this viewpoint, Monica Casper (1995) argues ghrange of contemporary
technologies in science and medicine in particmaeproductive technologies “have
made possible the emergence of what she terms cigtargs’ and ‘techno’ mothers”
(Bendelow; Williams: 218). Casper also makes thatgo arguing that developments in
reproductive technologies transform mothers anasé=t from “natural, organic entities
into a very different site within medical practiogierans 2010: 25). She points out six
ways in which “cyborg theory can be used to crilycaxamine the current
developments in medical practice and reproducteariologies” and as well as, “the
ways in which pregnant women come to be redravmtimtse hybrid technologies”

(Kierans 2010: 25).

(1) technologies of vision, such as ultrasoundcivignable a fetus in utero to be seen
by those outside; (2) technologies of diagnosishss amniocentesis, which
transforms the fetus into clinical data, and reigpes when pregnancy might be
considered to start or end; (3) technologies ef tiirough postmortem maternal
ventilation, altering our understanding of motherthdrom a natural embodied state:
(4) technologies of death, for example abortioml e ways in which fetus cyborgs
acquire new uses for research and therapy; (Shtdabies of pain, such as fetal
wound healing and in vitro simulations (6) techmyis of healing. Incorporated here
are the numerous examples of standardized techinaldgterventions in the course
of prenatal care which lead to the constructiomefiical cyborgs, such as, the
pharmacological agents, nutritional supplementdetal development, fetal blood
sampling and so on and the prospective inclusiareat therapy, fetus-to-fetus
transplantation and experimental fetus surgeryer@is 2010: 25)

These technological complexes change what it meabs a mother and help us to
recognize that mothers are not everywhere the ssliaig. Anne Doane in
“Technophilia: Technology, Representation and temniRine” outlines the impact of
motherhood as “a limit to the conceptualizatiorierhininity as a scientific
construction of mechanical and electrical partsd Anis also that which infuses the

machine with the breath of a human spirit. The mmatleand the mechanical/synthetic

165



coexist in a relation that is curious imbricatiafislependence and antagonism”

(Doane 2000: 112).

In Splicethe fetus’ performances are appraised over timmutih a technological device
known as BETI (Biomedical Extrutero Thermal IncudyatBarbara Katz Rohman
makes a point in arguing that “the fetus in utems hecome a metaphor for ‘man’ in
space, floating free, attached only by the umHdilkcad to the spaceship. But where is
the mother in that metaphor? She has become epate’s(Rohman, 1986: 114 quoted
in Petchesky 2000: 174). Dren is the hybrid bommftechno-science; there is no
mythical and miraculous delivery from a real mottigarbara Creed considers how
horror films imagine the fantasies of birth andttlea

[The mother] is there in the text's scenarios &f phimal scene of birth and death; she is
there in her many guises as the treacherous maltigeoyal sadistic mother, the mother
as the primordial abyss; and she is there in thediimages of blood, of the all-
devouring vagina, the toothed vagina, the vagin@asfdora’s box; and finally she is
there in the chameleon figure of the alien, the stemas fetish-object of and for the
mother. But it is the archaic mother, the reproideégenerative mother, who haunts the
mise-en-scengCreed 2000: 122)

From this perspective, there are two figures oftrabtnSplice the biological mother,
Elsa, who puts her DNA into the hybrid experimemt 8ETI (the incubator machine)
that provides fetus’ progress. In this interpretatithe father is completely absent;
...the mother is sole parent, and sole life supp@téed 1993: 18). The birth scene

mise-en-scenean be defined as abject. As Barbara Creed puts it,

In these texts, the setting or sequence of imagesich the subject is caught up,
denotes a desire to encounter the unthinkablaltifest, the other. It ismise-en-scene
of desire - in which desire is for the abject’' (39954). Moreover the abject - a term
borrowed from Julia Kristeva meaning that whichsloet ‘respect borders, positions,
rules' and which 'disturbs identity, system, or@l¢risteva 1982: 4) — is more often than
not represented by 'the monstrous feminine in dieoguises - witch, vampire,
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creature, abject mother, castrator, psychotic'é@993:154-5). Gender power
relations lie at the core of this cultural fantafey,the monstrous-feminine 'speaks to us
more about male fears than about female desirenainfne subjectivity' (1993: 7).
(McAbe 2004: 98)

The birth scene occurs Bplicewhen BET], the artificial womb, belches and grqans
fluid freely gushes from its chrome hull. Soon gftee fluid subsides and the machine's
orifice expands. This can be represented as BEudimb has become hostile and is
ready to kill the fetus via pressuring too much.

CLIVE- What is_going on?

ELSA- It is coming out.

CLIVE- What? It cannot do that. It is not due foomths.
ELSA- Well, tell that to the fetus. (Natali, 2009)

Furthermore, there is a huge amount of blood, nkamgys of fluid, trauma and terror,
consequently, the birth sceneSpliceinterprets birth as uncontrolled, dirty and painfu
affair, regardless of, its’ being artificial. Th&th scene can be read in relation to

Kristeva’s concept of the abject. In her words:

The body's inside... shows up in order to comperfsatiie collapse of the border
between inside and outside. It is as if the skifinagile container, no longer guaranteed
the integrity of one's "own and clean self' butaged or transparent, invisible or taut,
gave way before the dejection of its contents. &lrilood, sperm, excrement then show
up in order to reassure a subject that is lackmpwn and clean self." The abjection of
those flows from within suddenly become the solgi€ot" of sexual desire-a true "ab-
ject" where man, frightened, crosses over the hewbmaternal bowels and, in an
immersion that enables him to avoid coming facéte with an other, spares himself
the risk of castration. (Kristeva 1993: 53)

The biological mother, Elsa wedges her arm insidbeartificial womb of BETI,
which can also be represented as “the vagina add?ats box”. In so doing, she
becomes literally the part of the laboring procéssteafter, the womb appears to be the
“the toothed vagina” and stings her. The birth scewolves into a horrid abortion scene.

167



Clive opens the entire chassis of BETI, releasitgrt@nt of viscous fluid, and further
cuts the umbilical cord so that he can save Elsdu$ of both BETI and Elsa can be
read as a reference to Barbara Creed’s assumgtibe gersions of the birth scenes in
Alien series. As she points out “the mother’s body ed@doat the moment of giving
birth” (Creed 2000: 126). Elsa loses control of m&tor functions -her mouth contorts
strangely and her eyes roll- because she has besgrepeatedly by the monster they
have created. In a very dramatic scene Elsa agWsat was that?” (Natali, 2009)

Clive’s answer refers to the rules they have brdefar, “A mistake” (Natali, 2009).

Furthermore, the film does not narrate “the typfeahily with the perfect father,
mother, and child, each in his/her correct plag&dplan 1990: 55). E. Ann. Kaplan
(21990)in Women and Film Both Sides of the Camarderscores the typical

conception in Von SternbergBlonde Venuby noting that

In this conception, the mother is made into icbme, perfect, all-giving presence at the
service of, and under the domination of, the fatBée is object-for-the-other, rather
than subject-in-herself; an empty signifier as sahjshe embodies meaning for the
Other as sign of safety, security, haven from thigip sphere. Since the mother is
seen only in relation to her husband and child, sgmbolic patriarchal conception of
Motherhood actually represses mothering as iteslad mother—child bonding and
(particularly) as it relates to woman—woman bondi#@plan 1990: 55)

Natali emphasizes how Clive and Elsa have their sames as regards children. Clive
“wants children, and yearns for a bigger househictvthey can start a family; on the
contrary Elsa has absolutely zero interest in céilti(Bradshaw, 2010 URL) that she
indicates, “I do not want to bend my life to swohge third party that does not even
exist yet” (Natali, 2009), and “this is partly dtethe way that her own mother treated

her on the creepy farmstead” (Bradshaw, 2010 URB}ali forces the spectator to
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struggle for the memories of her past allowing euick to emerge only gradually
throughout the film. Elsa’s resistance to the idka child comes partly from her
rejection of her mother, in turn for being emotityaejected, but is compounded by
her fear of having children because of the fadt she is afraid of losing control of her
life. She says: “How about after we crack male peegy?” (Natali, 2009) Elsa’s
problematic relationship with her mother is impliadhe film as reflected through her
fear of becomindner mother. Nancy Chodorow’s statementie Reproduction of
Mothering which is worth quoting at length, reveals hewagstion that is “the

reproduction of mothering” is a process. As shes jitut

| argue that the contemporary reproduction of nritigeoccurs through social
structurally induced psychological processes. fteisher the product of biology nor of
intentional role-training. | draw on the psycholcajiaccount of female and male
personality development to demonstrate that wonmeattering reproduces itself
cyclically. Woman as mothers produce daughters midthering capacities and the
desire to mother. (Chodorow 1978: 7)

At the heart ofSplicés narrative lie the paradoxical notions of theteomporary
reproduction which can be seen both as Elsa’s ‘patvbia” and her unconscious
needs of being a mother (It is prevalent when she Iper own DNA into the
experiment). “Matrophobia” is “not of one's motlwerof motherhood but dfecoming
one’s own mother(Rich 1995: 235 emphasis in original) which Adne Rich,
following Lynne Sukenick (1974) has termeddfiWoman Born Motherhood as
Experience and InstitutiorAs Rich puts it, “daughters see their mothersasdng
taught a compromise and self-hatred they are dingytp win free of, the one through
whom the restrictions and degradations of a ferasigtence were perforce
transmitted. Easier by far to hate and reject eherabutright than to see beyond her to

the forces acting upon her” (Rich 1995: 235). Wléine learns that Elsa has a farm,
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which reveals her tragic past, their conversatimlicates how deep Elsa’s hatred
towards her mother is.

CLIVE- You know, you can talk to me about your neath

ELSA- | do not even want to think about her.

CLIVE- | just want to understand.

ELSA- If you could understand crazy, it would netdrazy.(Natali, 2009)

In Elsa’s account her hatred towards her mothaveenot from just a lack of
affection or unmet needs but from her mother'sioess. In a scene when they take
Dren to the family farm where Elsa grows up, theeea pans the old bedroom which
is devoid of any furnishings or decor. A singlertwmattress sits alone in the middle of
the floor with a bucket. It is given through a dugonversation between Elsa and
Clive that it is her bedroom where she was ket #ilpet.

CLIVE. | thought you said your mother kept your moexactly like it was.
ELSA. She did. (Natali, 2009)

Elsa’s mother’s version of gender-appropriate tneait can be argued to be a
transmission of a message that a reminder of harusuwnet needs. Luise Eichenbaum
and Susie Orbach argue that the mother transmissgage unconsciously via her

treatment the daughter.

Do not be emotionally dependent; do not expecethetional care and attention you
want; learn to stand on your own two feet emotign&o not expect too much
independence; do not expect too much from a manptibe too wild; do not expect a
life too different from mine; learn to accommoddteichenbaum and Orbach, 1982:
33 quoted in Lawler 2000: 21)

By linking her adult problems with her mother’s belor during her childhood, Elsa’s
transformation of becoming her mother indicates sha uses the experiment to resolve

the “why” of her problems. Her mother is a “psychtipwho is notorious for her serious
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disregard for and tendency to violate such righ{&lsa’s] as rights to life, liberty, and
happiness” (Kantor 2006: 34). From all of thessgk$ implied as desperately needing
her mother’s love and approval, but, unable toiokbtashe becomes what she most
hates. Thus, using psychoanalytic terms, Elsa bes@psychopath in her treatment of
Dren like both a pet and a daughter. Dr John B.sdfatthe founder of Behaviorism,
gave similar example of maltreatment of a chilti;:1928 volumePsychological Care
of Infantand Child:

...Won't you then remember when you are tempted to/par child that mother love is
a dangerous instrument? An instrument which mdictrd never healing wound, a
wound which may make infancy unhappy, adolescemightidmare, an instrument
which may wreck your adult son or daughter’'s vawadi future and their chances for
vocational happiness. (1972: 87 quoted in Synd@22Q060)

Anna Motz (2008) imThe Psychology of Female Violence Crimes AgairsBtidy
argues that “mothers who were themselves neglectadused in childhood can re-
enact destructive patterns with their own childr@btz 2008: 52). As Clive puts it,
“you never wanted a normal child because you wieedeof losing control. But an
experiment that is something else” (Natali, 2009}his light, it is worth recalling Luce
Irigaray’s suggestion ifthinking the Differencéhat subjective identity of woman is
different than men.

Woman is not at all in the same type of subjedtiemtity as man. In fact, she does not
have to distance herself from her mother as he: dioesigh ayesand above all ao, a
nearor far . . . She finds herself faced with a wholly other prohlem She must be or
become a woman like her mother and, at the sane Liemcapable of differentiating
herself from her. But her mother is the same as.sh&he cannot reduce her mother to
an object without thereby reducing herself, sitegy/tare of the sangenre (Irigaray,
1993b: 18/36 quoted in Stone 2006: 134)

Yet, as Barbara Creed emphasizes in “Horror and/brestrous Feminine: An
Imaginary Abjection”, that “woman is not, by hery@ature, an abject being; rather,

171



patriarchal ideology constructs her as such” (CE2@b: 60). Elsa is the one who insists
on keeping the baby Dren alive, against Clive’sgimigsgs, and treats the hybrid
creature as a baby daughter. In spite of Clivgect®ns, Clive also reluctantly takes the
role of father; however, “Dren is not treated eithgs an experiment — objectively
following a transparent procedure — or as a felb@ntient being, empathically. Instead,
she is used as a canvas that reflects whateverrhumsecurities and prejudices are
projected on it” (Marsen 2010: 63).

In fact, the film focuses on the role of assumgionour interactions with the world,
and shows how assumptions can mislead, often daugjgr Much of the conflict
between Dren and her creators lies in the latfexésl ideas about how things work —
ideas that Dren repeatedly challenges. For instdheescientists initially believe that
the creature will require specific nutritional coomgnts, only to find that she actually
has a sweet tooth. Later, when she has a choliackahey think she is suffocating, but
it turns out that she has amphibian lungs and neatks. Later still, when she
seemingly lies dying, they sit by her bedside arelg, but soon discover that she is a
sequential hermaphrodite and is actually changixg @larsen 2010: 64)
At one poignant moment, Elsa gives Dren a boxdtld toys (full of melancholia)
and stuff when for the first and last time in thienf spectator sees Elsa’s mother’s
picture. It's a picture of a little Elsa and herthey standing by the family farm. In the
picture, she is portrayed as a stern woman withramprotectively wrapped around
her daughter. This box is a part of reinforcembat tshe has been such a good girl
lately” (Natali, 2009). Among the other toys, Efsiaks the Barbie and says:
Hi. I'm Jenny. | like cute guys, fast cars, andnfulittle creatures like you. She was

my secret friend. | was not allowed to have hel, Isad to keep her hidden, just like
you. (Natali, 2009)

On one hand Barbie represents Elsa’s unfulfilletitgne fantasies, on the other hand,

in feminists’ account, “Barbie is said to embodg ttiea that women in capitalist
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culture are themselves commodities to be purchasegumed and manipulated”

(Toffoletti 2007: 60). Furthermore,

Interpreted in this framework, Barbie signifiesdiikgender roles, heterosexual norms
and consumerist values to which women must stBegbie is said to teach girls the
codes of femininity through standards of dressjlpadeas and modes of behavior.
She is rigid and slender, always smiling and imrtetely groomed and attired,

mostly in pink. By playing with Barbie dolls girlearn that in order to be successful
and popular women, just like Barbie, they must Igokd. Importantly, this

fashioning of the self relies on buying clothesketap, and material luxuries.
(Toffoletti 2007: 60)

As the film develops, the Barbie doll is repeatedpcific moments; it appears that
Barbie symbolizes a means of expression betweendtld Dren. Barbie is the last
remaining connection for Elsa with a world she gaen up on. In another scene, Dren
compares Barbie doll to her own reflection in theron. Contrary to Barbie’s beautiful
posture, Dren’s body is composed of strange primingsalong her back and arms, as
well as, alien-looking legs and an undevelopedtclr@sthermore, she is bald by birth.
The obvious contrast to Barbie hurts her. Helganiit (2007) inConsumer Culture,
Identity and Well-Being: the Search for the “Goatel and the“Body Perfect’points

out young girls identify themselves with dolls. #har she argues,

Dolls like Barbie can serve as an imaginary pofntiew from which young girls can
see their own bodily self, where they come to usided the meaning of beauty and
perfection through pretending to be their dollgldfls signify a socio-cultural ideal of
the female body that equates beauty and thinnesls,as Barbie, then the thin beauty
ideal is gradually internalized through fantasy ptay. (Dittmar 2007: 19)

Dren (Delphine Chanéac) is, in her own way, “a jpesde individual with her own
sexual needs, and becomes infatuated with her psadadi Clive, who is aware that
work and stress have meant he has not had seXdogdime” (Bradshaw, 2010

URL). This encounter illustrates how easily we canstruct the other within our own
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fantasy. Elizabeth Grosz’s notion of abject carapplied to Dren’s development,
because she transforms into and adolescent sitoifairy tale in which the ugly
duckling transforms to a young swan. As Grosz fiuts

The abject is thus a pre-signifying psycho-viscezaponse and an occasional
accompaniment of an oedipalized consciousnessah effect of the paradoxical
nature of the ego and its self-deluding concepdioits own capacities and identity.
Although the ego is formed through recognitiontefdody in the mirror phase, it
recoils from the idea of being tied to or limitegthe body's form. The body's parts,
its energies and flows structure the ego's bouedafGrosz 1989: 78)

In earlier sequences of the film, Dren watches BlghClive in the act of sexual

intercourse.

According to Freud, when a child first withessester parents' sexual intercourse, the
sight is terrifying and probably traumatic. Theldhnterprets the scene as one of
violence, even sadism, in which the father, thengter partner, carries out a brutal
attack on the mother, the weaker. The mother, whadso, of course, the child's own
love object, needs to be rescued. (Mulvey 1996) 141

Within the perspective of the primal scene, Drerspeifies the vulnerability of Elsa.
According to Kristeva, the female body, especitiily mother’s body, is aligned with
the abject because it does not hide its debt tr@abren’s intense relationship with her
mother, Elsa, turns her to see her pseudo-fathiee &s a symbol of freedom that can
help her to create space between herself and mothes Jung writes about the
relationship between father and daughter. He arthats

The [oedipal] conflict takes on a more masculing #rerefore more typical form in a
son, whereas daughter develops a specific likinghie father, with a correspondingly
jealous attitude towards her mother. We would ttedl the Electra complex. As
everyone knows, Electra took vengeance on her m@lyeemnestra for murdering
her husband Agamemnon and thus robbing her-Ele€tnar beloved father. (Jung
and Kerenyi 1961, 154 quoted in Scott 2005: 8)
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Jung suggests that what happens in Oedipus comléxie also of the Electra

complex” (Jung and Kerenyi 1961, 154 quoted in §2005: 8). In Freud’s argument

Electra complex stands for female Oedipus complex.
At its most basic level, Electra complex referghi®e phenomenon of the little girl's
attraction to the father and hostility toward heather, who she sees now as her rival.
The girl's desire to possess her father is linkeldetr desire the penis, and the Electra
complex is often described as penis envy. The tlafgaunishment from the mother
results, according to Freud in the repression @éhid impulses. Freud even speculates

that girls, because they must shift their objedicd, have a less fully developed
superego, which regulates values and morality. {1930 quoted in Scott 2005: 8)

Kaja Silverman’s reading of Freud Tine Acoustic Mirror: The Female Voice in
Psychoanalysis and Cinema Theories of Representatid Differenceeveals that
“within the normative version of the female Oedimasnplex, Freud observes, desire
for the father has as its logical correlative idgrdtion with the mother (or, to be more
precise, with th@laceof the mother), but in the earlier formation thether functions

as both love-object and point of identificatiqi®ilverman, 1988: 152). She goes on her

argument by further quoting Freud,

A woman's identification with her mother allowstoglistinguish two strata: the pre-
Oedipus one which rests on her affectionate attechto her mother and takes her as a
model, and the later one from the Oedipus compleixiwvseeks to get rid of her mother
and take her place with her father. (P. 134) (@ihan 1988: 152)

Mother-daughter relationship in pre-oedipal phasa part of identification,
individuation and dependence process. Luce Irigaer&peculunhas shared the
notion of the “Oedipus complex” like Silverman, hewer, she is more interested in

the assumption that “both the girl's love for aed identification with the mother, and
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in such a way as to indicate that this libidinahfoguration constitutes the temporal

equivalent of the boy's positive Oedipus compi&ifverman 1988: 155).

Unlike the boy—"who exhibits, therefore, two psyldgically distinct ties: a
straightforward [?] sexual object-cathexis towdndsmother and an identification with
his father which takes him as his model"—the litfie takes her mother as her first
object of love and also as her privileged iderditiiry reference point for her "ego" as
well as for her sex. In point of fact, if all theplications of Freud's discourse were
followed through, after the little girl discoversrfown castration and that of her mother
—her "object," the narcissistic representativelblfi@r instincts—she would have no
recourse other than melancholia. (P. 66 quotedhrr&an 1988: 155)

Mother-daughter relationship in pre-oedipal phas& part of identification,
individuation and dependence process. The nartcsglg defined self according to
Chodorow says “I am you and you are me” (Chodor®&w81 100); like Elsa in the
film says “l am inside you. You are part of me” ¢hla 2009). Kristeva claims that
mother daughter relationship is full of conflictlse continuous struggle of the child’s
breaking away from the mother and mother’s unwgitiess to release it. Indebted to

Lacan’s semiotic theory, she also argues that be&re the mirror stage “the infant

begins to separate itself from others in orderewetbp borders between “I” and

“other”™ (McAfee 2004: 46). Building upon Lacan’sork Ann Kaplan (1990) in
Women and Film Both Sides of the Camautines Lacan’s concept of imaginary

[It] corresponds (roughly) to Freud’s pre-Oediphhgpe, although the child is already a
signifier, already inserted in a linguistic systéuoit the world of the imaginary is
nevertheless for the child a prelinguistic momamoment of illusory unity with the
Mother, whom he does not know as Other. The Lacactidd is forced to move on
from the world of the imaginary, not because oflitezal threat of castration but
because he acquires language, which is based @onicept of “lack”. He enters the
world of the symbolic governed by the Law of thehfea and revolving around the
phallus as signifier. Here, in language, he distotiat he is an object in a realm of
signifiers that circulate around the Father (= pisl He learns discourse and the
different “I" and “You” positions. The illusory uty with the Mother is broken partly by
the mirror phase, with the child’'s recognition loé tMother as a separate image/entity,
and of himself as an image (ego-ideal), creatiegsthucture of the divided subject; and
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partly by introduction of the Father as a lingwsthird Term, breaking the mother-child
dyad. (Bill Nichols, op. cit., pp. 30—-4. cited iraflan 1990: 20)

In a very moving sequence, in the middle of tha fiDren becomes aware of her body
when she looks in the mirror with the make-up Elsh Elsa tells Dren her own story

about her adolescence:

My mother would not let me wear makeup. She saitlittdebased women. But who
does not want to be debased every once in a whileR. You see how pretty you've
become? You are going to have to learn how todm@wanup. | remember how | felt at
your age. It is an exciting time. | never thoudght Maybe we could use some more
eyeliner, hmm? Let's try some more eyeliner. (Nja2809)

Laura Mulvey’s reading of Lacan’s theory of the mirphase reveals that “it is an
image that constitutes the matrix of the imaginafyecognition/misrecognition and
identification, and hence of the first articulatiofthe I, of subjectivity” (Kaplan
1983: 63). Barbara Creed remarks one of the keydgof abjection “is the mother
who becomes an abject at that moment when the édts her for her father who
represents the symbolic order” (Creed 2002: 68)theumore, highlighting the falsity
of “Freud’s idea that woman only horrifies becasBe is assumed to be castrated”
(Chaudhari 2006: 104), Creed contests “the notian the father is the sole
representative of the Law and the Symbolic Ordeggssting that fears of the
castrating mother play a crucial cultural role” @ldhari 2006: 104). When Elsa finds
some drawings that Dren has done, there was nargiof hers, just Clive’s. Elsa, out
of jealousy, gets mad and harshly punishes Dresakigg her beloved cat from her.
Anne Motz argues that “The mother’s strong idegdifion with her child, and the

failure of psychic differentiation between thengyh major role in the genesis of her
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own violence, as does her identification with hendterrifying parent’ whom she

then becomes. That is, she sees herself in theg;iyelpless child, cannot bear to be
reminded of earlier pain, and then seeks refugmialternative identification, this

time with her own aggressive/abusive parent” (M20208: 54). Elsa says “Can't
always get what you want. That's a part of growipgoo” (Natali, 2009). When Dren
shows signs of rebellion, Elsa hardens back irtaettperimental scientist, echoing the
cold treatment that her own mother gave her. Shasther up and maims her.

Physically, H-50 has evolved well. However... caet violent behavior suggests
dangerous psychological developments. Erratic hehavay be caused by
disproportionate species identification. Cosmeydaliman affectation should be
eliminated wherever possible. Due to her unstatelition, it has become necessary to
remove her zootoxin glands and stinger. (Natald920

Kristeva claims that the *authority’ that the chi&rns first is “through interaction with
the mother, about its’ body” (Creed 1996: 51). Asi¢ault indicates, “Where there is
power, there is resistance” (Foucault 1998: 95epiat Chaudhari 2006: 65). No matter
where power comes from, -“from below” and “from umerable points” (1998: 94
guoted in Chaudhari 2006: 65) - resistance existStephaine Lawler (2000) in
Mothering the Self Mothers, Daughters, Subject:3i@mationguts it,

In other words, is power at its most powerful witdns least apparent, when it is
working through our desires, when, as Rose puitsist,'governing through the freedom
and aspirations of liberal subjects rather thaspite of them” (Rose, 1992b: 147)? As
Michel Foucault, from whose work this concept ofweo derives, puts it, ‘if power were
never anything but repressive, if it never did aimg but to say no, do you really think
one would be brought to obey it?’ (Foucault, 19809) (Lawler 2000: 21)

What Kristeva calls abjection is that the procéssinfant gathers “what seems to be
part of one self” (McAfee 2004: 46). From this gegstive, Kristeva’s view of “what

is abjected” speaks of radically exclusion but méanishing altogether (McAfee
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2004: 46). In another sequence, Dren is taughitattemcing by her pseudo-father
Clive, who to Dren’s great surprise holds her lieeholds Elsa. In return for this
openness, Dren, after a while, seduces Clive. Taeesends with Elsa’s appearance at
the door. Natali further associates the perversiadnnocence with Clive’s fatedness
to Dren’s body and its consequences —as if sexaalnation and spiritual purity
appear mutually exclusive from the perspectivehaidibood. In a dramatic
confrontation scene Clive puts the blame on theexent: “We changed the
rules...We crossed a line and things got confusedghtRind wrong” (Natali, 2009).
After the confrontation scene they decide to emdetkperiment. | would like to
comment here that, they lose their own humanithéir traumatic behavior towards
the hybrid they have made.

The incest taboo, the fundamental law of our s@iatem, builds on the mixture of
fascination and horror that characterizes the feraimaternal object of abjection. As
the site of primary repression, and therefore width escapes from representation, the
mother's body becomes a turbulent area of psyifhiqBraidotti 1994: 82)
Dren completely fulfils the purpose for which shasndesigned, at least in the first
part of the film. Here she acts as the perfect @mgn who yearns for love and
affection from Elsa. It is as if, from Dren’s peespive Natali invites the spectator to
inhabit, selfishness appear as a perversion afesrby experience and culture. Dren
also fulfils her scientific purpose, namely, Elyathesizes the protein that the
company wants for the production stage. In her aords: “[Dren] has a derivative.

It's more stable than CD356. It's 10 times highantthe level Ginger and Fred ever

had” (Natali, 2009).
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However, the film is the story of Dren’s emancipatirom Elsa, about her unfolding as

a subject in her own right in her capacity as &ashre, thinking, feeling being. Dren’s
emancipation process starts when she becomes etsesduand ends when he becomes a
killer. Abjection for Kristeva is a crucial toolalynosing the dynamics of oppression. It

is existent in the self, “constantly challengingg@own tenuous borders of selfhood. It
remains as both an unconscious and a consciows threne’s own clean and proper

self. Subject is “beseeched” and “pulverized” by #fject that does not have any
boundaries” (McAfee 2004: 46). Dren’s transformatioto a male hybrid can be read as
a representation of an anxiety of a disorderedéutRobyn Ferrell (2006) in

Copula: Sexual Technologies, Reproducpesvers gives voice to the anxieties of a

possible future in which gender is disordered:

...in the case of the hermaphrodite, a future isaegdiin which gender is disordered; in
the case of the child born of the unborn or of mparents, a disordered genealogy. The
hermaphrodite is assumed to horrify, since it @edhe distinction between the sexes
on the body itself. This body is abjected by anietiyxelated to that which urgently
attributes a gender to babies born with expressgagaiity. But the hermaphrodite is
not merely deformed, in the way that other kindsnafformation of the body provoke
our narcissistic anxiety. The hermaphrodieformssexual difference, and is thereby
uncanny, too. Of course, transgendering is alre@aclyltural reality without the science
fiction of the “born” hermaphrodite. The “sex reigesnent” already accomplishes the
transition from one sex to another through thenetdygies of surgery and hormone
therapy. Would the production of this “hermaphretity genetic means render the
category of “trannie” more natural—or more techigidal? Would it create the freedom
for some to celebrate their ambivalence, or wouflit up another obstacle to the
expression of others’ experience of sexuality,oagkample the feeling of “wanting to
bea woman”? (Ferrell 2006: 22)

Elsa’s rape is an extremely important event infillhe one whose repercussions
resonate at the last sequence. From the humangfoiigw, she has been forced to
engage an intimate contact against her will, arofeiolation of herself. The rape is a

deeply traumatic experience to Elsa, but | wouss @rgue that the human need to
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create a distance between self and the other aretarchy between male and female,
underlies the severity of her response. Given bastruction of herself as the owner
this half-human entity, Dren, Elsa tries to constiqower hierarchies, but Dren while
raping her expresses his desire for “inside”. Hg gays, “inside of you” (Natali,
2009). The metaphor of rape expresses the stroggleimposing one’s ideology,

power on the other.

What matters at the end of the film is how she @adp to that traumatic experience.
In the end, however, that achievement is taketolitsthe reality she must confront in
is one in which Clive is dead and she is hosthglaid fetus in which the briefly
glimpsed truth about human sexuality has beeneshtiéd. As the CEO of the
Newstead Pharmaceuticals, Joan Charcot, puts it

Your Dren turned out to be a cauldron of unimagieabemical mysteries. Aside from
the intense concentration of CD356 in her systeewvgis filled with a variety of
completely unique compounds. We'll be filing pasdior years. Of course, we are
extremely excited that you're willing to take ughe next stage especially in light of the
personal risk. We think the figure we've come ufhus very generous. You can never
speak of this to anyone ever. Nobody would blameif/gou didn't do this. You could
just put an end to it and walk away. (Natali, 2009)

As Elsa indicates, “what is the worst that coulggen?” She is driven to enact the
one deed whose nature to be a mother, be litexallyas well as metaphorically
creative and hence is capable of consciously astings to achieve what she desires:
she is not a victim any more. In a way Elsa tumsdircumstances to good count. And
this indeed, is what she does; a mother insideeatsst outside. As | mentioned
earlier, “abjection” is one of the fundamental msses of “subject in process,”

(McAfee 2004: 45) that intimidates the unity of gwject. Throughout the film Elsa

181



represents the Bad Mother in E. Ann Kaplan’s cfasgion of mother paradigms in
cinema; however, hosting an alien baby at the énldecfilm gives her another chance

to become a good one. Kaplan’s definition of Badhéao:

The Bad Mother [is] sadistic, hurtful and jealosise refuses the self-abnegating role,
demanding her own life. Because of her evil belatos Mother takes control of the
narrative, but she is punished for her violationhef desired patriarchal ideal, the
Good Mother. (Kaplan 2000: 468)

Pertinent to my argument, Dren becomes a produ€tsaf and Clive’s cultural fears
and desires to run deep within their psychic uncions. “Culture’ being the way that
human beings have civilized their world with thierned ways (minds) and ‘nature’
being the world in its raw state, the province ofrtan beings in their animality
(bodies)” (McAfee 2004: 39). Dren’s function in tfiken is to “represent unfamiliar
‘otherness™, one which challenges the connotasitadility of human identity”
(Balsamo 2000: 149). To sum up, the notion of ‘nicnss-feminine’ in Natali’'s
Splice(2009) is “tied to the reproductive functions loétfemale body, which is
constructed as abject in patriarchal cultures” (&eri, 2006: 104) proceeding from
Kristeva’'s argument of the abject, defined as whdibkturbs identity, system, order’

and ‘does not respect borders, positions, rulesitiiHgton 1998: 150).
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4 Conclusion

Throughout this study, the themes of technologgylend gender relations in the
context of the new technologies have been pursuertate a mutimediated or
hybrid theory that involves the discussion of difet critical and theoretical
approaches to female bodies with particular emghasithe maternal bodies, and
accordingly, involves the analysis by taking inte@unt the 2% century

independent science fiction films.

The first chapter has employed a broad surveyef/grious writers and thinkers on
body studies in a way of broadening cultural imggiecns and trends and responding
such questions: what are the limitations of bo@ydgr and technology? Who has
the authority to talk about them? Are there altéveamodels of the women/
technology relationship? Does the emergence afd¢lmereproductive technologies
within the context of the Zicentury create new ways of thinking about the reatt
posthuman reproduction? It becomes apparent irstdy that the new reproductive
technologies and biotechnologies change the sudiaitgernal functions of the
body, accordingly, the new technologies have arachpn humans both physically
and psychologically. As indicated, biotechnology edfect the construction of
memory, aging, sex and reproduction often seehesdsences of humanity.

Consequently, controlled by technology, the handadéire is no longer dominant.

183



What emerges from the multimediated theory is aneehink about what
constitutes perceptions of female “body” in crititgeory, feminist studies of
techno-science and posthuman embodiment. The bedyiés are still evolving, as
Balsamo indicates, they are “built across discapljriraditions and through the

application of different methods of analysis” (Bafso 1999: 97).

| have constructed a hybrid theorization of theyhddgether with feminist theory
and a feminist-psychoanalytic approach and posthuheory to examine cinematic
representations of the new reproduction technofoigieelation to the body, gender,
and identity. Whilst | have planned to come to adtasion that the Zicentury
independent science fiction films could deconstpattiarchal gender and dualist
ideologies and provide a post-gender world whermarocan challenge social
conformity, and gain empowerment in a male-domuhateiety, the cultural
manifestations of the new reproduction technologigbe selected films | have

discussed present very different scenarios.

In chapter two | have turned my attention to MidhAgnterbottom’sCode 46
(2003)to apply my thinking about the new reproductivehtemlogies as
transformational to feminist debates on gendehrtelogy and the body. IGode
46, the oedipal narrative of human and clone loveystonbodies the concept of
alteration, while simultaneously calling into questthe theoretical validity of a
concept like “humanness.” This chapter has invagtig) the instability of a world
organized primarily on the basis of genetic apadthgealing with the perfection of

the human kind.
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Chapter three has examined the idea that whetgl@bal infertility can erase social
and biological borders through Alfonso Cuaro@tsildren of Men(2006) presenting
a treatment of an anxiety and fear in a futureetgciand considers the implications
of this for understanding gender difference. MoexpDonna Haraway in in her

well known article “A Manifesto for Cyborgs: Sciexnclechnology and Socialist
Feminism in the 1980s”, asserts that “the bountiatween science fiction and
social reality is an optical illusion” (Harraway9® 149). This statement reminds us
that we currently live an age that can be relateBaudrilllard’s dystopian idea, as
he observes, “this is our destiny the end of thee ¥ are in a transfinite universe”
(Baudrillard 1990: 70 quoted in Clarke 1997: 6)n€aquently, “the conjunction of
technology and the feminine [in SF] is the objddiagcination and desire but also of
anxiety” (Janes 2000: 95) is relevant to my disrss this study, while

concentrating on the theme of humanity’s complidadationship with technology.

Having discussed how a global infertility transferour perceptions of the self,
human and the other, chapter four examines thesav&Vhat happens when the
boundaries between the body and technology collewssad?” (Toffoletti 2007: 8)
How “feminism has often been critical of biotechmgies such as cloning and
genetic engineering” (Toffoletti 2007: 8) has besamined in the theory chapter to
form a base for the analysis of Vincenzo Nataifgice(2009). In this chapter, |
have analyzed the debates | have discussed prévtoysose another way of
approaching posthuman representations of the Ihintéogical future, drawing on
mother humanoid/hybrid relationship in Vincenzo i Splice(2009)to develop

my argumentSplicespeaks of the possibility of a world in the nod-dhistant future
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where human DNA might be patented; hence, a nabody seems to be rapidly
transforming. | have situated DREN as posthumaaypser; “a type of transformer
who embodies the potential for identity to be migand unfixed” (Toffoletti 2007:
7). In this regard, Dren, a hermaphrodite, “acta dgidging’ figure between
debates surrounding gender and representationaatidyman and post-gender”
(Toffoletti 2007: 7) along with the patriarchal fagmorms. In acknowledging that
“the posthuman acts as an unstable form” (ToffoR&07: 8), this chapter has
underscored the similarities between the posthuanamother figures like the
monster and cyborg, as well as explaining “howgbsthuman is different to these

other non-human entities” (Toffoletti 2007: 8).

Using selective of the 2century independent science fiction films, thisdsthas
explored the ways that these films do not encounggeimaginings for maternal
bodies. Particularly, these maternal characterpma@ucts of patriarchy’s fantasy and
anxieties, rather than functioning to challengedgerand other oppressions.
Representations of the maternal figures in tiiéchtury independent science fiction
films are not only constructed in specific histaficsocial, economic, and political
contexts, but also tend to replay patriarchal gerd#ologies and the Oedipal drama, as
well as patriarchal religious discourses. Howetrase films have been useful to depict
the ambiguities and contradictions of maternaltexise as it is represented in
mainstream Hollywood films. Furthermore, this st@thpws that none of these films
represent an exploration of a world where a womalt®stity is depicted beyond the
discourse of male. Although they are rooted in daédfural meanings, these films tend

to “signify female gender in a way that reinforegsessentialist identity for the female
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body as the maternal body” like their Hollywood oterparts (Balsamo 1996: 9).
Moreover, en route to answering whether their visiprovide an alternative to
conventional patriarchy, | have reviewed the theofdke films regarding the
relationship between women and technology. It lenbmy contention that even
though, they depict distinctive approach to the neproductive technologies and
gender issues, they do not go beyond the mainstiteamnies that “the female body is
persistently coded as the cultural sign of theuredt” the “sexual,” and the
“reproductive™ (Balsamo 1996: 9). Therefore, thebytical survey of the Zicentury
science fiction films that are selected for inatusby various directors from different
countries suggests that neither the general swimaternal representation nor the
approaches are used seek to access new imagirfinggernal bodies in the 21

century independent science fiction cinema.

The central debates of this study have evolveddinguon how technology affects the
body and social representations. This analysisstémébcus on the complex relationship
between technology and the female body by assuthatgechnology is the ‘force’ that
decays the ‘natural’ and ‘docile’ body. Even thougiw hybrid the theory is

constructed, this study presupposes the concepslmiology and the body to operate

in a certain dichotomized and unequal positiora Bimilar vein to Jacques Ellul's
argument inThe Technological Socief¥965) that changes in technology spontaneously
cause social changes, this study has discusséedological determinists’ analysis of
technology’s decisive effects on society by oveming the achievements in the new

reproductive technologies.
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| have argued that the meanings of the maternakbdatisplayed, paraded, and
commodified in the 22Lcentury independent science fiction are complex. A
articulation of “body multiplied” has been raisddsaveral points throughout this study,
particularly when | have sought to emphasize thbignity of images. Judith Butler has
argued that the body “is not a ‘being,’ but a vialeaboundary, a surface whose
permeability is politically regulated, a signifyipgactice within a cultural field of

gender hierarchy and compulsory heterosexualityitl@® 1999: 177).

Additionally, this study shows that in attemptilmgnhake sense of gender-technology
relation, one must necessarily engage with whaiesef questions which lie at the
heart of contemporary debates right across thalssciences. But whilst these
guestions- in their broader sense, questions dheutture of the humanity, as Butler
observes, “if there are norms of recognition bycktthe ‘human’ is constituted, and
these norms encode operations of power, thenlivislthat the contest over the future
of the ‘human’ will be a contest over the powerttivarks in and through such norms”
(Butler 2004: 13). Inquiries into the complexitigsbody rather than the assumption of
any naturalised coherence, are now firmly on trendg. It has been my contention that
both independent science fiction cinema and stloeadries are produced within a
particular historical and cultural context and #dsey might (differently) address a

similar terrain.
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