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Altered Subjectivities, between Borders

Speaking Silences with Irigaray and Kristeva

“And where are you from?’ Recounting his experience as an American citizen, Arturo
Madrid reflects upon this question, the question, the marker that marked (and marks)
hm as an other, an outsde to the circle of dominant American culture. A response “I
am ... very dealy the other. . . . I've dways known | was the other, even before |
knew the vocabulary or understood the significance of being the other.”! Growing up in
a smdl mountain town in northern New Mexico, Madrid tells us that his life, and the
life of his fdlow hispanos, is locaed a an ambiguous place smultaneoudy outsde and
indde the dominant American culture. They experienced an “implicit denid,” which,
Madrid writes, Sgnds “our absence from the larger culturd, economic, politicad and
socid spaces ... [reminding] us constantly that we were the other.”? Being the other
means, in pat, living a visbly invisble exigence indde a culture, yet, a the margins of
the socid circle — at the borders, across the tracks, from the ghetto, ad infinitum.

Turning to the writing of Luce Irigaray and Julia Kristeva, | would like to explore
the experiences of being other, the other, Stuated a the peripheries of the socid
cultural circle. What occurs when the margins fold in upon the center, an event that
provokes the question, “What is she’lhe doing here?’ Following Irigaray and Kristeva, |
will argue that the event of the collgpse of definitiond boundaries, the moment of the
invention of the other, dgnds the posshility of an ethics of dterity, provisondly
understood as a nontotdizing relaion to/with others. The crucid quedtion is the
sgnificance and consequences of otherness for our everyday life, but aso for our
practices of druggling agangt multiple forms of oppresson and discrimination. We

must wrestle with the complex phenomenon of being other (and of being othered) in

! Arturo Madrid. “Missing People and Others: Joining Together to Expand the Circle.” Race, Class, and
Gender: An Anthology. 3%ed. Eds. Margaret L. Anderson and Patricia Hill Collins. New Y ork:
Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1998. pp. 21.
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order to begin, as Arturo Madrid beckons, to expand the circle, to shift the center.
Irigaray and Kristeva, | will argue, impe and hearken us not to forget or deny our
relations with others, and that, moreover, it is precisdy in and through our reations
with others that the possbility of seeing and being otherwise, of Stepping outside the

hegemonic circle of the same, firs emerges.

When the other is there and able to speak himself or herself, he or she listens to the thoughts one formulates for
him or her, and assents to them or contests them or withdraws from them into the silence from which he or she
came. One only speaks for others when they are silent or silenced. And to speak for othersisto silence oneself.

—Alphonso Lingis

Silenceislike starvation.
—Cherrie Moraga

Effective trandformation and dimination of the structures and systems that produce and
reinforce patterns of hierarchica oppressve behavior cannot occur, for Cherrie
Moraga, merdy through the incluson of previoudy excluded peoples, will not come
about merdly by the making visble of those heretofore invisble Inclusonary poalitics,
or the politics of recognition, while important, remans inevitably limited to acceptance
of a status quo, insofar as one does not engage, more radicdly and fundamentdly, in an
interrogation of the networks and systems the “sructuring dructures” that weave
together the socid fabric of our life experiences. To question the center does not mean,
merely, the expanson of an origind circle, but instead seeks to rupture and displace
these sysems of rdations conditutive of or complicitous in socid hierarchies of
inequaity. In “La Glera” Moraga suggests that a politics of recognition — the gaining
of awaeness of those excluded, dissmpowered, and margindized — must be
complemented by a “didogue” that is, by the spesking of the dlenced in ther own
voice, voice(s) irreducible to the hegemonic grammars of dominant (and dominating)

culture® In other words, the posshility of multiple spesking subjects of multiple

2 1
Ibid., pp. 22.

3 CherrieMoraga. “LaGliera” Race, Class, and Gender: An Anthology. 3% ed. Eds. Margaret L.

Anderson and Patricia Hill Collins. New Y ork: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1998.
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tongues, of multiple languages. The rule (reign) of any One will only frudrate and
occlude the red possibility of dialogues between different, yet equa, subjects.

Luce lIrigaray is hdpful in exposng and andyzing the logic of such socid
hierarchies that privilege one voice, one higory, one vison, i.e, the Same, a the
expense of others, the other, i.e, dterity. While her work largely unfolds in and
through, and againgt, both a Wesern philosophicd tradition and the psychoandytic
school of Jacques Lacan, which does not inform Moraga's writing, certain structura
homologies may be indructivdy highlighted. Of crudd dgnificance is (A) the
discursgve relationship of the Same and the other, identity and difference, center and
margin, and @) the possihility of an “other heading,” of an other spesking — the other’s
Speaking.

A. The question of dterity, as the question of the place (or non-place) of the other,
figures in lrigaray as centrd to the atempt to edtablish a space for feminine specificity,
to aticulate or express a feminine language irreducible to the economy of masculine
ggnification. For Irigaray, language has dways followed from a phalic logic that
privileges “principles of identity, sameness, visbility.”* For instance, the oedipa model
of traditiond Freudian and Lacanian psychoandytic naratives “dructures both sexes

"5 \Women ae

according to the libidina economy modeled on the law of the same
thereby reduced to an absence in an economy aticulated in terms of phdlic presence
and identity. Ambiguity and definitiond incompleteness, typified in the formlessness of
a sxud organ without the cherished features of form and identity — the vagina —
consggn women to irremediable inferiority. Insofar as women are “defined only by the

»6

presence or absence of the mae term,”” the order of (masculing) language severs the

4 Carolyn Burke. “Irigaray Through the Looking Glass.” Engaging with Irigaray. Eds. Carolyn Burke,
Naomi Schor, and Margaret Whitford. New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1994. pp. 38.

® Elizabeth Grosz. “ The Hetero and the Homo: The Sexual Ethics of Luce Irigaray.” Engaging with
Irigaray. Eds. Carolyn Burke, Naomi Schor, and Margaret Whitford. New Y ork: Columbia University
Press, 1994. pp. 337.

® bid., 338.
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connections between mother and child, driving the child out of the imaginary regider.
The traversd of the oedipa dilemma in which the child moves from the imaginary to
the symbolic represents a move into the confines of a phdlocratic order of the Same
that denies and represses difference, namely, the possibility of women's red (i.e,
positive) sexud difference from men.

In This Sex Which is Not One, lrigaray explans that identity, or the Same,
characterizes the phalic economy of mae sexudity. Within these parameters, woman
is defined as lack, as the abyss and absence of identifiable meaning, “the horror of

"’ Cherie

nothing to see. A defect in this systematics of representation and desire.
Moraga explains in a smilar manner that the othered term (for Irigaray, the feminine)
assumes a subordinate pogtion, described in terms dgnifying the (aleged) nebulous
and threatening nature of this othered “other”: “The ‘unknown’ is often depicted in
racis literaure as ‘the darkness within a person. Smilarly, sexis writers will refer to
fear in the form of the vagina cdling it ‘the orifice of death’'”® In a cultue that
produces and reinforces these myths of the evil other(s), woman is refused a place in
the system, improper, the “sex” which, in one sense, is not a sex a dl, for her lat, in
virtue of her definable lack (the vaging), precludes the possibility of proper meaning,
that is, the possbility of occupying the same discursve postion and vaue as the
vaorized tems® In this sense, woman must remain invisble in an economy of sight,
absent in an economy of presence, different (differed/deferred) in an economy of the
same. Woman, in other words, is excluded from the masculine economy on the bass of

her defined lack, her indeterminacy, that is, her dterity, which only produces and

reinforces her subordination.*®

" Luce Irigaray. This Sex Which Is Not One. Trans. Catherine Porter. Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1993. pp. 26.

8 Cherrie Moraga. opt cit., pp. 31.

® Luce Irigaray. op. cit., pp. 26.

19 |bid., pp. 26.
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How can this dtuatiion be dtered? For Irigaray, the disruption/subverson of the
mechinery of saming animaing the masculine logos mugt occur not through the
(re)introduction of another aternative discourse. Irigaray does not advocate the return
of the repressed feminine as a new theory of and for women, a theory in expressed
opposition to the masculine discourse. As she argues in “The Power of Discourse and
the Subordination of the Feminine,” “the issue is not one of eaborating a new theory of
which woman would be the subject or the object, but of jamming the theoretica
mechinery itsdf, of sugpending its pretenson to the production of truth and of a
meaning that are excessively univocd.”!' Negatively expressed, Irigaray’s strategy
seeks to resst the appropriative tendency of the masculine symboalic, to confound the
economy of the same that precludes the possibility of spesking otherwise, of “spesking
(as) woman.”

B. The problematization of this masculine economy of the same in terms of the
dterity of the repressed feminine occurs more postively by seeking a difference that
sgnds the posshility for spesking as a subject, different from yet equa to men. The
possihility of spesking, and of didogue, cannot occur between sef-identica subjects.
Rather, the movement of communicetion is a swaying from one to the other, and from
the other to one, which does not seek merely to resolve (negate) differences but to
relinquish one€s own grasp on onesdf, that is to be open to the other, an
opening/hearing that lets and ligens to the gpesking of others without the attempt to
coerce, dominate, or suppress. Irigaray’s emphasis on difference, then, sgnas toward
an ethicd movement of didogue in which women (and dl othered others) may spesk in
their own terms, through ther own voices Through languages not coercively imposed

by a dominant group/culture.

1 |bid., pp. 78.
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Irigaray thus urges us to challenge the primacy accorded to the phdlus, and by
extenson, to identity, vison, presence, and determinacy, that undergirds and animates a
phal-logo-ocular-centric  economy of mae sexudity. According to Grosz, “Irigaray
celebrates a concept of femininity that is cgpable of representing women in more
adequate terms than has been possible within patriarchy. She evokes another mode of
sexudity, identification, and plessure than those made avalable to women in oedipd
structures”!? Both a critical interrogation of masculine languageflogic and a chdllenge
to the sdf-sufficiency and identity of the symbolic, Irigaray opens up and transgresses
the limits of phdlic logos as she seeks to express feminine specificity, feminine dterity,
in a language not fully beholden and submissive to the logic of the symboalic. “Irigaray
is trying to imagine a ream ... in which woman is no longer defined in rdation to man
as his negative, other, or as lack,” Burke writes®® Continuing, “This new ideologicd
place ... could be described as preoedipa or postpatriarchd, or, as the place of a desre.
It is a dte where women's redions to each other might acquire appropriate
expression.”

The emphess on and accentuation of difference enables a postive transformation
in our reaions with others. The ethicd is here conceived on the bads of a nontotdizing
relation to the other, a rdation, both linguigic and socid, that refuses recuperation into
a sydem of ggnification and regulation. JeantJoseph Goux is indructive on this point,
aguing tha the neutrdization of difference “can only ensure the perpetuation of
subjection — not subordination to individuds but dispossesson by masculine culture —
by a structure, an order, a system.”*® Irigaray’s “differentidism,” in other words, asserts

an irreducible difference between the sexes, a difference that must be preserved and

12 Elizabeth Grosz. op. cit., pp. 338.

13 Carolyn Burke. op. cit., pp. 45.

% 1bid., 45.

15 Jean-Joseph Goux. “Luce Irigaray Versus the Utopia of the Neutral Sex.” Engaging with Irigaray. Eds.
Carolyn Burke, Naomi Schor, and Margaret Whitford. New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1994. pp.
182,
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thought out rather than effaced. Here (sexud) dterity does not serve to buttress the
impossibility of communication between sexudly different subjects, men and women,
but rather signas the posshility of exchange, of a more open exchange of desres,
masculine and feminine, that does not adequate and dominate difference. The
repression or precluson of women's own posshility for spesking — of mantaning ther
differences from men, from the system of the masculine that sructures dl differences
aound a masculine modd/ided — amnihilates a fundamentd difference crucid for
ethical exchange. Moraga is indructive here, arguing that the “didogue has smply not
gone deep enough.”'® A didogue between others cannot occur (ethically) without the
recognition of differences. Similarly, in An Ethics of Sexual Difference, Irigaray writes.
“If there is no double desire, the postive and negative poles divide themsdaves between
two sexes ingead of egtablishing a chiasmus or a double loop in which each can go
toward the other and come back to itself.”!’ Here, the chiasmatic interchange maintains
differences between others while smultaneoudy enabling equa — yet dways different
— exchanges, “keeping a space of freedom and attraction between them, a possibility of
separation and alliance.”*8

Irigaray does not essentidize these differences between others and, moreover, does
not advocate a separatism which would preclude the ethicd moment redizable in
didogue. Rather, the recognition of difference, for Irigaray, is seen as the condition of
posshility of nontotdizing, nonexclusonary relaions with others. Here, a recognition
of difference means confronting the red ways in which our experiences deviate from
each other, but aso of the necessty of finding grounds of commondlity — which means
working past the fears we may have for others. This is well expressed by Moraga who

writes that “one voice is not enough, nor two, athough this is where didogue begins. It

16 Cherrie Moraga. op. cit., pp. 33.

7 Luce Irigaray. An Ethics of Sexual Difference. Trans. Carolyn Burke and Gillian C. Gill. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1993. pp. 9.

18 |bid., pp. 13. [My emphasis]
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is essentid that radica feminists confront ther fear of and resdance to each other,

because without this, there will be no bread on the table. Simply, we will not survive”*°

cal me 1,950 mile-long open wound/ dividing a pueblo, a culture,/
roach and presumptuous running down the length of my body,
nightmare on your white pillon staking fence rods in my flesh,

your itch to destroy splitsme splitsme

the indestructible meraja meraja

part of yourself Thisis my home/ this thin edge of/ barbwire.
—Audre Lorde —Gloria Anzaldla

Kristeva gpproaches the question of the possibility of ethical action, of how to address
difference in nontotaizing ways, by inscribing dterity within the same, a gedure thet
seeks to open up the bariers of identity that shut difference out by redizing the
proximity and dependency of sdf on other. Returning to Madrid's personad nardive,
we may express this as the recognition of the blind spots and missng people, cultures,
and histories passed over or erased in the condruction of a hegemonic American
identity. Identity extends powers of legitimation and authorization at the expense of
those defined, oppositionaly and subordinately, as other. For Madrid, this amounts to a
reductive and oppressive classfication imposed upon minorities by a dominant group.
“All of us are put into the same box,” he writes, “Whatever our history, whatever our
record, whatever our validations, whatever our accomplishments, by and large we are
perceived unidimesondly and ae dedt with accordingly.”®®  Here the ethicd
encounter is negated by a thinking anathema to the differences of the other, to the
posshility of the spesking of others. Kristeva is very hepful here, for her ethics of
dterity, as Kdly Oliver argues, seeks to “acknowledge difference without atempting to
totalize it, annihilate it, or recondile it."?! “It is more a question of cohabitation ... not

of absorption,” of opening up and welcoming the other rather than mantaning a

19 Cherrie Moraga. op. cit., pp. 33.

20 Arturo Madrid. op. cit., pp. 25.

2L Kelly Oliver. “Introduction: JuliaKristeva's Outlaw Ethics.” Ethics, Politics, and Differencein Julia
Kristeva' s Writing. Ed. Kely Oliver. New Y ork: Routledge, 1993. pp. 13.
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mutua exdudvity and oppostiondity between difference/the other, on the one hand,
and identity/the same, on the other.?

For Kristeva, then, the inscription of the other within oursdves serves as the basis
for an ethics of difference. She bases her reformulation of our reations to and with
others on a psychoandytic modd that emphasizes the unconscious structures according
to which individud and socid action unfold. As Oliver dresses, “psychoandyss sets
up an ethics which respects this irreconcilable strangeness. Psychoanalysis accepts,
even invites, difference, nonmeaning, otherness. It can provide a new way of
identifying the other, the dtranger, not in order to reify and exclude it, but in order to
wedcome it”® Ye, the possbility of an ethics of dterity cannot be redized without an
accompanying recondderation of exising modes of subjectivity and identity hodile to
the welcoming of the other. Krigevas notion of the subject-in-process is hdpful in
making the trandtion from the classcd subject of metaphyscs tha defines itsdf in
opposition to and through an exclusion of the other.

Krigevad's drategy necesstates a discursve bresk with the mode of classcd
ubjectivity, of the unitary ego or res cogitans of Western metgphysics, in order to
create the posshbility for a subject without stable boundaries, without a determinant and
totdizing identity. Her “spesking-subject” or “subject-in-process’ expresses the
process of continua creation and becoming by which the subject comes into being as
“between identity or unity” as wdl as “the chadlenge to this identity ... the moment of
criss, of emptiness, and then the reconstruction of a new, plurd identity.”>* By
reformulating  subjectivity as an dways dready unfinished dgnifying process,
Kristeva's subject-in-process divides the subject from itsdlf, places the subject in an

ambiguous didectic between the semiotic and the symbolic. The semiotic, tentatively

22 1bid., pp. 15.
2 \bid., pp. 8.
24 Ross Guberman. Julia Kristeva Interviews. New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1996. pp. 190.
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defined as Kristeva's term for the material and heterogeneous process existent within
but irreducible to the symbolic, ressts full (re)presentation within the terms of the
dominant discourse.

The semictic does not exist independently of the symbalic, and to this extent, one
may indructively juxtgpose Krigevas semiotic process with the types of ambiguity
and definitional incompleteness associated, by Madrid, with border existences. As such,
the border (the semiotic) remains outsde the terms of the dominant society/culture (the
symbolic) yet is only meaningful in terms of the dominant. In other words, the border
and center (the semiotic and symbolic) are mutudly interdependent, yet exis, dso, in
an uneasy reaionship, manifed, for example in the culturdly reconfiguraive
potentids of border shifting, or in Krigeva's terms, in the power of the semiotic to
disuptivdy erupt into the symbolic order — tranggressng unicity through the
becoming-/making-improper of the monalithic monologic of the ruling regime. More
smply, the semiotic (the border/margin) harbors a transgressve potentid precisdy to
the extent that this is where the rules of the sysem (the symbolic) bresk down. The
border is a place of continua negotiation, and the semiotic may be ussfully construed
in this context as the process of destructuring and opening up, the moment of sedition,
in which the Same dissolves into others.

Now, returning to the question of the subject, experience according to the mode of
Krigevd's spesking subject refuses the understanding of subjectivity in purdy datic
teems.  Subjectivity is didodged from its former reddence in the symbolic and
reconfigured on a groundless ground and in terms of the precarious dynamism of an
exigence that, in a sense, draddles two (or more) worlds, refusng datic habitation in
(the) one. Whence, in Revolution in Poetic Language, Kristeva argues that “[because]
the subject is dways both semiotic and symbolic, no sgnifying sysem he produces can

be dther ‘exdudvely’ semictic or ‘exclusvely’ symbolic, and is indead necessarily
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marked by an indebtedness to both.”?> This discursive modd of the subject-in-process
enables a (re)conception of human practice that is partidly mediated by dructurd (i.e,
symbolic) conditions but which, a the same time, is never fully beholden to these
Subjectivity cannot, in other words, be reduced to an unchanging identity fully subject
to the monotonous findity of structura necessities.

Because the subject-in-process is shown to be an effect of lived experience, the
heterogeneous materidity exceeding totd representation in the dgn sysem (the
symbolic), the unity of experience can only be fasdy mantaned by throwing up
strong barriers between sdlf and other. Kristeva describes this process of “throwing up”
barriers in the production of sdfhood in terms of abjection. In Powers of Horror,
Kriseva describes abjection as a casting away or expulson tha inaugurates the identity
of the subject.® Here the process through which subjectivity is founded is inseparably
linked to an excluding and rgecting, an abjecting: “During the course in which ‘I’
become, | give birth to mysdlf amid the violence of sobs, of vomit.”2’

Krigeva argues that the abject (like Madrid's account of peoples inhabiting the
borders) dwells in an ambiguous domain between determinable boundaries, between
subject and object, as neither subject nor object. But more importantly, Kristeva shows
that the process of abjecting, abjection, sSmultaneoudy founds and ruptures the
integrity of the subject, produces and dissolves unity: | come to be in virtue of what |
am not, of what ‘I’ exclude from mysdf in order to become mysdf. Whence Krisgeva
writes, “I expd myself, | spit mysdlf out, | abject myself with the same motion through
which ‘I’ daim to establish myself.”?8

% JuliaKristeva. Revolution in Poetic Language. Trans. Leon S. Roudiez. New Y ork: Columbia
University Press, 1986. pp. 24.

26 JuliaKristeva. Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection. Trans. Leon S. Roudiez. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1982.

27 bid., pp. 3.

%8 1bid.
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This founding repudiation by which the subject comes to be means the creation of
an aject domain, “a terror that dissembles” that ruptures the border between myself
and an other, drawing the subject towards the abyss where meaning collapses. As
Madrid tells us, being the other is amilar to being the abject, as the “darker side to
otherness’ that “disturbs, disquiets, discomforts. It provokes distrust and suspicion. The
other makes people fed anxious, nevous, apprehensve, even fearful. The other
frightens, scares”? Being the other in reaion to the dominant threatens and terrifies
the dominant in the redization of its own abjection. Expressed another way, “it is not
redly difference that the oppressor fears so much as gmilaity. He fears he will
discover in himsdf the same aches, the same longings as those of the people he has
shitted on.”*°

Border exigence, otherness in proximity, manifests the interdependence and
mutua imbrication of sdlf and other, a the same time that it serves as a Ste of continua
renegotiation and struggle. In this sense the abject “lies outside, beyond the set, and ....
from its place of banishment, [if] does not cease chdlenging its master.”3! Symbolic
legitimacy is cdled into question, threatened, by the experience of the abject as “the
impossble within,” and as the contingency of center on margin, sdf on other. Put
differently, refusng (and refused) integration, abjection is the extricated outside that
endbles the unfolding of an insde. Abjection forms and collapses the boundary
between ingde and outsde by manifesting the necessity of borders to the maintenance

of the identity of the | and the permeability of these very borders.

29 Arturo Madrid. op. cit., pp. 23.
30 Cherrie Moraga. op. cit., pp. 31.
31 JuliaKristeva. Powers of Horror. pp. 2.
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[The oppressor] must, first, emotionally come to terms with what it feels like to be avictim. If he —or anyone-
were to do this, it would be impossible to discount the oppression of others, except by again forgetting how we
have been hurt.

—Cherrie Moraga

... itisin looking to the nightmare that the dream is found. There, the survivor emerges to insist onafuture,
avision, yes, born out of what is dark and female. The feminist movement must be a movement of such
survivors, a movement with afuture.

—Cherrie Moraga

The notion of the abject as Stuated between sdf and other, the ambiguous in-between
located at the precipice of an abyss which threatens b engulf and dissemble the subject,
dructurdly resembles Irigaray’s condderdtion of the feminine imaginary in “This Sex
Which Is Not One” Irigaray describes the feminine as that which dudes the redtricted
masculine economy of speculariza)tion in which linearity, form, identity, continuity,
fixity, sght, etc. preval. However, Irigaray’s attempt to develop a feminine imaginary
cdls for woman to (re)discover or (reenvelop hersdf by hersdf. Woman must
reinscribe hersdf in the masculine economy, not as another equa dement in the
system, that is, as equal to and, hence, non-different from man, but rather as the dways
dready other-to-<df, divided — plurd. In this sense, the geogrephy of feminine pleasure
is described in teems of a plurdidic, differing/deferring sexudity that disupts a
masculine discursve machingy of sameness. The heterogeneity and multiplicity  of
feminine language “upsets the linearity of a project, undermines the god-object of a
desre, diffuses the polarization toward a single pleasure, disconcerts fiddity to single
discourse ...”%? Woman, in other words, refuses her own incorporation into the system
of representation, and in so doing refuses to own hersdf, to possess and control herself
0 that in her multiplicity, dterity prevals as the imposshbility of propriety of sdf and
other. “Woman derives pleasure from what is so near that she cannot have it, nor have
hersdf. She hersdf enters into a ceasdess exchange of hersdf with the other without
any possibility of identifying either.”3*

This “gpesking (as) woman” sgnds an other mode of dgnification that can serve

as a usgful modd for feminist practice, @ modd in which dterity is not excluded or

32 |_uce Irigaray. This Sex Which I's Not One. pp. 30.
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reductively incorporated but the posshility of ethics as an openness to the coming of
the other. Recalling both Moraga and Madrid, the power to name, to identify, and the
control thereby achieved over the named and identified objectgpersons, must be
relinquished for the posshility of the opening up to difference, that is for the
possibility of nonconsumptive and nonadequetive relaions toward others different than
mysdf.

In a gamilar manner, by unsatling linguisic (symbolic) sdf-identity and unity, the
dterity/heterogeneity associated with the spesking subject of Krigeva functions
postively, Oliver argues, as “the practice of breaking down identity,” which becomes
“an ehicd imperative”3* Avoiding the process of edablishing rigid boundaries
between sdf and other, identity and difference, Kriseva “brings the subject into the
place of the other by putting the other into the subject.”*® As a result “the pattern and
logic of dterity is dready found within the subject,” which means “the subject is never
a deble identity, but adways a subject-in-processon trid.”*® The othering of the
classical subject contributes to the task of bresking down identity as the subject is
rendered other to itsdlf, that is, as an dways adready heterogeneous Speaking-subject
that undermines the completion of the signifying process.

Moreover, for Kristeva, abjection enables the posshility of a critique of the
negative logic of excluson necessary to subjectivation (the coming into being of the
subject). The abject recognizes the precariousness of the sdf as founded upon, and
threatened by, the abjected other. The encounter with and open recognition of the abject
— and our own abjection — is not merely a dedruction of the sdf and identity for a
vaorization of fracturedfracturing identities, but the posshility for pogtive

transformation between different othersin a manner respectful of difference.

33 |bid., pp. 31.

34 Kelly Oliver. op. cit., pp. 15.
3 |bid., pp. 13.

% |bid.
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To conclude, both Irigaray and Krideva offer hdpful ingghts into the logics of
sameness that produce subordinated and suppressed others and suggest postive routes
by which to overcome subjection to dominating regimes that slence difference. Each in
her own way suggest that difference, dterity, must be recognized, and that the
vdorization of unity and identity must give way to enable others to come into the
circle, but also, to change the very nature of the circle.

Lagtly, how might we begin, in Madrid's terms, to expand the circe? Moraga
writes that the “red battle ... for dl of us, begins under the skin.”3’ “When we do rub
up agang this person [the other], there then is the chdlenge. There then is the
opportunity to look a the nightmare within us”*® Our turn toward difference, the other,
must occur by coming to terms with the other in oursdves. This is what Moraga means
when she writes that oppressors can only begin to understand the meening of the
oppressons of others by redizing ther own direct and indirect complicity in and
accountability for their oppresson of others. “Without an emotiond, heartfdt grappling
with the source of our own oppresson, without naming the enemy within oursdves and
outsde of us, no authentic, nonhierarchical connection among oppressed groups can

take place.” %

37 Cherrie Moraga. op. cit., pp. 30.
38 |bid., pp. 32.
39 1bid., pp. 28-29.
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