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OZET
Yuksek Lisans Tezi
Marge Piercy’nin Kicuk Degisimler ve Zamanin Kiyisindaki Kadiradh

Romanlarinda Kimli gin Alttist Edilmesi

Pinar Aytug iNAM

Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisu
Bati Dilleri ve Edebiyati Anabilim Dali
Amerikan Kultri ve Edebiyatl Programi

Toplumsal cinsiyet teorisi, toplumsal cinsiyetin dgal olarak 6nceden
verilmis bir sey dezil, toplum tarafindan sekillenmis bir yapi oldugu tzerinde
durur. Toplumsal cinsiyet teorisi “kadin” ve “erkek” kavramlarinin
heteroseksuel ataerkil sosyal diizene hizmet edendiimler oldugunu savunur
ve bu yapilarin, 6ncelikle “kadin” kavramini feminist calsmalarin 6znesi
olmaktan cikararak, yapibozumcu bir yaklasimla altiist edilebilecgini 6ne
surer. Dahasi, toplumsal cinsiyet teorisi, cinsiyetrollerini gerceklestirmede
ortaya cikan basarisizliklari aciga cikararak ya da normlara dogal olarak
uymayan bireyleri 6érnek gostererek, heteroseksiel osyal dizenin bu sahte
yapisinin altiist edilebilecgini belirtir. Bunun yani sira, toplumsal cinsiyet
teorisi, cinsiyetin betimleyici desil, performatif bir yapisi oldu gunu ortaya
koymanin, onun dgal olmadigini kanitlayacagini ileri strer.

Bu calismada bir sosyal yapi ve performatif davranglar biatini olarak
toplumsal cinsiyet tizerinde durulmu, bu toplumsal cinsiyet normlarinin ve bu
normlarin  gerektirdi gi rollerin dayatilmasinin, Dbireylerin “ya sanabilir
yasamlar” surdirmesine engel tgkil ettigi ortaya konulmustur. Bireylerin ic
dinyalari ve yasam boyu deneyimlerini detayli bir bicimde yansitanve bu
alanda oldukca etkili birer rnek olan Marge Piercynin Small ChangegdKuguk
Degisimler] ve Woman on the Edge of Tim&amanin Kiyisindaki Kadin] adl
romanlari érnekleme acisindan incelennstir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Feminizm, Postyapisalci feminist yaja, Toplumsal

cinsiyet, Altist etme, Marge Piercy.



ABSTRACT
Master Thesis

SUBVERSION OF IDENTITY IN MARGE PIERCY'S SMALL CHANGES
AND WOMAN ON THE EDGE OF TIME

Pinar Aytug iNAM

Dokuz Eylul University
Institute of Social Sciences
Department of Western Languages and Literatures
American Culture and Literature Program

Gender theory puts the value to the claim that geret is a socially-
oriented frame rather than a natural given one. Geder theory supports that
woman and man are fabrications that serve on behalfof heterosexual
patriarchal social order, and suggests that it shdd be undertaken with a
deconstructive approach, by taking the concept of @aman from the center of the
feminist struggles. Furthermore, gender theory expesses that by revealing
failures in actualizing gender roles or by showingindividuals that are not
convenient according to norms naturally, this artiicial structure of heterosexual
social order can be subverted. In addition to thatgender theory assumes that
revealing that gender has a performative charactestic rather than an

expressive form may also reveal its unnaturalness.

In this work, gender as a social construction andsaa performative set of
acts is discussed and it is made clear that the irapitions about gender norms
and roles constitute obstacles for individuals toive “livable lives”. Marge
Piercy’s novelsSmall Changesand Woman on the Edge of Timare analyzed in

this context as they are texts about individuals’nisights and life experiences.

Keywords: Feminism, Poststructuralist feminist approach, @endubversion,

Marge Piercy.
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INTRODUCTION

Feminist literary criticism acquires different dinsons after 1970s in order
to criticize the misogynist stereotypic represeata of women in literary works and
to contemplate on how women should write to reméalse assumptions about
themselves. With Simone de Beauvoir in particulae, concept of “women” has lost
its significance as the subject matter of feminiseminists started to deal with the
notion that “woman” is a social creation ratherrttzan inevitable reality. Thus, they
become aware that struggling for the name of “wdmaitl help the prevailing
social structure to sustain its ground. This judgtieas paved the way for gender
theory which claims that genders are the fabrioatithat work for the heterosexual

patriarchal hegemonies, for the status quo.

Before gender theory, Shulamith Firestone arguasdhmination of sexual
polarization is essential for the sake of all indials, claiming that not only women
but also children and men suffer in gender-oriesiacleties. This notion is close to
gender theory’s assumptions. Feminists dealing g#&hder aim at uncovering the
artificiality of genders and the insubstantialitf the gender binarism. Similarly,
Firestone states that it is possible that the atisecial structure can be changed into

a sexless society (Firestone, 1970).

Judith Butler, as one of the most prominent fentsnstudying according to
the assumptions of gender theory, states that geselatities that are supposed to be
inherent, coherent, and stable can be revealed fetformative acts and utterances,
and incoherent and not-perfect embodiments (Butl€90). Also as a post-
structuralist, Butler makes use of Derrida’s dettsion theory and suggests that
these gender constructions can be subverted, nemhaw substantial their ground
may seem. To subvert them Butler offers that festénshould expose the failures in

performing gender and also uncover the imitativecstire of gender.



Unlike separatist feminists, Butler and Firestondo@ supplementary
feminist policy, denying “naturalized” polarizationproviding opportunity to
imponderable gender proliferations. They do nottpetvalue on “woman” solely;
the life of every individual is precious for thevhat's more the path to freedom for
all identities passes through elimination of genpl@arizations, even elimination of
the concept of gender totally.

The aim of this work is to assert that genderssaal fabrications that may
change after it is made clear that they are unstdlolid and unnatural structures of
the hegemonic culture. It will be claimed that r@reg the unsteadiness of genders
may result in a social transformation. Thus womea all individuals who suffer in
the prevailing social order may have more “livables”; free from performing
genders that are not naturally expression of teesences. The notion that genders
are social fabrications that place limits on indils’ acts and do not allow them to
live according to their essence will be proved tigto an analysis of the gender
configurations and accomplishments in Marge Pier¢yvelsSmall Changesand
Woman on the Edge of TimBo expose the unnaturalness of gentese novels are
appropriate texts since they present examplesneghrd to gender acquisitions and
actualizations, and the existent contradictionsvbeh gender-based actions and
inner feelings. Exposing failures in gender acdioiss and feelings that contradict
with gender norms, Piercy shows that there is amoteality hidden behind
performances. Through this way, Piercy aims toakker notions to the society and
make her readers aware that other kinds of livegpassible.

Every chief character iBmall Changedor instance, presents an example for
the theory that people do not live their essengaressively in prevailing social
order, but they try to live in according to the egfations of the society in which
they are a part of. Furthermore, they all live imeenient life styles in some parts of
their lives; they deny adopting assigned gendegstol'hat inconvenient live styles
and thoughts of individuals subvert the doctrirfesgociety bears. Also these can be
interpreted as alternate realities. AMdman on the Edge of Tirnan be assumed as

a kind of declaration of feminist movements’ targethe novel creates a world in



which almost all concerns of feminism comes to #acéve solution; there is no
gender hierarchy, no death during child birth, mavy house work responsibilities
to women. Also men are not responsible for theidetsorks alone. People fulfill
the needs altogether in a fair order and havedhseaous that every individual’s life
Is essential and valuable. With this resp®¥¢oman on the Edge of Tinmsecertainly
one of the most astonishing works in feminist arehaisplays how a genderless

world could exist and marks out for fulfilled livés people.

In part | of this work, feminism and its evolutipnocess will be observed at
length: how woman realized that they are seenfasan to men and made to believe
that they have certain roles to perform in the etycand thus they are kept away
from their realities, and how “woman” as a subjeettter comes into focus. In part
II, gender theory will be examined and its assuargiand foundations will be
stated, mostly in the light of the doctrines of iludButler and Shulamith Firestone
who claim that there is a vital need to wipe owtuseé discrimination. In part I, an
elaborative examination will be carried out to &&tthe performative presence of
genders. This part will consist of character exatams in Small Changesn
concern with failures in gender role actualizatiamsl interrogations of alternative
identity realities and the change it results in thi@ds of individuals inWoman on
the Edge of TimeFinally, in the conclusion part, the reality thaternalization of
genders as the essences of the individuals is toaathieve will be once more

emphasized.



CHAPTER |

FEMINISM AND FEMINIST CRITICISM

1.1. FEMINISM

At the core of feminist studies lies a desire taraie society: A society which
values men and considers women valueless and asbievbeings. Therefore,
feminism starts from revealing the existing inegydietween men and women, and

then heads towards to undermine this unfair seciatlition.

Biology is at the center of the sexist dichotomgxSas a kind of class
“sprang directly from a biological reality: men amebmen were created different,
and not equally privileged.” (Firestone, 1970; &wéver, as Shulamith Firestone
asserts in her influential workhe Dialectic of Sek1970), the biological differences
between men and women are not the only reasongedsbalted in this problematic
binary system; it is “the reproductianctionsof these differences” that helps the
system to become firmly established (8). Thoseadytive differences regulate and
sustain the family, the foundational institutionsiociety. Firestone claims that there

are some essential facts about this “biologicalifigm

1) That women throughout history before the adwdriiirth control were at
the continual mercy of their biology— menstruatiorenopause, and “female
ills,” constant painful childbirth, wetnursing ardre of infants, all of which
made them dependent on males (whether brothegrfattusband, or clan,
government, community-at-large) for physical suaiv2) That human
infants takes an even longer time to grow up thammals, and thus are
helpless and, for some short period at least, digrdron adults for physical
survival. 3) That a basic mother/child interdeperyehas existed in some
form in every society, past or present, and thissdiaped the psychology of
every mature female and every infant. 4) That tla¢unal reproductive
difference between the sexes led directly to tist éivision of labor based on
sex, which is at the origins of all further divisimmto economic and cultural
classes and is possibly even at the root of ateg@srestone, 1970; 8-9).

The first division of labor occurs within the fagiland thus certain sex roles

are assigned. The female is charged with the heagpekg chores, childbearing and



childrearing, while the male is supposed to mamthae existence of the family. Kate
Millett comments on this division of labor as falls: “The limited role allotted to
the female tends to arrest her at the level ofolgichl experience. Therefore, nearly
all that can be described as distinctly human ratmen animal activity ... is largely
reserved for the male” (Millett, 1970; 44)

Each family, regulated by the male members, cansstthe society at large,
and the male turns out to be timaintainer,the regulatorof the whole society. Thus,
it becomes inevitable for the male half of the stcito determinedly preserve this
order which exists on behalf of them. Then, pathgrrules over everywhere.

According to feminists, culture is also dominatgdpatriarchy. That means
the lives of men, the lives of women, the life e tworld as a whole is represented
by the male point of view. As Joanna Russ convép$th menand womenn our
cultureconceivethe culture from a single point of view—the ma{Buss, 1995; 81).
The male reality is assumed as the only Reality;omby by men but by women as
well. However, different sex roles assigned to theesult in different life
experiences, and in the male culture, women’s eéspeg remain misrepresented or
unrepresented. As Firestone also indicates,

women have no means of coming to an understandingvi@at their
experience is, or even that is different from megperience. The tool for
representing, for objectifying one’s experience arder to deal with it,
culture, is so saturated with male bias that woalerost never have a chance
to see themselves culturally through their own e#s that finally, signals
from their direct experience that conflict with tpeevailing (male) culture
are denied and repressed (Firestone, 1970; 178).

In 1963 Betty Friedan publishéithe Feminine Mystiquie which she claims
that women are lost in a false belief system. Adicay to this patriarchal system,
women are supposed to find the meaning of theasliwithin their family; they are
expected to identify themselves through their hndbaand children. Examining
cultural materials like fictions, magazines, masuand revealing “how all media
collude in stereotyping and conditioning women twept the restricted roles of

homemaker and mother,” Friedan asserts that cul®iren the service of the



patriarchy (Humm, 1994, 40). Furthermore, accordmériedan, this system which
establishes a false or inadequate reality for woroerates a mental suffering.
However, unaware of any reality outside the pathal system, women cannot
portray or define their problem, and to reify “ghblem that has no name” Friedan

calls it “the feminine mystique.”

Thus, feminists come up with a conclusion that woraeeintentionally“kept
from achieving an authentic picture of their redli(Firestone, 1970; 178). Their
essence is lost in the certain norms that are r@sditp them at birth and they take
what has been taught to them as real. Furtherntoaie Realmake women invisible
while highlighting men in the social, economicatdapolitical arena. Heading from
this awakening, feminists struggle for revealing tinrealness of that realityit
“emphasizes the ways in which social conventiontbaded to operate on behalf of
the dominant group, and norms of femininity haveked in the interests of men.”
(Belsey and Moore, 1989; 4).

1.2. FEMINIST CRITICISM

1.2.1. Analyzing Patriarchal Literature

Once upon a time, and a very sad time it was, thdaugvasn't in my time,

nor in your time, nor in any real time, there wasnan who told secrets to
other men. And the man was a Critic King and thieeotmen were his
vassals. And no woman ever heard the secrets. Anmdoman ever read the
books which the secrets were about. But the kirgahdaughter. And, one
day, the daughter read the books and heard theesecAnd the daughter saw
that secrets were not real secrets and the books nat real books. And she

was very angry— Maggie Humm

[W]e are saying no to a whole series of oppressmays, images, and
falsehoods that have been perpetrated against wdro#nin literature and

in literary criticism— Josephine Donovan



Literature is one of the most powerful and infliehtlomains of culture. As
in one of her essays Gayatri Chakravorty Spivakesyi‘[tlhe role of the literature in
the production of cultural representation should Ib@ ignored” (Donovan, 1989;
175). Literature is the documented shape of thegiieg cultural and social life,
and it itself shapes the culture and society igiodtes in. In that sense, in a
patriarchal society, literature turns out to beatriprchal one as well. In fact, Maggie
Humm emphasizes that literature is an “importanamseof patriarchal power as the
family” (Humm, 1994; 33).

Representing the assumptions and behaviors intgdbig work on behalf of
the male, literature creates a concrete sociaityeahich provides patriarchy with
keeping both sexes in their places and consolidiatddowever, as Schumacher
indicates, “[d]ivisions along the lines of masceliand feminine are abstractions
applied to life by those who live it, and appliediterature by those who criticize it”
(Donovan, 1975; 36). Thus, feminist critics havalimed the importance of rejecting
suchpolitical positions existing in literary arena, as JosepbBinaovan puts it in her

Feminist Literary Criticism

feminists believe that women have been locked rof& icondition of lesser
reality by the dominant patriarchal attitudes andteams of our culture. We
find these attitudes and customs reified in theitutgons of literature and
literary criticism. Feminists critics —like femingsin every area— are engaged
in negating these reifications (Donovan, 1975; 74).

Kate Millett, with her epoch-makingexual Politic¥1970), is one of the first
feminists who “chose to attack patriarchy throutdréry criticism” (Humm, 1994;
2). In this study, which “rocketed her to interoathl fame,” Millett interrogates the
relationship between the two sexes in a politisgeat and comes up with the term
that gave the book its name (Stimpson, 1992; Z=dn the purpose of verifying her
theory that “sex is a status category with polltiogplications,” Millett examines the
novels of D. H. Lawrence, Henry Miller, and Normafailer, and shows that
approaches adopted in these works are patriarcleaist, and even misogynist
(Millett, 1970; 48). In the light of the literarynalysis of the works of these widely-
read authors, Millett reveals that the male doneidditerature embodies individuals



with regard to the sexual classes they belong: résgipon, intelligence, force and
efficacy in the male; passivity, ignorance, dogjlitvirtue,” and ineffectuality in the
female” (Millett, 1970; 52). Furthermore, accorditegMillett, these ascribed traits
are “based on the needs and the values of the domgroup and dictated by what
its members cherish in themselves and find conwérire subordinates” (Millett,
1970; 49). Millett claims that the aim of sexualifics exist in patriarchy is to make
women’splace—their being regarded as inferior— firmly fixeddatinus enable their
oppression to be permanent, and literature is dndeo most beneficial means to
achieve its goal (Millett, 1970; 50).

Two years after the publication 8exual Politicsin her essay “What Can a
Heroine Do? or Why Women Can’'t Write?” Joanna Rgksms that in the
prevailing literature controlled by patriarchal aliegies women have no place both
as a heroine and as a productive writer: “Ourdii@re is not about women. It is not
about women and men equally. It is by and about”’nfBuass, 1995; 81). Russ
indicates that although theage women in novels, they exist dependent on the male
protagonists. She does not occur in the novel dralbeof herself she is there
because she is identified by her relation witrman Russ asks the following
rhetorical questions: “Our literature is full of wmen: bad women, good women,
motherly women, bitchy women, faithful women, prsmious women, beautiful
women? Plain women? Women who have no relations min ...?” (Russ, 1995;
81) And her answer is immediate: “Oddly enough,” f®uss, 1995; 81) Then,
referring to some plot summaries she has presentdd beginning of her essay, she
continues: “[Y]ou will find not women but images @fomen: modest maidens,
wicked temptresses, pretty schoolmarms, beautifiches, faithful wives, and so
on.” (Russ, 1995; 81) For Russ, even those hererttegnt women cannot be said to
exist as they are not real representations of worlegy are either “depictions of the
social roles women are supposed to play and ofteplay” or “Cloud-cuckooland

fantasies” in Russ’s words (Russ, 1995; 81).

In fact, there were women writers who write —ffemm cultural limitations—

their own inner feelings, their own life experieacéheir own realities, instead of



writing within the borders assigned to them by jpathy or being male-minded-
female writers. But works of those writers wereheit harshly criticized and then
ostracized or totally ignored. One of those notied were brought into light during
the second-wave feminism from the corners they lheeh thrown away waghe
Awakening(1899) by Kate Chopin. The novel tells the storfEdna Pontellier who
refuses to pay attention to the social rules sheupgposed to obey as a wife and
mother. Moreover, Edna is a woman who is totaillyare of her sexuality and is not
just satisfied with the existence of her husband lzgr children. Edna is open to the
life outside her family. Therefore, in male-diretteulture in which women are
supposed to be grateful to their husbands and ddwvottheir family, the fate dfhe
Awakeningis not surprising. As Sandra M. Gilbert writeshi@r introduction torhe
Awakening and Selected Stor(@984):

[R]eviewers ofThe Awakeningnade it very clear that they did not consider
Kate Chopin’s masterwork “an excellent story,” thiay felt no compassion
for “the torment” of Edna Pontellier, and that,daed, they intended neither
to “listen” nor “sigh.” The novel “leaves one siodf human nature,”
complained one critic; “it is nor a healthy booldéclared another; “the
purport of the story can hardly be described irgleage fit for publication,”
asserted a third. Even a sister novelist like Willather, who admired
Chopin’s art and who was eventually to producedven tales of lost ladies,
deplored the fact that the author had “devotedxsmisite and sensitive ... a
style to so trite and sordid a theme.” Within a fiewre months, the libraries
of St. Louis, Chopin’s native city, had banned bloek; Chopin was shunned
by a number of acquaintances; and, according to biegrapher Per
Seyersted, she was refused membership in the $is Lleine Arts Club
(Gilbert, 1984; 8-9).

Literature is used to sustain the patriarchal grtlee order, and to present
role models for women and keep them in their “iliérplaces. Naturally, a book
like The Awakeningvas a threat: its publication might cause the rigation” of the
“healthy” society. Therefore writers of such immlob@oks had to be discouraged.
And writers whose aim is to make women aware offélee ideologies imposed this
on them through literature: Seventy years after dage ofThe AwakeningKate
Millett lost her job at the English Department arBard just before the publication
of Sexual Politic{Stimpson, 1992; 254).



In an essay edited iThe Feminist Reade(1989), an anthology, Dale
Spender claims that literature has been “institaised” in favor of men since the
eighteenth century (Belsey and Moore, 1989; 28g Bégins her essay, addressing

her literary education:

[M]y introduction to the ‘greats’ was (with the esqation of the famous five
women novelists) an introduction to the great menThere was no reason
for me to be suspicious about what | was beinghaugwas a student in a
reputable university being tutored by experts wiienmred me to the literary
scholars who, without qualification, asserted teeeadancy of men (Belsey
and Moore, 1989; 21).

Later in the essay Spender explains that she fouhthat what thosexperts
were teaching was not right at all. Contrary tartlassertions that Jane Austen was
the “starting point” in women'’s literary history éhat she was one of the very few
women writers, theravere “a whole gallery of women: women from different
backgrounds, different regions, and with differeahcerns, who all published well-
acclaimed novels by the end of the 1700s” (Belseg Moore, 1989; 22-23).
Spender states that these women novelists had abxdutindred novels one hundred
of which were really good but they did not haveirtipdace in contemporary literary
arena (Belsey and Moore, 1989; 24). Furthermoregraing to these observations,

Spender passes a judgment on the situation asvintio

[W]hen the pronouncements of literary establishnaeatperused for the case
against the worth of these women writers, a curmmugssion comes to light.
There is no case against theththese many novels have been evaluated, the
findings are not contained in the official literascords. And when the worth

of women writers is not being based on any conatd®er of their writing the
only conclusion which can be drawn is that theirtwas being determined
by their sex (Belsey and Moore, 1989; 25).

According to feminist critics women were deniedtimg by the opposite sex
in various ways but for just one common purposeccénserve men’s superior
position in every area of life and to continue tak@ use of women by pressing them
close through the assumptions imposed by literatinel it worked: women were
oppressed for a very long time, they could not fiedess to their realities, even they

were not able to know that their reality was difer than they were told. As

10



Showalter also writes, “[w]jomen are estranged ftbeir own experience and unable
to perceive its shape and authenticity, in parabse they do not see it mirrored and
given resonance by literature. Instead they areaegd to identify as readers with a
masculine experience and perspective, which isepted as the human one” (qtd. in
Donovan, 1975; 15).

By exposing the prevailing sexual policy imposedwomen in literature
feminists took the first step; they “had dwellethdoenough on the evils of our low
status, lack of prestige, exploitation, and selsdment,” to realize “the need for
female readers to see their own experiences marordterature” (Donovan, 1975;
34-15). As Marcia Holly stated, “[l]iterature hasrest immediate impact on us ...
impact not to continue to collude in society’s aggsion of women” (Donovan,

1975; 45-46). Thus, second step in literary caticicame into play.

1.2.2. Women’s Writing

So she talked to other women. Through nights ang @md dreams and
waking the women talked together. And the kinghasdassals grew old and
died. The women looked at each other’s golden fandsheard each other’s

golden voices— Maggie Humm

If the canon is an attempt to shore up the status d the masterpieces don’t
mean what they pretend to mean, then artists mustivt away the rules

altogether in favor of something else— Joanna Russ

Feminist criticism, according to Catharine Stimpsdias three sections
which, inherently, “have supplemented, correcteu] averlapped with each other”:
“the defiance of sexual difference, the celebratbeexual difference” and one more
which will be referred in the next title (Greenblabd Gunn, 1992; 259, 251). In the
defiance of sexual difference, which is explainefty in previous title, feminist
critics reject the assigned values to women clagrticem wrong. Likewise, they

assert that women'’s reality is different than theafity” represented in arnichposed
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throughliterature, and furthermore they declare thatditg canon exists on behalf of
patriarchy that means on behalf of men. Howeveteraduch a challenge it is
necessary to show “the truth” which the male liiera has failed to represent and
render that truth of woman’s identity worthy andique. And, thus, the second

section emerges: the celebration of sexual difiegen

In the well-known and accomplished essay “The Laughhef Medusa”
(1975), Hélene Cixous encourages women to writeansiedves for themselves,

inviting women to writing at the very beginninglodr essay:

Women must write herself: must write about womed &nng women to
writing, from which they have been driven away &dently as from their
bodies— for the same reasons, by the same law, tivthsame fatal goal.
Women must put herself into the text —as into tleeldvand into history— by
her own movement (Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 334).

Later in the essay Cixous puts the main reasorthiise

| have been amazed more than once by a descriptitooman gave me of a
world all her own which she had beeecretly haunting since early
childhood. ... | wished that that woman would writelgroclaim this unique
empire so that other women, other unacknowledged sovesgimgight
exclaim I, too, overflow; my desire have invented new desires, boygy
knows unheard-of songs. Time and adaitwo, have felt so full of luminous
torrents that | could burst— burst with forms muwhbre beautiful than those
which are put up in frames and sold for a stinkiogune. Andl, too, said
nothing, showed nothing; | didn’t open my moutldjdn’t repaint my half of
the world. | was ashamed. | was afraid, and | swald my shame and fear. |
said to myself: You are mad! What's the meaningtltedse waves, these
floods, these outbursts? Where is the ebullienfiniie women who,
immersed as she was in her naiveté, kept in thie alaout herself, led into
self-disdain by the great arm of parental-conjysallocentrism, hasn’t been
ashamed of her strength? Who, surprised and reatrifyy the fantastic tumult
of her drives (for she was made to believe thaeb-adjusted normal woman
has a ... divine composure), hasn’t accused hergbkiog a monster? Who,
feeling a funny desire stirring inside her (to sitmwrite, to dare to speak, in
short, to bring out something new), hasn’t thousf was sick? Well, her
shameful sickness is that she resists death, skesmi@uble (emphasis mine.
Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 334-335).
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As for Cixous, women must write their experiencdir feelings, and
whatever happens to them so that the other womald cead and learn that she is
not the only one who has experiences beyond thieespteyond the ones that were
taught her from the male perspective. Cixous claimas while there are only a few
women who depict femininity in their writings, theajority of the women write
from the male point of view which “obscures womenreproduces the classic
representations of women”(Warhol and Herndl, 19836). Thus she asserts that
women must “liberate the New Woman from the Olddmyning to know her—by
loving her for getting by, for getting beyond thédQvithout delay, by going out
ahead of what the New Woman will be ... in order ¢ontore than her self” (Warhol
and Herndl, 1991; 336).

As “writing is preciselythe very possibility of changehe space that can
serve as a springboard for subversive thought, pireeursory movement of a
transformation of social and cultural structure€ikous writes, challenging the
“marked writing” of phallocentric economy, whichiyiteges the male, and adopting
a new kind of feminine writing, which Cixous herfseames “écriture féminine,”
women will have access to their reality repressethé unconscious and be able to
present thienlightenmento others in order to undermine the prevailingustajuo
(Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 337). In other wordss tict of writing is also a kind of

gun to be used in the battle of sexes:

An act which will not only “realize” the decensoresglation of woman to her
sexuality, to her womanly being, giving her accesser native strength; it
will give her back her goods, her pleasures, hgams, her immense bodily
territories which have been kept under seal; it t@br her away from the
superegoized structure in which she has alwayspieduhe place reserved
for the guilty (guilty of everything, guilty at emeturn: for having desires, for
not having any; for being frigid, for being “too thofor not being both at

once; for being too motherly and not enough; forimg children and not for

having any; for nursing and for not nursing...)— thar away by means of
this research, this job of analysis and illuminatithis emancipation of the
marvelous text of her self that she must urgerdgbrn to speak. A woman
without a body, dumb, blind, can’t possibly be addighter. She is reduced
to being a servant of the militant male, his shad@ve must Kill the false

woman who is preventing the live one from breathingcribe the breath of
the whole woman.
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An act that will also be marked by womarssizingthe occasion tepeak
hence her shattering entry into history, which agays been basesh her
suppressionTo write and thus forge for herself the antilogesapon. To
becomeat will the taker and initiator, for her own right, in eyeymbolic
system, in every political process (Warhol and lderh991; 338).

Cixous settles in her essay that language and geaymabso mastered by
patriarchy, are to be challenged and manipulateal, Women have to create a new
language. Otherwise, woman as “a signifier that &lasys referred back to the
opposite signifier which annihilates its specifiteegy and diminishes or stifles its
very sounds” is always in threat “within the discsmi of man” as Cixous warns

passionately:

Beware, my friend, of the signifier that would taj®u back to the authority
of a signified! Beware of diagnosis that would reeluyour generative
powers. ‘Common’ nouns are also proper nouns thapadage your
singularity by classifying it into species. Breaktoof the circles; don't
remain within the psychoanalytic closure. Take aklaround, then cut
through! (Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 343, 347-348)

Luce Irigaray’s views are similar to Cixous in thiaey both claim that
women must adopt a different language. To reacin #dughenticity and to break the
oppressive bonds of phallogocentric Western culiwomen must reveal their hidden
desires, write them in their own words, realizihngttwomen “have been caught up in
a world structured by man-centered concepts, haveway of knowing or
representing themselves” within it (Warhol and Hiri991; 359). Relating to this,
in her workThis Sex Which Is Not O&977) Irigaray writes,

The rejection, the exclusion of a female imaginegytainly puts woman in
the position of experiencing herself only fragmeihtan the little-structured
margins of a dominant ideology, as waste, or excekat is left of a mirror
invested by the (masculine) ‘subject’ to reflecmbkelf, to copy himself.
Moreover, the role of ‘femininity’ is prescribed byhis masculine
specula(riza)tion and corresponds scarcely atoalvdman’s desire, which
may be recovered only in secret, in hiding, witkxiaty and guilt (Warhol
and Herndl, 1991; 354).

Just as Cixous says “[yJour body must be heardjahay calls women to

write their sexuality (Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 33%he claims that woman’s
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liberation lies within her body; as for her, “womarust recognize and assert their
joissanceif they are to subvert phallocentric oppressionitat deepest levels”

(Warhol and Herndl, 1991; 360). Therefore, writitigeir bodily experiences and
desires is necessary, and writing them in a sepawatv discourse is far more

necessary:

If we don’t invent a language, if we don’t find obody’s language it will
have too few gestures to accompany our story ... B&t wou are becoming,
without clinging to what you might have been, wiyati might be. Never
settle. Let’s leave definitiveness to the undecjidezldon’t need it. Our body,
right here, right now, gives us a very differenttamty (gtd. in Humm, 1994,
105).

However, according to the introduction fthe Feminist Readgrthese
feminists have different views about the limits thie women’s writing. While
Irigaray’s “womenspeak” is rendered as a “femalgyleage” and can be written only
by women, Cixous’scriture féminineis defined as a “feminine discourse” that
enables both men and women to write it: “Cixou¢ess inclined than Irigaray to
ground language in an essential sexuality, althdugyhclaim that under patriarchy
women have a more immediate relationéariture fémininethan men leads her

ultimately towards essentialism” (Belsey and Modi@g9; 14).

Contrary to Cixous or Irigaray, Elaine Showaltees@o urgent necessity to
write in a different language. However, she agrepsn that women must write
about women; “even if they continue to do so fronthim a patriarchal culture”
(Belsey and Moore, 1989; 7). Sharing the same vigitls other feminist critics that
analyzed dominant literature, Showalter also claithat women’s writing is
suppressed in the patriarchal culture. Accordinghés, women’s writing exists
within a kind of “subculture” and like all subcutas feminist writing passes through
three phases. IA Literature of Their Own(1977), regarded as one of “the most
influential of the accounts of women’s writing its idifference from men’s,” she

explains these phases as following (Belsey and #ad®89; 7).

First, there is a prolonged phaseimitation of the prevailing modes of the
dominant tradition, anthternalizationof its standards of art and its views on
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social roles. Second, there is a phase of the giratginst these standards and
values, andadvocacyof minority rights and values, including a demdad
autonomy. Finally, there is a phaseself-discoverya turning inward freed
from some of the dependency of opposition, a sedochidentity. An
appropriate terminology for women writers is tol takse stages;eminine
Feminist andFemale(Showalter, 1999; 12).

However, later on, those separatist views begatedave their places to
something new. Showalter, for instance, changee$sezntialist stance claiming that
gynocriticism stage was over and it was time td dath gender binarism and sexual
difference in works of both men and women. Speaking of Genddd.989), as for
Humm, reveals the shift in her studies (Humm, 1299,

Additionally, there was diffusion in feminist litery arena. There were
women from different ethnic groups who claimed ttredir realities were not only
different than men but also different than whitenvem as well. There were women
who were lesbians and who stated that their realivere far more different than
other women. And “the more we multiply the numb&hmomen’s differences,’ the
more we fragment the category of women and thedassersal ‘a woman’s voice’
becomes. The more particular a ‘woman’s voice’ bees, the more numeruous the
differences become-not only between men and womén among women”
(Greenblatt and Gunn, 1992; 262). And, as a resudty all come up with new
different feminist literary approaches. Furthermdree only literary approach that
serves all of these existing differences was thstgbaucturalist stance. It was
inevitable for feminism, with a history that be&@snone de Beauvoir who already
said “onebecomes woman,” to welcome the declaration of poststnadism: there

is no fixed essential truth, it is all about thgdoentric tendency.

1.2.3. Poststructuralist Feminist Criticism

“The recognition of differences” is the third secti of feminist criticism
according to Catharine Stimpson: “a movement inlargism” (Greenblatt and

Gunn, 1992; 251). Feminists trying to prove a uaigeoman identity see that there

was nonatural unity. Women are united by “their roles as daughtavives, and
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mothers” or they were united “around a politicaluga’ and such unities, as
Showalter writes, are “the implied unities of cuétu (Warhol and Herndl, 1991;
275). A woman becomes a member of “women” by caltimpositions and men
suppress women with the help of cultural assumptaord that also means that a man
becomes a man by cultural impositions, too. Funtioge, no matter how pleasant or
dreadful the live one has, those experiences ardhaoinherent results of one’s
existence. Nellie Y. McKay puts it like this: “W@&omen and men of our time, have
come out of a history which has separated us fodieds of years, in the many
different situations of our lives, and has leftwith the difficult task of attempting to
locate our common center amidst confusions of loéieas and multiple

oppressions” (qtd. in Greenblatt and Gunn, 1993).26

There is a construction of social reality —whichmsstly on behalf of men—
with the help of phallogocentric discourse, and ifests consider it necessary to
subvert that social structure. At this point, theayw of feminism and
poststructuralism intersects in that they bothatefee social order in which some
certain groups are regarded as “Other” (Humm, 199%). Also, they both aim to
“attack on universal values” and “desire to exploneltiple kinds of discourse”
(Humm, 1994, 135)

Universality of values enables the values themseliee be assumed as
natural. And people are classified according ta ttedural values and those classes
become the facts of human beings. However, postsmalists reject those imposed
“facts” and claim that it is the result of the pbgbcentric institutions. As,
distinguishing facts into two as brute facts anstitntional facts, J. R. Searle also
writes “[i]nstitutional facts ... require special ham institutions for their very
existence. Language is one such institution; indeeds a whole set of such
institutions” (Searle; 1995, 27). Therefore if pdhgbcentric discourse is

undermined, then those created facts will be rdfutm.

In poststructuralist feminist criticism, critics nai at clearing away the

misogynistic assumptions and representations of evom literary works. For this

17



reason, they attack the belief that there are @érttefemininity and masculinity.

These poststructuralist approaches bring with tlyemder theory: the claim that,
different than sex, gender is a socially constaistieucture and it works on behalf of

the male.
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CHAPTER Il

GENDER THEORY

Before being seen that way, they first had to bdenthat way—
Monique Wittig

Feminism is about the social transformation of ganelations—
Judith Butler

Though gender theory comes on the scene after 19B€suvoir's The
Second Se{1949), one of the first major work of feminismysathe foundation of
this theory. Beauvoir's assertion that “[o]ne ist morn, but rather becomes, a
woman” divides gender and sex qualifying sex asodgical fact and gender as a
compulsory identification, a construction (de Beaitiv1973, 301). In the light of
Beauvoir's work and poststructuralism’s doctrinsmninists realized the need of
abandoning the assumptions about essential geredditias. The ground of
oppression of women was those gender attributets wieee imposed on human

beings by predicating them on biological differesice

The most striking argument on gender shows itselfJudith Butler's
canonical workGender Troublg1990). Butler begins her book by questioning the
category of “women” as the subject of feminism ahé claims that the adoption of
“women” as the subject of feminism is problemats for Butler, believing that
“women” is a group of natural beings who have comrmterests and attempting to
reach freedom on behalf of that “women” means aaogphe norms imposed by the

heterosexual regime and, in this way, serving betual regime itself:

Juridical notions of power appear to regulate malitlife in purely negative

terms—that is, through the limitation, prohibitisagulation, control and even
“protection” of individuals related to that poliit structure through the
contingent and retractable operation of choice. tBatsubjects regulated by
such structures are, by virtue of being subjeaettiém, formed, defined, and
reproduced in accordance with the requirementshas$d structures. If this
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analysis is right, then the juridical formation lahguage and politics that
represents women as “the subject” of feminismsislita discursive formation
and effect of a given version of representatiordltips. And the feminist
subject turns out to be discursively constitutedtioy very political system
that is supposed to facilitate its emancipationisThecomes politically
problematic if that system can be shown to prodieelered subjects along a
differential axis of domination or to produce suitgewho are presumed to be
masculine. In such cases, an uncritical appeal uch ssystem for the
emancipation of “women” will be clearly self-defaaf (Butler, 1990; 2).

In that sense it becomes insufficient to searchwiays of representation of
women in language or, generally, in life. In adshtito that, as Butler suggests,
feminists should examine how this category of wortfisrproduced and restrained
by the very structures of power through which enmaton is sought” (Butler,
1990; 2). What's more, the justifications Butletgtorth to explain that the category
of women is a production of the power that valuetetosexual order and assuming
“women” as the subject of feminism will be autodestion for feminism paves the
way for her following claim: “there may not be abgect who stands ‘before’ the

law, awaiting representation in or by the law” (But1990; 2).

In the first place, Butler asserts, if there wasulject and if the subject of
feminism was “women,” then there had to be a urdtgommon identity among the
members of “women.” However, due to several factansmingled there is not the

required unity for the subject to be valid. Bugeplains it as following:

If one “is” a woman, that is surely not all one ifie term fails to be
exhaustive, not because a pregendered “personsceads the specific
paraphernalia of its gender, but because gendenotisalways constituted
coherently or consistently in different historicabntexts, and regional
modalities of discurvisely constituted identitieds a result, it becomes
impossible to separate out “gender” from the pwditi and cultural
intersections in which it is invariably produceddanaintained (Butler, 1990;
3).

In a similar vein, Monique Wittig states in her Bomed essay “One Is Not
Born a Woman” (1981) that there are lesbians wHigve in the notion that there is
a natural difference between women and men in gpitiee fact that this notion is in

contradiction with “practical facts” about lesbsaand their “ways of living” (104).
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Furthermore, she writes, regarding this notionieistbn as the truth, “we naturalize
history, we assume that ‘men’ and ‘women’ have gbvaxisted and will always

exist. Not only do we naturalize history, but alsansequently we naturalize the
social phenomena which express our oppressioaking change impossilile

(emphasis mine. Abelove, 1993; 104).

According to these accounts, the subject of wonasls fo be assumed as
fixed and perpetual, and therefore Butler seesea fer a new kind of feminist
politics “to contest the very reifications of gendad identity, one that will take the
variable construction of identity as both a metHodmal and normative
prerequisite” (Butler, 1990; 5).

2.1. SEX AND GENDER

As Rosalind C. Morris also writes in her essayjh§tcategories of sex and
gender have fallen under the shadow of radical daold become the objects of an
effort to retheorize the very nature of social sgbyity” (Morris, 1995; 568). The
reason of appealing to sex/gender division is teeak the difference between
female/male distinction and woman/man distinctibimst one is the sex distinction
which is derived from the biological facts. Howevitre latter is a gender distinction
and it is a cultural production as “man” and “worhahemselves are cultural
constructs. Butler says some feminists adopted staisce from Levi-Strauss who
asserts “there is a natural or biological femal® w#hsubsequently transformed into a
socially subordinate ‘woman,” with the consequetitat ‘sex’ is to nature or ‘the
raw’ as gender is to culture or ‘the cooked’ ” (But 1990; 37). Genders are, Wittig
says, “political categories and not natural give(Mittig; 105). Similarly, on the
concept of “woman,” Beauvoir says “[n]Jo biologicgsychological, or economic
fate determines the figure that the human femadegnts in society: it is civilization
as a whole that produces this creature, intermetietween male and eunuch, which
iIs described as feminine” (de Beauvoir, 1952; 249)d giving consideration to

these assumptions, Butler comes to the conclubkmirtihere is no continuity between
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sexes and genders: “If gender is the cultural nmgsnihat the sexed body assumes,

then a gender cannot be said to follow from a seany one way” (Butler, 1990; 6).

On the grounds of this opinion Butler puts forwéndt it is not necessary for
genders to preserve their dualism since it is st on a fixed morphological and
inherent binary as sexes. That is to say, sinceayes a social structure and has no
natural ties with sex, then gender becomes a ffosing artifice, with the
consequence thatanandmasculinemight just as easily signify a female body as a
male one, anadvomanandfemininea male body as easily as a female one” (Butler,
1990; 6). Additionally Butler goes further to questcharacter of sex and asserts
that if this fixed dualism of sex is proved to beong, then it can be revealed that the
distinction that is said to exist between sex aaddgr does not exist at all. Right

after this assertion Butler writes:

It would make no sense, then, to define gendenasultural interpretation of
sex, if sex itself is a gendered category. Gendghbnot to be conceived
merely as the cultural inscription of meaning opragiven sex (a juridical
conception); gender must also designate the veparapus of production
whereby the sexes themselves are established. rAsuét, gender is not to
culture as sex is to nature; gender is also theudssse/cultural means by
which “sexed nature” or “a natural sex” is producaad established as
“prediscursive,” prior to culture, a politically n&al surfaceon whichculture
acts (Butler; 1990, 7).

Like Butler, Sedgwick also observes the problemualbgex and gender
differentiation. She bases this problem on hapltbhasages of terms sex, gender, and
sexuality. Therefore Sedgwick creates the termdwetosomal sex” which means “a
certain group of irreducible, biological differestibns between members of the
speciesHomo sapienswho have XX chromosomes and those who have XY
chromosomes” (Greenblatt and Gunn, 1992; 273). &ksSedgwick “sex” alone,
certainly unrelated with sex/gender distinction.ame “sexuality”: “the array of acts,
expectations, narratives, pleasures, identity fdiona, and knowledges, in both
women and men, that tends to cluster most denselynd certain genital sensations
but is not adequately defined by tHef@mmphasis mine. Greenblatt and Gunn, 1992;
274-275). Finally, Sedgwick describes “gender” as
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fully and rigidly dichotomized social production cameproduction of male
and female identities and behaviors —of male andafe persons— in a
cultural system for which ‘male-female’ functions a primary and perhaps
model binarism affecting the structure and meawihmany other binarisms
whose apparent connection to chromosomal sex nmiay dife exiguous or
nonexistent (Greenblatt and Gunn, 1992; 273).

However, Butler rejects the notion of a fixed chomomal sex, too: “[S]ex,
as a category that comprises a variety of elemé&ntstions, and chromosomal and
hormonal dimensions, no longer operates withinkimary framework that we take
for granted” (Butler, 1990; 109-110). Furthermoseg justifies her claim with a

quotation from Anne Fausto-Sterling’s article “Lifethe XY Corral”:

the four XX males whom they studied were all s¢e(ilo sperm production),
had small testes which totally lacked germ cells,, iprecursor cells for
sperms. They also had high hormone levels and kstosterone levels.
Presumably they were classified as males becauieenfexternal genitalia
and the presence of testes... Similarly ... botlhef XY females’ external
genitalia were normal, [but] their ovaries lackezirg cells (qtd. in Butler;
1990; 108).

Butler writes that trying to identify a person’s$s or “gender” recoursing to
gene researches refute the notion that the extgemlalia can reveal one’s sex and
therefore gender: “if eternal genitelia were sudiit as a criterion by which to
determine or assign sex, then the experimentaarelsento the master gene would
hardly necessary at all” (Butler, 1990; 108).

As a result, Butler claims that “sex was alwaysadty gender,” and gender is
used to settle the “naturalness” of sex (ButlelQ@97). Both sex and gender are
social constructs and they are products of “certaighly regulated practices”
(Butler, 1993; 1).

2.2. GENDER REGULATIONS

That gender is not fixed and is not free-floatiegher, brings Butler to the

conclusion that gender is not a concrete reality dstructure, “a form of social
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power” (Butler, 2004; 48). Gender is a “norm,” s8dler, not a kind of “model that
individuals seek to approximate” (Butler, 2004; 48gender is used as a means to
create “intelligibility” zone on behalf of human ibgs: “persons are regulated by
gender, and ... this sort of regulation operates @dition of cultural intelligibility
for any person” (Butler, 2004; 52). Creating thaelligibility zone gender serves the
reproductive and heterosexual aims of patriarcbelesy: “The desire to determine
sex once and for all, and to determine it as omerather than the other, thus seems
to issue from the social organization of sexuatadpction through construction of
the clear and unequivocal identities and positiohsexed bodies with respect to
each other” (Butler, 1990; 110). To “heterosexw&lizlesire, for the sake of
reproductive biological family, gender binarismrieeded to be constructed and
sustained. That means certain sexes come to esgstéhrough the regulatory
practices that generate coherent identities thraixghmatrix of coherent gender
norms” (Butler, 1990; 17).

Gender —as a means of heterosexual reproductiventey— itself is
determined by a set of sanctions and taboos thet a® “the ego ideal” within the

patriarchal society. Butler writes:

[b]ecause identifications substitute for objecatieins, and identifications are
the consequence of loss, gender identification lsnd of melancholia in
which the sex of the prohibited object is intern@tl as a prohibition. This
prohibition sanctions and regulates discrete gesttaentity and the law of
the heterosexual desire (Butler, 1990; 63).

Among those sanctions and taboos, the most imgadoiings are the taboo
against incest and the taboo against homosexudlitgse taboos canalize gender
acquisition and preserve the family unit, thus Higo preserves the patriarchal social

order:

This process of internalizing lost loves becomeatiment to gender formation
when we realize that incest taboo, among othertiumg, initiates a loss of a
love-object for the ego and that this ego recupsritbm this loss through the
internalization of the tabooed object of desire.the case of a prohibited
heterosexual union, it is the object which is dénieut not the modality of
desire, so that the desire is deflected from thgab onto other objects of the
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opposite sex. But in the case of a prohibited h@xaal union, it is clear that

both the desire and the object require renunciadiwh so become subject to
the internalizing strategies of melancholia. Heritdee young boy deals with

his father by identifying himself with him.” (Butle1990; 57-58)

As explained in the quote above, these sexual pitams result in
dispositions which, Butler says, Freud assumesaaigal, but she herself does not:
“Far from foundational, these dispositions arergmult of a process whose aim is to
disguise its own genealogy. In other words, ‘digjmss’ are traces of a history of
enforced sexual prohibitions which is untold andiclihthe prohibitions seek to
render untellable” (Butler, 1990; 64).

Deriving their very origin from these prohibitiorthere are only two gender
identities being woman and man, and any “identagart from these genders are not
acceptable. As Butler indicates it, “[tlhe cultunadatrix through which gender
identity has become intelligible requires that aertkinds of ‘identities’ cannot
‘exist’— that is, those in which gender does ndlofe from sex and those in which
the practices of desire do not ‘follow’ from eitrex or gender” (Butler, 1990; 17).

When Butler states that some kinds of identitiesraot allowed to live their
lives, it is evident that she claims, in the hesesaal regime, they are not just the
members of “the category of women” who suffer. Whivoman constructs” suffer
within the patriarchal society, lesbians, gaysekigls, transsexuals etc. are rendered
totally invisible at the very beginning and exclddeom society. At this very point,
bell hooks’s claim “feminism is for everybody” réees significance, and the need to
reveal that genders are unnatural constructs obpettal society and that the borders
that two genders help to establish cost some litedbecome painfully and

sorrowfully unlivable becomes vital.
2.2.1. Gender Norms and Gender Roles
Acquiring a gender within the contemporary pattiaicwvorld involves a set

of identifying norms and roles which “are and ao¢ realizable” (Butler, 1993; 126).

When a baby is born, its gender is already detexdhithat is if it has a penis, then it
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iIs a boy, a male; if it haso penis,then the baby is a girl, a female. In “Doing
Gender” West and Zimmerman put this as followinfy]é do not think, ‘Most
persons with penises are men, but some may natrb®lost persons who dress as
men have penises.” Rather, we take it for granked $ex and sex category are
congruent-that knowing the latter, we can dedueerdést” (West and Zimmerman,
1987; 132). Thus, from the start it is alreadyledttvhether the baby will be raised
according to feminine or masculine traits. Baby ®yaised up to be a strong man
who will be a breadwinner husband first of all. 8arly, a girl learns that she is

supposed to be a faithful wife and a self-sacnfiamother and housekeeper.

What's more, although “genitelia are conventiondfliiglden from public
inspection in everyday life” people “continue thgbuour social rounds to ‘observe’
a world of two naturally, normally sexed personss thepresumptiorthat essential
criteria exist and would or should be there if ledifor that provides the basis for
sex categorization” (West and Zimmerman, 1987; 1B323wing on Kessler and
McKenna’s example of a child “who, viewing a picwf someone clad in a suit and

a tie, contents, ‘It's a man, because he has g@pee€- West and Zimmerman write:

Translation: “He must have a pee-pee [an essettialacteristic] because |
see the insignia of a suit and tie.” Neither inhitisex assignment
(pronouncement at birth as a female or male) neraéttual existence of
essential criteria for that assignment (possessfoa clitoris and vagina or
penis and testicles) has much -if anything- to db ¥he identification of sex
category in everyday life (West and Zimmerman, 1982).

Therefore it is understood that there are otheressties to fulfill to be
regarded as a woman or a man. For instance, womneegxpected to have long hair,
wear make-ups, wear skirts, colorful t-shirts edad be slightly built, while men are
supposed to be big-bodied, have moustache and,lsatdshort hair, wear trousers
and ties. In addition to such traits women areeeigd to have a natural maternal
instinct as well. With regard to sexuality, to itifnas a woman one must desire a
man, and to identify as a man one must desire aamorfGender is not only an

identification with one sex; it also entails thaixgal desire be directed toward the
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other sex.” (qtd. in Butler, 1990; 73) No other dsnof desires are acceptable than
heterosexual desire.

These are the main features and assigned roleagoééd-upon identities”
(Butler, 1990; 15). Thus, an individual who is atie to be put into one of the two
categories of male and female (because of the dquexaby in identifying the
individual according tats physical features among which genital organstagerost
significative one), or who fails to fulfill certaisexual and social gender roles is not
regarded as human. In other words, to be regarsiédrman one must have a gender,
and to have a gender one must have one of the émbagjorgans. As a result, it can
be inferred that “the norms that govern idealizetnan anatomy thus work to
produce a differential sense of who is human and iwmot, which lives are livable,
and which are not” (Butler, 2004, 4).

2.2.2. Normalization

When it is taken into account that gender is a notinen exposing a
“problematic” human being that cannot be definethveixisting pair of genders to
some “normalization” processes becomes inevitalites, it can be said that gender
as a norm not only “refers to the aims and aspingtithat guide us, the precepts by
which we are compelled to act or speak to one a&mptthe commonly held
presuppositions by which we are oriented, and wigigle direction to our actions”
but it also “refers to the process of normalizatitihe way that certain norms, ideas
and ideals hold sway over embodied life, providercive criteria for normal ‘men’
and ‘women.” " (Butler, 2004; 206)

For instance, as Butler explains, an intersexeldl ¢hisubjected to a surgical
operation which is assumed as “correction” (Butk&Q4; 53). The reason set for the
operation is that “children born with irregularpary sexual characteristics are to be
‘corrected’ in order to fit in, feel more comfortab achieve normality” (Butler,
2004; 53). Beings like the intersexed child areardgd as “developmental failures
and logical impossibilities” and they are not asednsuitable for the society since
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one cannot define them as a woman or a man (But@9Q; 17) So, after the
operation, the intersexed being obtains one of tihe acceptable sexes within
heterosexual matrix (female or male), and also nvbde obtains a gender identity
derived from his/her sex, arliecomesa part of the society, anluis/her life also

becomes valuable

Similarly, there is the gender identity disordeagtiosis. According to the
diagnosis, boys with feminine traits or girls witiasculine traits are “in some way
. ill, sick, wrong, out of order, abnormal” (But]Je2004; 73). That means when
people who have “no problem anatomically” behava way that does not fit in their
gender roles and norms, they are pathologizedp€&sple who want to undergo a
surgery and become the other sex are exposed tchagiegical and physical

examination and after the “diagnosis” they can ugde¢he surgery.

However, Butler makes a point of the fact that othergery demands like
breast reduction or menopausal ingestion of estratge not require the proof of
stable mental health (Butler, 2004; 83). The reasdhat such demands serve for the
consolidation of gender norms, thus for heteroslexadrix.

2.2.3. Abjection and Exclusion

In the face of all that regulations and normal@atapplications, “beings”
that do nofit in appear. The reason is, as Butler again and ag#tgssn her works,
that those gender identities “can never be fullgrimalized” because they are not
innate features of human, and rather they are timatural enforcements of culture
(Butler, 1990; 141). However, those who do not eehito fulfill —or who do not
want to fulfill- the needs of being man or womae qualified as “queer” even more
harshly as “perverse” by the society. They algectedbecause they are “what
disturbs identity, system, order,” they are “whaesl not respect borders, positions,
rules,” they are “the in-between, the ambiguous,dbmposite” (Kristeva, 1982; 4).
Furthermore, Butler says, “the production of thesymbolizable, the unspeakable,

the illegible is also always a strategy of a soeabjection” (Butler, 1993; 190).
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Moreover, these “beings” are not regarded as huniey, do not exist in society’s
lexicon and they do not have human rights as dtreBoey are totally drawn out
from society and become nothing. “[W]hen we defgsién norms,” writes Butler, “it
is unclear whether we are still living, or ought®, whether our lives are valuable,
or can be made to be, whether our genders areoreaven can be regarded as such”
(Butler, 2004; 206).

This kind of abjection and exclusion is necessarytlie society to preserve
its order for these “abnormal beings” generate weath Butler explains it as
following:

Only from a self-consciously denaturalized positicen we see how the
appearance of naturalness is itself constitute@ piesuppositions that we
make about sexed bodies, about them being one eonotiner, about the
meanings that are said to inhere in them or t@¥ofrom being sexed in such
a way are suddenly and significantly upset by thesamples that fail to

comply with the categories that naturalize andiktatthat field of bodies for

us within the terms of cultural conventions. Hendbke strange, the
incoherent, that which falls “outside,” gives usvay of understanding the
taken-for-granted world of sexual categorizatioma®nstructed one, indeed
as one that might well be constructed differerByt(er, 1990; 110)

In other words, “keeping things out of view ..ta&en by Butler as a form of
social regulation and control. It is a form of r&gion in the same way that "out of
sight, out of mind" forecloses the possibility ekistance and disputation” (Digeser,
1994; 658).

2.3. GENDER PERFORMATIVITY

For an idealized heterosexuality, certain discrgender identities are
produced with the help of taboos and sanctions. thede gender identity’s stability
and naturalness are constantly sustained by gemiti#sutes themselves and by
naturalization processes and exclusion policy.tHeur these genders’ sexualities are
regulated by these very prohibitions and notionsaarmality and naturalness for the
sake of reproductive aims of heterosexual cultietler, who asserts that this

heterosexual order is “a fiction”, writes:
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the construction of gender coherence concealséhdeg discontinuities that
run rampant within heterosexual, bisexual, and gag lesbian contexts in
which gender does not necessarily follow from send desire, or sexuality
generally, does not seem to follow from gender e@aj where none of these
dimensions significant corporeality express orewflone another (Butler,
1990; 135-136).

That is to say, constructed gender identities daatiow other possibilities to
come to the surface. For instance, if one’s sexage, in more accurate words, if
one’s assigned sex is male, themhas to feel and behave like a man whetier
feels like a man or not. Unless one does it, ormoines no body as Butler indicates
“[d]iscrete genders are part of what ‘humanizeglividuals within contemporary
culture; indeed, we regularly punish those who ti@itlo their gender right” (Butler,
1990; 139-140).

“To do gender” meanto act according to certain gender attributes. Butler,
after all the assumptions above, comes to the ueiwel that gender practices are
“not expressive but performative” as they are daith respect to the expectations of
the patriarchal heterosexual society (Butler, 1909ML). Just this reality is hidden so
well that those two existing genders and the aiteb identified with them are

supposed to be innate, natural, and preexist. treBsiwords:

[A]cts, gestures, and desire produce the effectanf internal core or
substance, but produce ttos the surfaceof the body, through the play of
signifying absences that suggest, but never rettealorganizing principle of
identity as a cause. Such acts, gestures, enaghgarterally construed, are
performativein the sense that the essence or identity that dtkeerwise
purport to express aréabrications manufactured and sustained through
corporeal signs and other discursive means. Thatgéndered body is
performative suggests that it has no ontologicatiust apart from the various
acts which constitute its reality. ... [A]cts and wess, articulated and
enacted desires create the illusion of an intearat organizing gender core,
an illusion discursively maintained for the purposef the regulation of
sexuality within the obligatory frame of reprodwetineterosexuality (Butler,
1990; 136).
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Gender performativity is not a “free play” that oth@es on his/her own will,
it is not “self-representation” either (Butler, 995). When a baby is born the
society identifies it as a boy or a girl and thexshe is supposed to act according to
this gender norm. Thus, inevitably, performing gamid what individuals do to have
a place within community, to be a “one” without amuyestioning of internalization.
Butler explains it as follows:

To the extent that naming of the “girl” is tranegdj that is, initiates the
process by which a certain “girling” is compelldtde term or, rather, its
symbolic power, governs the formation of a corpllyeanacted femininity
that never fully approximates the norm. This isgirl;” however, who is
compelled to “cite” the norm in order to qualifydaremain a viable subject.
Femininity is thus not the product of a choice, the forcible citation of a
norm, one whose complex historicity is indissoaalifom relations of
discipline, regulation, punishment. Indeed, ther@d “one” who takes on a
gender norm. On the contrary, this citation ofgeader norm is necessary in
order to qualify as a “one,” to become viable a%mae,” where subject-
formation is dependent on the prior operation gitimating gender norms
(Butler, 1993; 232).

That’s why there occur concepts as “real womangalrman” or “natural
sex” (Butler, 1990; 140). The impositions such ag “a man” or “a woman” or
having “normal heterosexual sex” are hard to tgtmitorporate as they are not what
individuals feel, desire, want or act like intrically. They are not internalized self-
representing actions either; they are the imitatiand repetitions of the actions of
other members of the society. They are what soevatyts them to do, and this ends

up with failures.

The injunctionto bea given gender produces necessary failures, atyasf
incoherent configurations that in their multiphciexceed and defy the
injunction by which they are generated. Furtheg, ¥lery injunction to be a
given gender takes place through discursive rotieelse a good mother, to be
a heterosexually desirable object, to be a fit workn sum, to signify a
multiplicity of guarantees in response to a varetylifferent demands all at
once. ... There is no self that is prior to the cogeace or who maintains
“integrity” prior to its entrance into this confted cultural field. There is only
a taking up of the tools where they lie, wherebgy “taking up” is enabled
by the tool lying there (Butler, 1990; 145).
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2.3.1. Reiteration

When gender is understood as a socially construstectture and not a
reality, a natural given, then its permanency baaispicion. As Butler states, the
concept of gender is up to be understood as a titatesl social temporality
(Butler, 1990; 141). However, its temporariness hisden behind compelled,
imposed repetitions of gender norms. And that theséain gender attributes are
repeated to protect and sustain the status quo aga® sets forth that gender is
performative and that gendered subjects act uneieain assigned features, rather
than under their inner feelings or desires.

Butler denotes gender performativity as “a publactian,” “a ritualized

production, a ritual reiterated under and throughstraint, under and through the
force of prohibition and taboo, with the threat adtracism” (Butler, 1990; 140;
Butler, 1993; 95). Performing gender norms repéatesdnot an individual act; all

the members of the society perform their gendepeatedly as expected; to be
admired and to remain within the society. Thus gembrms turn out to be a set of
automatic actions “already socially establishedd atone over and over again

regardless of will, comprehension, or desire (Butl®890; 140).

2.3.2. Drag and Imitation

Butler declared that the notion of true gendeltlision claiming that gender
attributes are all performatives that are cultunapositions independent from the
essence of the individual. Thereupon she sugdestsitag (and other practices such
as cross-dressing, and the butch/femme identitéss)an example reveals the
“inevitable comedy” within heterosexual gender asgtions (Butler, 1990; 122-
137). Butler also points out that drag reinfordes motion of gender performativity
(Butler, 1990; 138).
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Drawing on Esther Newton'’s explanations, Butlersgorward that gender is
like drag, it is different than the essence, thigioal self, and further it is only

performative and open to subversions:

At its most complex, [drag] is a double inversibattsays, “appearance is an
illusion.” Drag says ... “my ‘outside’ appearancdeminine, but my essence
‘inside’ [the body] is masculine.” At the same tihtasymbolizes the opposite
inversion; “my appearance ‘outside’ [my body, mynder] is masculine but
my essence ‘inside’ [myself] is feminine.” (qtd.Butler, 1990; 137)

This conclusion asserts that true gender idenétty rever be reached as it is
nothing other than a fantasy. In addition to thhge example of drag shows that
gender has an imitative structure as well (Butl€90; 137). Gender attributes are
incorporated by imitating others as it is not esgren of the self, and drag shows
that opposite genders can be performed as “sucteasfindividuals who have that
gender. Then, the difference between the imitasiod the original disappears: “As
imitations which effectively displace the meaningtiee original, they imitate the
myth of originality itself” (Butler, 1990; 138).

2.4. SUBVERSION AND SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION

Gender is a place, one which can be entered or te&ft an identity. Every
time we act, we act gender. Thus, gender is likeharacter. It can be

changed at will- Julia M. Allen and Lester Faigley

In her bookThe Dialectic of Sex1970) Firestone claims that elimination of
sexual polarization is necessary to put an enddmewn’s suffering. Firestone also
states that this would be a betterment of socistg ahole. The first reason is that
the sexual polarization brings along a biologi@hily unit which is working only
on behalf of men regardless of women and childreregtone, 197.040). However
she also states that men suffer, too: being pateaif the families, and having
responsibilities is another burden. Secondly, Fores asserts, sexual polarization
obstructs other identities such as homosexualdbaexXuals to live their lives freely
(Firestone, 1970; 243). Further, Firestone decldrasthis prevailing social order is
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a created one and that it can be created agairs, Bhe searches a social structure
that enables all members of the society to Haxable lives and she states that the

only effective solution would be the eliminations#xual polarization entirely.

Twenty years after Firestone’s claims, when unsalelgk become more
speakable, and people dare to share tiealities with others a little less fearless,
Butler declares the same need again: the elimmatidsexual polarization,” that is
now called “gender binarism” within the scope ohder theory. In different words
and in different ways but for the same reason: rtabk livable lives for all the
sufferers of gender binarism: women, men, bisexdasmosexuals, transsexuals...
and for all the other identities that we cannot know todaynder the threat of

punishment in domineering social condition. As Buthrites:

That gender reality is created through sustainetbkperformances means
that the very notions of an essential sex and e druabiding masculinity or
femininity are also constituted as part of thetstyg that conceals gender’s
performative character and the performative pokis#s for proliferating
gender configurations outside the restricting framef masculinist
domination and compulsory heterosexuality (Butl®90; 141).

Thus, Butler suggests a way for social transforomathrough dealing with
gender relations. Genders which are not given ead fout socially constructed and
arbitrary and which are simultaneously used to knséxes —Being aware of that the
distinction made between sex an gengegsentssex as a natural given, Butler
regards sex as the same constructed structurendsrgéthe distinction between sex
and gender turns out to be no distinction at @lit(er, 1990; 7) — with a “natural”
status are in fact a set of norms. And these gemalens can be subverted and shown
to be only illusions, through practicing gender msr themselves with “the
possibility of a failure to repeat, a de-formity,aparodic repetition that exposes the
phantasmatic effect of abiding identity as a pwdilliy tenuous construction” (Butler,
1990; 141).

Through subversion of gender relations “that suppasisculine hegemony

and heterosexist power,” the unnaturalness of gecatte be revealed (Butler, 1990;
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34). Thus, the notion of gender may be disappeadt, asmultaneously other not
performative and compelled but expressive idestitieay emerge: “The loss of
gender norms would have the effect of proliferatiggnder configurations,
destabilizing substantive identity, and deprivinge tnaturalizing narratives of
compulsory heterosexuality of their central protagts: ‘man’ and ‘woman’ ”

(Butler, 1990; 146).

As Firestone also does in her work, Butler seardbesvays to open up
possibilities for all people who were “[restrainéfdm] experimenting with other
social forms that could satisfy their emotional de@s well or better” (Firestone,
1970; 251). And for the sake of livable lives, thl@mination of gender binarism

entirely is proved to be the best way in sociat¢farmation.
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CHAPTER IlI

SUBVERSION OF GENDER IDENTITIES IN MARGE PIERCY'S
SMALL CHANGES and WOMAN ON THE EDGE OF TIME

3.1. MARGE PIERCY

“For me, writing fiction issues from the impulse t@l the story of people
who deserve to have their lives examined and 8tenies told to people who
deserve to read good stories. I'm responsible tmymgeople with buried
lives: people who have been rendered as invisibldistory as they are
powerless in the society their work creates, poslacleans, repairs and

defends.”

An accomplished writer, poet, and social activigrlye Piercy was born into
a working-class family on March 31, 1936 in Detrdlichigan. She was the
daughter of a Jewish mother who has strong tiek widaism and an unreligious
Welsh-English father. She grew up during World Wand was beaten because of
her Jewish heritage. During a long illness periotier childhood she changed “from
a streetwise tomboy into an avid reader” (Shan@941 3). She was a brilliant
student, and she got a B.A. from University of Mgan in which she went with a
scholarship. Then a year later in 1958 she congpleer M.A. in Northwestern
University. She worked at several universities adgcurer and she gave several

workshops.

Piercy was a passionate activist, particularly asir@oseful feminist, and she
struggled through fiction to heal the world’'s wosndnd up to now she wrote
sixteen novelsGoing Down Fast(1969), Dance the Eagle to Slegf970), Small
Changes(1973), Woman on the Edge of Tin{@977), The High Cost of Living
(1978),Vida (1980),Braided Liveq1982),Fly Away Homg1984),Gone to Soldiers
(1987), Summer Peopl€1989), He, She and 1{1991), The Longings of Women
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(1994), City of Darkness, City of LightL996),Storm Tide(1998; co-authored with
Ira Wood),Three Womefi1999),The Third Child(2003).

Piercy also published several poetry bookee Moon is Always Female
(1977) being the most appreciated one, and shesvar@ay,The Last White Class
(1979) with her husband Ira Wood and several essagseviews.

Being a woman who has a Jewish background andrieraber of working-
class, her works mostly contain the issues of gemdee, and class. The individuals
in her novels are mostly the ones from the marginthe society. As Shands writes
in her work on Piercy, “Never neutral, [her] naiwatagonistically sides with the
disadvantaged, oppressed, or exploited” (Shand¥;183). However, it cannot be
said that Piercy is a separatist; she longs foerah to the oppressions in society,
rather than a vice versa change in the hierarchiesstance can be observed as she
remarks her notion about men/women binary, “I wanargue in defense equally of
women who want to work to create a female culturd af those who want to
contribute to what has been a male culture andgshdrio a broader, less oppressive
culture” (qtd. in Shands, 1994; 17).

Piercy’s prose has a distinctive style since itutemeously has its place in
social realism and postmodernism. Piercy, decocistmuling ideological discourses
with a realistic narrative; she depicts injustieesl life struggles in society, but also
presents examples that resist or subvert the gamss well. From this perspective,
she is “highly innovative” as Patricia Marks sagsd “well-worth exploring both for
its challenging political perspectives” as Shandsspt (qtd. in Shands, 1994; 10;
Shands, 1994, 2).

In the feminist arena, the importance of Marge dieas a writer is
indisputable. Her works demonstrated the peopl&jseeences in the dominant
social condition, and their inner feelings, and hitney areperforming, her works
also revealed how unhappy and restricted the pewopleand how they are wounded

within their fake lives without the realities hidddeep inside them. In this manner,
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Piercy contributed to the 1970’s consciousnessinguisittempts through fiction
which had the considerable impact on people; slosvetti the woman, in fact all
people, that they araot their essences, that there is a sea of opportsnatiel
differences behind the predetermined traditionahtdies and lives given. Piercy not
only uncovered the disturbances and wrongs withen dociety, but she presented
solutions in her works as well. She explained hewopgbe can achieve to reach a new

understanding of themselves and others.

From such a feminist perspective, Piercy’s thirdl dourth novels,Small
ChangesandWoman on the Edge of Tirere considered as the most comprehensive
and the most effective ones among both all herIsaued American feminist literary
arena. Catherine R. Stimpson writes that Piercyiaracters inSmall Changes
exhibit “the creation of a new sexuality and a nesychology, which will permeate
and bind a broad genuine equality” (qtd. in Shatakgl Taub, 1997; 28@Yoman on
the Edge of Timés used as a course book in women’s studies damsrind the
world for it allows analysis in depth on feminigincerns. And Piercy says that she
herself loves it most, too, and in her essay “Milrnages” she explains her reasons
which are the same for aVoman on the Edge of Tiradmirers:

Woman on the Edge of Timemy favorite of my novels. | simply think it's
the best I've done so far. My first intent was teate an image of a good
society, one that wasiot sexist, racist, or imperialist. one thatas
cooperative, respectful of all living beings, genttesponsible, loving and
playful. The result of a full feminist revolutioo try to imagine people of
such a society was my hardest task. (Kimball, #881; 193)

3.2.SMALL CHANGES: IN SEARCH OF A “TRUE” IDENTITY

3.2.1. Plot

Small Changesdepicts the stories of two women who have differen
backgrounds and different future plans: Beth andawi. After finishing high school

Beth marries her boy friend Jim, sure to have tdept marriage. But things don’t

turn out as she hopes and she runs away from tslrahd and her marriage to an
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entirely new life, now aware of what marriage rgadl. She has a relationship with
another man, then she lives in a women’s commumefinally she ends up being a
lesbian and escapes to freedom with her real favWgnda, the woman she loves
and her children. Miriam is an independent, ingeltit and flamboyant woman who
iIs determined not to end up like her mother; buthtve a career. She has a
relationship with two men, Phil and Jackson, angedi an untraditional life.
However, later, she marries with her boss, Neiln8taand has two children. This
sudden and unexpected turn in her life changes hatloutside appearance and her
spirit totally. These two women'’s lives intersegthmeach other. The only thing they
have in common is that they are both women livim@ipatriarchy and have been

raised with the doctrines of how men and womersapposed to be.

3.2.2. Gender Identities vs. Subversive Acts and Baghts

3.2.2.1. Beth, the Turtle

“I couldn’t learn to hustle. So | was a victim, asker. But that isn’t the whole
universe! We can get outside of our roles, final¢ can!”

Small Changestarts with a chapter titled “The Happiest Day aVaman’s

Life,” referring to a wedding day of Beth who “hlasen raised to look to marriage as
the main avenue to fulfilled womanhood and to harbmantic illusions of marriage

as the beginning of ‘real’ life” (Shands, 1994; 5Bpwever, despite what has been
taught to her and what is being expected of hdhattime, Beth does not feel as
excited and happy. She feels uncomfortable in ttéding dress and shoes, and like
somebody else in that make up on her face, andhelurshe sees the wedding
ceremony as “being given awaySrall Changesl3, 14, 17). She, nevertheless
suppresses the dangerous thoughts surfacing, pytsetend smile” on her face, and
“tried to fix her mind on what she had to say” &rry out the ceremony as required
(Small Changesl3, 18). In this wedding ceremony Beplerformsa bride-to-be

woman with a smiling face and all her beauty, thodgep inside she realizes that all
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those preparations and actions and images havengdthdo with what she really is

and wants.

In her marriage, people, including her husband aire,always telling Beth
how she is supposed to act as “Jim’s wife” and theyer ask her about her feelings
and needs: She is supposed to be content wherashsek with Jim because he “had
been with plenty of girls, plenty, and they hadtaltl him how good he was,” and
she is supposed to be good at cooking becauseditn’'t'get married to eat shit,”
and she “ought to have a baby” because “that wag ®bd had made [women] for”
(Small Change&6, 27, 33). About their quarrels with Jim andnigebeaten by him
she is advised by her mother and sister “to avpehdight, to turn aside, to make
the soft answer and pretend not to hear and ne¢d¢cand not to understan@®ngall
Change<8). Further, when she asks help from her sisteutatheir sexual problems
after Jim’s calling her “frigid,” her sister say®® “that men expected you to act a
certain way. She told Beth to notice how womendhatemovies. That was how you
were supposed to be, and Beth had better stary dloilght, or she’d find herself out
in the cold” EGmall Change&6). Beth understands that, like the wedding cergm
marriage itself is also a kind of enactment; asoaan she has to behave in a certain
way that is already assigned to her as a womant'svimre, if she has difficulty in
fulfilling her roles, shehad betterobserve other women around, on movies and in
magazines anunitate them, otherwise as her sister warns her she wmrilglinished
for not obeying the rules. In this sense, a womaeidorming as a wife becomes “a
strategy of survival within compulsory systems,” Batler defines, against the

“clearly punitive consequences” in case of a fail(Butler, 1990; 139).

Although her story starts with a conventional weddand a marriage, Beth,
as Shands states, “represent[s] a female avanéganmhmitted to change” in the
novel as a whole, rejecting all the roles that streked to her and escaping to an
entirely different life as the novel progressebdi®s, 1994; 49). In fact, she gives
the clues even at the very beginning of the naval she will hold on to a slow but
determined change towards having selfdom and wwedisi as a human, identifying

herself with the turtle:
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She was the turtle going round and round the chickee searching for a
way out. ...[Turtles] were slow but dogged. Maybe it took thartong while
to get someplace, even to figure out where theytedato go, but then they
kept stubbornly at it. They were not beautiful boey carried what they
needed. They were not particularly brave and tka wmf running from a wild
turtle would make a child laugh. Threatened, thag & shell they could draw
into and tuck up inside. They were cautious and){ored. No one could
teach a turtle to do trickS(nall Change83).

Noticing the destructive effects of marriage, theaBest unit of the whole
dominant social structure, Beth chooses to livdeaolut of conventions. She rejects
it when Tom Ryan, the man she is in relationshifhwoffers to live together, though
it costs their break up. Similarly, Beth’s moth&cadisapproves her living alone and
tries to discourage her saying, “I don’'t know hoauye going to end up, Bethie!
Your father won’t hear your name! And you’ll be ig in some alley with your
throat cut like those poor girls you read abouthe paper’” mall Change259).
This is not only a discouraging speech but a wathdatening Beth witlexclusion
as well: “Your father won’t hear your name” meafigou insist on living such an
inconvenient life you will be dismissed by yourHat —the master of the family—
from the family. As Chafe explains, “the act of bbaging prevailing norms mean|s]
living on the edge of alienation and apart fromdkeurity of those who accepted the
status quo” (Chafe, 1978; 74).

If Beth didn’t really aware of the artificiality dhe identity that is imposed on
her, she would give in and keep on performing hemanhood according to norms.
However, having realized “shaping up as a woman!’ laacoming “the wife of her
husband” is not something she can do sincerely;dsies not want to pretend like
what she is not and adoptsarategyagainst the ones she loves, after all she is the
turtle that can not be taught to do tricks. Furtligeth wants to “learn how to be
person in her own right in the world” (Chafe, 197&t). Thus, she embarks on
toward finding an identity that reallydentifies her and the poem she writes

demonstrates her confidence and determination@w#y she has chosen:
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Everything says no to me.
Everybody tell me no.

Only | say yes.

| have to say it again and again
like a singer

with only one song.

Yes, Beth! Yes, Beth! Yes, Beth!
Yes!

(Small Change&56)

On women living alone, Ay Kirtung writes as follows:

Women living alone develop a spiritual power anthbee independent from
being “something of someone,” using the power lyddeep inside them.
They do not negate sense and sensibility, but thiak human mind can
examine relationships from a larger frame. Thudanmed “woman” and
“man” identities in society reach a new harmony drel/ gender categories.
They free themselves from the restricting ties efider roles, and discover
the vividness, energy and maturity of being “hurhgiirtung, 1994; 48;
translation mine.)

Resisting the social order that says marriagenscgssity for a woman to be
a whole person and gain a “full life,” Beth choosedive alone and find her own
way (Small Change288). By this means, as Kirtung describes abdwe déscovers
that the important thing is to be able to existejpeindently as an individual in the
society, to be able to show up with her own idgrdg “Beth” and enjoy it.

This awakening paves the way for Beth’s the mobveisive attitude in the
novel: having a sincere love relationship with anvem, Wanda. And as Shands
writes, “What develops into a lesbian relationshgiween Beth and Wanda is the
only truly fulfilling love relationship in the noVe(Shands, 1994; 58). Beth explains

their relationship as follows:

It was loving. She loved Wanda as Wanda. She coatdmagine Wanda
younger or with unlined skin or with her hair aldbtk or her waist tiny as she
said it had been before she bore children. Shedealbus sometimes when
she met someone, man or woman, who had known Waefdse. But she
fought that. All that living had gone to cure tlsalty woman to just the right
taste for her. Wanda did not close her in a boystiantimacy, and she
fought herself no to clutch. It was a sureneSmdll Change898)
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Beth loves Wanda without restricting her, just Ié&anda loves her. And
they do not try to manipulate or suppress eachrstgelves like they are exposed to
in their marriages, on the contrary, they “facewartd and struggle to change [such]
things that hurt [Beth] and hurt otherSrfall Changed17). Having said that, it is
worthy of notice that the lesbianism of Beth andrdécan not be considered as the
“the displacement and appropriation of men, antbedamentally a matter of hating
men—misandry” as the society that sets the hetewatity as a norm define it
(Butler, 1993; 127). We see this when she hadiosislhip with Karen, the first
woman she slept with. Beth breaks up with her aarddason explains that the thing
she cares for is not to lose her freedom and igeatider the suppression of those —
whether men or women— who, feeling superior to dkiger in the couple, try to
control him/her. And as the society bestows thaiesority feeling mostly to men,
she identifies that act of suppression with “ThenlVidut not with all of the men:

She liked Karen, but somehow that did not openlo¥ong her. ... Somehow
Karen was more the man in their couple and shema@® the woman, and
Karen seemed to want it that way. In bed they veergal and that was good,
but out of bed they were maybe not quite equal.

Karen easily took a hard line with her, telling ladout the world and laying
down axioms and criticizing her naiveté, and tosilgashe slipped into

passivity. She felt her identity oozing away. Soowlshe did not get the
private space she needefim@all Change264)

What's more, in one of the quarrels she makes vattkson —one of the men
who represent patriarchy in the novel- she rejdotsnotion that there is always
heterosexuality behind lesbianism saying: “Nowasimen are into playing butch and
femme. In fact, being with women is one way of igettaway from those roles.
Second, | don't have any particular sexual idehtiffemall Changes345).
Apparently what Beth and women like her have crkagea genderless society in
which restricting and domineering rules do not egprindividuals and hinder them
to reach their selfhood.
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3.2.2.2. Miriam, Mrs. Stone

Miriam’s story is the very opposite of Beth’'s. Wesf get to know her as
Miriam Berg, a “flamboyant woman who was a gradustedent in computer
sciences” $mall Changedl). According to Beth, this woman who is saidhave
too many boy friends at the same time,” “exudecerual aura she seemed well
aware of, and one she enjoyed as much as any gagsébmall Changesi2).
However, as the novel progresses, Miriam who ilytieesists to the patriarchal

doctrines she has been raised with finds hersahioppressive marriage.

The significance of Miriam within the scope of genddentity subversion is
that she serves as a model to the claim that “gemsle... a performative
accomplishment which the mundane social audiencejuding the actors
themselves, come to believe and to perform in thdevof belief” and that it “is a
norm that can never be fully internalized” (Butl&@90; 141). In fact, the character
of Miriam exhibits two kinds of subversive acts: eTlirst one is “the parodic
repetition that exposes the phantasmatic effeetbafing identity,” and “the failure
to repeat, a de-formity” in her performing her gentbles is the second one (Butler,
1990; 141). The former occurs when Miriam livesuatonventional independent
life with two men, Phil and Jackson. Although sluesl not seem to be the kind of

woman who does housewifery, she acts as one. Bstmees:

Back and forth on her bare feet she went, bringilagses and then a loaf of
Italian bread, plates, bologna and cheese, sdtigm on [Jackson’s] cleared
desk while he watched with a sucked-in smile ofchhonly a little escaped.
... she moved gracefully around him in a parody afifene subservience, a
playfully over-acted domesticity. ... If Dorine haddn serving them, nobody
would have noticed, though the actual act wouldehbgen the same. By
playing servant with that conscious touch, Miriarada it more flattering to
Jackson, to themSgmall Change$§8)

Here, Miriam turns into a serviceable woman. Thoubls serviceable
manner is ascribed to all women as one of the alteatures of them and though
Miriam herself is a woman, she does not do theiesemut of an internal impulse; on
the contrary, she consciously imitates what otr@mventional” women such as

44



Dorine, the real serviceable woman character imtheel, do. After all, else where in
the novel, despite of the fact that she has besedaip by a traditionalist mother
who wants her daughters to perform their feminimityz see Miriam protesting her
mother when she criticizes Miriam’s not ironing hierother Mark’s shirt and
refusing her demands, saying “I don’t want to prdt€m somebody else!"Small
Changesl118-119). Furthermore, every one in the room israwthat what she is
doing is just performing. This type of subversidnnierent gender identity displays
that “the original identity after which gender fasfs itself is an imitation” (Butler,
1990; 138).

At first, Miriam is presented as a daring, freer$pd and nonconformist
against the doctrines she has been raised with.ifstance, though during her
adolescence she reads books —her father givesteln-as “Why It Is Right to Wait”
and “Why Woman Are Naturally Monogamous” which insgo patriarchal
assumptions on sexuality, Miriam becomes just twy wpposite what is taught on
the books: She regularly has sex with two men stes lwith and she decides “she
enjoy[s] polygamy” Emall Changes2, 222). However, one day Beth learns that
Miriam has survived hard times and taken therabgnthas got married with her
boss and becomklrs. Stone(Small Change®66). “Miriam Berg was no more.”
(Small Change®70) And when Beth visits Miriam, she notices thtMiriam’s

notions about conventional marriage and being soeisavife have changed:

But | feel good as a woman now-Neil’s done thatnfa:. | don’t feel like I'm
battling all the time in every area of my life. Rbwe first time in my whole
life, somebody really loves me. ... | can enjoy beangoman. So | can do all
kinds of things | never did, like cooking, like la§. And they give real
pleasure to people, and to m8mnall Change72)

But then, in the chapter titled “I'm Good and Rkrove It,” we read that this
sudden change of Miriam takes its source from themars of men she works with.
When she goes to Washington with her team for lessimeasons, Wilhelm Graben,

one of the men in her team, confuses her mind hadisds herself in his bed. Then,
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[S]he had left Washington scared. Scared she wesntiag what Wilhelm
had suggested. Scared of losing herself. Scaré&llioig into a mire of being
used, abused, handled, disregarded, degraded.nMiti@enty-five-year-old
bag of sexual tricks and good times for busy gemtie. ... She felt chilled to
the bone, frozen like winter mud through to hernspiShe had indeed
followed her curiosity into his elegance and cysneiand learned something,
but the face this knowledge wore was the skull.kBad\eil, quickly. ... She
stared at the white masses of cloud and longee toabk with Neil instantly.
Right now to fall into his arms and tell hives, Yes, Yegquickly before he
changed his mind and turned from he&m@all Changes806-307; emphasis
mine.)

It makes her feel “like a whore'S(all Change806). Women who choose
not to marry and live alone are exposed such treatisnfrom the men around them
and at work; they are regarded as potential mstgesThis is another way of
discouraging women about having lives of their owaying self-esteem. Social
order requires marriage, and if a woman does nobsh to live traditionally, men
consider they are entitled to harass her mind aay.bAnd Miriam can not cope
with it; unlike Beth who rebels saying “Yes” to heglf, she obeys the social order
saying “Yes” to Neil's proposal of marriage: “torsive within ‘the Man,’ that is, the
system” (Shands, 1994; 44). Though she is uncelteiare going to Washington.
(Small Change802).

That is to say, society influences Miriam to bedig¢liat marriage is inherently
the most convenient, safest and honorable lifeediyt a woman, and she surmises
that she will be happy in this way. Afterwards M tries hard to become “the wife
of her husband” and “the mother of her childrenévirtheless she experiences so
many failures about being a housewife, a mothed, amaithful woman. When her

baby, Ariane, is born:

They were bound in animal linkage and that bond tivasnost real thing she
could still feel. But she was frightened. She dat feel that she loved her
baby. This strange animal in her lap with its seahd its loud cries, the
fierce desires that shook it, she was not quiet sidrat she was doing with it.
They belonged to each other through and animal tridshe felt so little

else, she was terrified.

When she looked sideways at Neil, she felt distadtalien from him too. He
was not bound to the baby by the chain of feedarg$ hours, yet she could
feel love loosed in him toward Ariane. He hoveregtroher, crooning and
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gazing, and very gently with the tips of his fingearessed her nose, her ears,
her fingers. ... She sat and wept for her baby, &sdlf, because she was a
bad mother. She did not love Ariane, she did ne¢ INeil, and she could not
stand herself. She was empty and harried and o@nidgpent. Poor Ariane!
Poor Miriam! Small Change824)

With the baby, Miriam’s responsibilities have inased; Ariane needs her
care all the time. That upsets her. Besides shevesl she has to have an absolute
affection to her baby, and the fact that while Ne¥es the baby passionately though
he has no “natural maternal” ties with her, theealbe of such attributes in her
makes Miriam feel like she is a bad mother. Fimnestavrites that the coercive
childrearing role makes women alienated from theyband she asserts, “If a
parenthood instinct does in fact exist, it will ©iowed to operate even more freely,
having shed the practical burdens of parenthoodnina make it such an anguished
hell” (Firestone, 1970; 260). Thus, Miriam failsftdfill social expectations, but her
attitude reveals that the source of mothers lovettieir children is not out of a
“maternal instinct.” Further, what Miriam tells mals that childrearing and caring
and love can be, Firestone states, “a simple palysiesire to associate with the

young” not peculiar to women, rather inhere in rasrwell (Firestone, 1970; 260).

In another scene Miriam decides to give a New Yepdrty at their house,
thinking she has not danced for a long time. Whenis free-spirited Miriam Berg,
she loves to dance, to be sexually attractive, tanflirt. However she is another
woman after marriage, she has responsibilitiesatoycon. But during the party she
fails to act in a convenient manner as a marriechamm She forgets tperformher

roles, letting herself bleerself Beth observes her and Neil:

Miriam was more beautiful dancing than she ever sidls and Neil did not
like it. He saw that she was paying him no attentibat she did not act like
his wife and the mother of his child. She was smived in dancing she had
nothing left over to care what she looked like drowvatched or whether her
hair was flying or she was sweating or whether ofgemple at her own party
were enjoying themselves. ... Neil stared and frowaed brooded. [Beth]
felt coming off him not so much jealousy as feagrfof the sudden unknown
wild woman, dismay, roles confounde8&ngall Change867)
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This causes trouble between Miriam and Neil, heuses Miriam of
“become[ing] an exhibitionist” inappropriate for@al woman $mall Change868).
This reveals that being a “real woman” who is awafréer limits as a wife and a
mother —marrying a man and having children aregméitions of being regarded as
a real woman§mall Change808)— is a matter of performing and becoming, anot

natural and stable identity.

Patriarchy assumes women are inherently monoganfous.while Miriam
says she enjoys being polygamous, after she getseshand takes her part in
patriarchal society, she tries to be faithful to hasband thinking she has to do it

that way. Except that she can not internalize thteon:

But the struggle could not get too close to thentfrof her attention.
Somewhere in her Phil was still Phil and it wasuratto touch him, it had
always been natural. She never let herself thidutbeing in bed with Phil,
but her body remembered him. Old sensual memornéed up along the
nerves, murmurs of old good easy and communicadie natural and
sensual. It was not to be remembered. OccasioisGky dreamed of him,
vividly. She enjoyed her sexual dreams: no oneccouhke her guilty about
what she felt in sleep.

She must not let them argue openly because shadadasons except that
she was married to Neil and he would not want beNeil expected her to be
faithful. She had promised to be. That fidelitythiat sense was a meaningless
concept to her, alien, peculiar, was somethingrahst never let herself be
enticed into discussing aloud. She was afraid guerwith Phil, that she
might not be able to defend Neil's positioBngall Change881)

This attitude proves Butler’s claim right: gendars performative rather than
expressive. Miriam act according to the rules,ibigpirit she is somebody else. She
is compelled to suppress her real being. Thus alaess of gender attributes
becomes insubstantial. Butler explains it as foilmy “this failure to become ‘real’
and to embody ‘the natural’ is ... a constitutivduee of all gender enactments for
the very reason that these ontological locales fanelamentally uninhabitable”
(Butler, 1990; 146).

Individuals are not allowed to behave and feell§reen the contrary they are
expected to act according to certain gender rolbgtware proved to be just a
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construction in the hegemonic patriarchal structémed trying to be what you are
not is oppressive, live restricting, and inevitablystructs self-actualization. Miriam
comes to understand this more obviously in her isger “Growing up in a tight so-
called happy family, [Neil] has fixed ideas aboothwives are supposed to act, how
I'm supposed to show | love him... He needs, he wamtsguiet, controlled,
contemplative life and that’'s been hard for me tovjgle, because I'm not naturally
that way...” Small Change899-400). Miriam admits that she can not embodyde
a wife perfectly as she does not internally feled lit. She realizes that trying to act

like somebody else has turned her into somethiigleps that exists like a thing:

She: who was she? Mrs. Neil Stone. Vessel carrgmggryo. Miriam Berg
was dead. Miriam Berg had many troubles but shebleath someone to be, a
person anyhow. Mrs. Stone was nobody in particdre would not be
missed, except by Ariane. Phil was right: Neil cbrgéplace her bizarousse
Gastronomiquavith pushbuttons.8mall Change890)

Afraid of being seen as a whore and being excludam has persuaded
herself that she wants marriage, she has thoughtat achieve to become the kind
of woman society expects from the females. Thea,caimfesses that this choice has
destroyed her identity: “You think | always lie noyself. Sure, I've done a lot of that
for years now. But oh, Beth, after a while the pgets through. The pain gets
through! | have so little self-respect left | nedprove to myself I'm still here. |
can’'t even love my children right if I'm a dishrag@mall Change€23). Even, to
prove that she still exists, she decides to helih B@d Wanda to escape from the
patriarchal society with all its oppressions, poments. Nevertheless, she does not
think she can get away from the patriarchal soastghe has kids to care for and she
does not want to: “I'm the mother of two childrénvouldn’t let them go for my life
over again. They're the world to me, Ariane andrdgf (Small Changed?24). Yet
she tries to exist as an individual, trying to sakxe in her branch and starting to
work again. And she tries to raise her children amxtording to the conventions but
in a way that will teach them that “Differences raake world go round”§mall
Change#35).
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3.2.2.3. Phil, “The Failed”

“You don’t want a woman, you want a fucking doneestaff, housekeeper,
butler, nanny, pastry cook, gamekeeper, wine stéwathy don’t you fuck a
robot?”

In the dedication part of the book, Marge Piercitesr“For me. For you. For
us. Even for them.” Saying “them” she means men.aAgminist she is not a
separatist. Like Butler and Firestone, she belietheg sexual polarization is a
construction and it can be removed. Therefore sles ot assume men belong to a
different group and women are to be against thém;denotes they, too, are made to
believe this social construction and not awarehefrealities. However she indicates

that there are some men she dislikes:

| don't view men as biologically impaired. | belesexism is culturally
conditioned and that if you change the culture, wolli change the kind of
behavior which people with the various sorts of igdia will consider
appropriate. What | hate in men is what | consiagy, brutal, violent, mean
behavior—behavior damaging to womea, men they considenferior, to

children, to other living creatures with whom weah our biosphere.
(emphasis mine. Piercy, margepiercy.com)

In Small Changesthe character of Phil represents the men thatiffierent
from the men of patriarchy. As Shands writes, “Thest positive male portrait is
that of Phil Boyle. Described as the brother mamme&n wish to have, a growing
human being, ultimately he comes to embrace a iptencof connection and
cooperation” (Shands, 1994, 46).

Phil is a man who vacillates between being himseifl being a man
appropriate to the norms. We see that he bearsnuantonal notions about such
things as sex, marriage, gender roles. In thatesdmns presence in the novel acts as a
subversion strategy.

“The family’s role in the production and reproductiof gender ... occurs

through the socialization of children” says Maurébtaureen, 2004; 6). In the case
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of Phil we see that witnessing the violence herh@aoexposes by her father at the
age of seven effects the formation of Phil's chmacWhen Dorine says in a
conversation that he is “too stoned to be goocetirg power,” Phil replies: “Listen,
growing up where | did, the way you felt like a maas by hurting, by beating, by
putting down. Well, | identified with my mother tomuch to make it that way”
(Small Changegl28). Phil is sensitive unlike most men who sueviinconsciously
within the world of pretending. He values what ethhink and feel, and this makes

it hard for him to perform his traditional male esl

The most striking example of higilure in performing his role can be
observed in the rape scene Phil remembers outuef ble and some of his friends
decides to rape a girl; “they were going to be et night” Small Change232).
They waylay a girl whom they don’t know, plannirgrape her in turn. Phil is the
third one to rape, and at first he feels exciteflt first he had held her from the
behind before they got her down and the idea ofptheer of it had made him feel
high. It was still exciting to see her lying thered know they could do anything to
her. John was tearing her clothes open like a @aydr like the things he always
imagined doing” $mall Change233). However, when they start, seeing the fear on
her face, seeing what thegally do to her, Phil loses interest. When his turn come

he has different things in mind though as a mais legpected to enjoy it:

She was bleeding, either because she’d been an\orgbecause it was her
period or just because they’d hurt her inside. ideuth too was bleeding into
the gag and her eyes were staring at him with hoAr@old chain around her
neck was twisted to one side, cutting in. He fohedlidn’t have an erection
any more. Her body felt rigid with fear. When heqided himself against her,
she felt cold and oozy and he thought he couldHeepain.

It wasn't like he thought it would be, it wasn’kd the daydreams where
woman yields and likes it and it's groovy. It wdselfour of them beating up
on her. It was like his old man breaking his moth@w. He felt scared. He
felt they could kill her. It would all be the samEhey could break her legs
and leave her in the street. They could slit heoah It would be the same.
He couldn’t get it up. He felt cold all the way digh and scaredS(nall
Changes233)

Upon this, he does not want to do it. However, asaa, desiring to have sex

with a woman lying before you is a social norm dmedis expected to perform it,
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otherwise he will be exposed to punishment. ThuserwPhil quits saying “She
doesn’t turn me on,” others jeer at him, and wotkey try tomake it with him
“because he was just a woman too, he wasn’t a ikartHey were, he was a cunt”
(Small Change&33, 234). Fortunately a car appears and thepseldim, and they
all run away. Phil interprets the situation asdwaling: “Jesus, that would have done
him in. Still he was glad he hadn’t taken his tunth her. It had nothing to do with
sex. Each of them could have got laid that nighhd&y’d wanted that. It had been a
ritual, it was feeling powerful and being men tdget (Small Change234).

“The social norms that constitute our existenceyssButler, “carry desires
that do not originate with our individual persondb@utler, 2004; 2). In exactly the
same way, Phil individually does not find it amugio have sex with a girl who is in
pain and suffering, but the pressure of his friemasstence there, deters him from
confessing what he really feels. And he decidesitha a kind of ritual, revealing
the ritualized structure of gender performativiédditionally, it is worthy of notice
that, this story shows how certain gender rolescarged with others; not alone, not
out of will. Butler writes it in the introductiorotUndoing Gender“[Gender] is a
practice of improvisation within a scene of constraMoreover, one does not “do”
one’s gender alone. One is always “doing” with or &nother” (Butler, 2004; 1).
The fear of punishment makes the individual actoetiog to some certain
expectations, thus it is once again prove that gersnot expressive, rather it is a set
of acts that are carried as duties. And though iBraware of the unnaturalness and
irrationality of the concept of manliness, he stéinnot be sure if he has done the
right thing when he has rejected performing his culsity which reveals how

patriarchal society is imposing gender norms tividdals:

[H]e still didn’t know, could not tell if he feltgltier for having taken part in
the assault or for not having been able to takeipahe rape. He still could
not know. Part of him mocked the idea of manhoad tlonsisted of torturing
a girl in an alley and part of him judged with pisers that he was less a man
for not being able to get it up when they couldtt Rd him still thought he
had failed. §mall Change&35)
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Most women in the novel have sympathy with Phihcsi Phil does not
“perform” as a father, unlike Miriam’s husband Neitho always acts as the father of
Miriam, and judges her behaviors. Phil is not arespntative of the patriarchal
conscience; on the other hand he is an exampléhéobelief that there is not one
truth about the feelings and thoughts of individgudlherefore, his presence in the
novel is the other factor that subverts the resalithe people in the society assumes

true.

3. 3.WOMAN ON THE EDGE OF TIME: ALTERNATE REALITIES

3. 3. 1. Plot

Woman on the Edge of Tingethe story of Consuelo (Connie) Ramos who

briefly tells her life as following:

Consuelo, my given name. Consuelo’'s a Mexican wonaarservant of
servants, silent as clay. The woman who sufferso Wears and endures.
Then I'm Connie, who managed to get two years dége- till Conseulo get
pregnant. Connie got decent jobs from time to tand fought welfare for a
little extra money for Angie. She got me on a busew | had to leave
Chicago. But it was her who married Eddie, she ghout was smart. Then
I’'m Conchita, the low-down drunken mean part of wie gets by in jail, in
the bughouse, who loves no good men, who hurt nugliter. (WVoman on
the Edge of Tim&22)

Connie starts to have a contact with a [woman] fribv@ future —named
Luciente— after she is closed down to a mental ikedpr using violence against her
child. Luciente gets Connie to her future worldiufe country, Mattapoisett and
shows her how things may change: Luciente’s warldarmonious, genderless, and
peaceful one. Each person can live her/his sedaglkt as he/she prefers (in fact in
every area of live individuals have freedom). Whathore there is no sexual
dichotomy at all. And as the novel progresses, filtisre world teaches Connie that
she has to fight in order to gain freedom and peace not to suffer as a woman no

longer.
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3. 3. 2Woman on the Edge of Time as a Feminist Science Fiction

As for Piercy, the future presents a vision of héfyances Bartkowski

Comparing science fiction novels to fantasy novRlsss writes that “its
connection with actuality, with possibility, is omé its chief pleasures.what has
not happene@ndwhat could not have happenéat what cannot happé@rare not the
same... So science fiction concerns itself withat has not happengdhat is, its

subject matter does not exist (Russ, 1973; 16).

When Woman on the Edge of Tine taken into account, a world such as
Luciente’s has not existed yet. The reader comdstav about this world for the
first time. However, it does not seem impossible.Russ indicates, science fiction
“writes about what is neither impossible nor possifRuss, 1973; 22). May be one
day in the future technological developments valult in tube-born babies as in the
novel, one cannot know it now. This fiction may @inue, or it may never happen
but “the fact is that, when the question of posisybcomes up in science fiction, the
author can only reply that nobody knows” (Russ,3t22).

Therefore Russ’s claim that science fiction is &titic’ makes sense (Russ,
1975; 3). It has a strong tendency to be aboubuarproblems society deals with; it
puts forward alternate solutions to these probldfngm the feminist point of view,
reading science fiction novels may open up possiileres in women’s minds, and
thus provoke them to change the dominant sociaraad Russ tells science fiction
“addresses itself to the mind” (Russ, 1975; 9). Whecomes to writing, it can be
said that science fiction novels are expressivéhat science fiction writers create
worlds that bear the principles of the world fersinstruggle for. Similarly, on
Woman on the Edge of TimBartkowski says, it is a “feminist representation
desire” (Bartkowski, 1989; 49). Piercy builds upwarld in which all people —
whether man or woman- live their lives to the fsillree from all kinds of hierarchy
and binarism; absence of gender binarism beingmbst obvious one. Introducing
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such a world to society, it is evidently aimed, nséiynulate individuals to take part

in feminist activities.

3. 3. 3. Gender Norms vs. Subversive Alternative Réties

In the Woman on the Edge of Tim€onnie —as the person of our time—
represents the patriarchal mind until the end ef tlovel and Luciente and [per]
people represents the feminist mind that longsefguality among individuals in
every aspect of live. Connie has gender norms imphgiarchal mind; according to
her there are certain things a woman/a man cagatmot do, can feel, cannot feel,
can be and cannot be. For instance, when Consteefircounters with Luciente, she
thinks Luciente is a “young man with his high, @aat voice and his workman’s
hands” Woman on the Edge of Tin3¢-37). Luciente’s high voice and workman’s
hands makes Connie think that Luciente is a mashashas learned throughout all
her life that high voice and hands hard with woefong to men. The doctrines of
patriarchy are so strong that she never thinks athgr alternative. What’s more,
though she notices some differences she still thitlat Luciente is a man: “He
lacked the macho presence of men in her own famiby, did he have Claud’'s
massive strength, or Eddie’s edgy combativenesshe. had taken dreaming about
young boys. Maybe as she got older the boys ofdneaming soul would grow
younger and more beardless, slender as matckésiéan on the Edge of Tir36-
37). Even in Mattapoisett, after learning that thigiety is genderless, Connie still
tries to classify individuals as a woman or man:swall figure with velvety black
skin —she had to be a woman from the delicacy bpbbaes— a long neck, hair cut to
her scalp in an austere tracery of curls, descemnwdrd them, smiling slightly”
(Woman on the Edge of Tirh86).

Her desire to classify people as men or women daogrto their physical
appearances derives its origin from the societylisies in. Like all men around her
have a “macho appearance,” all women in her sobiatye to have long hair. For this
belief, even in hospital, women are expected tedsn with hair: “Get an assortment
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of wigs for the women, for use while their hair yoout,” one of the doctors says
(Woman on the Edge of Tir282).

In her visits to Mattapoisett, Connie shows an dlivem astonishment since
all she sees is almost the opposite of what shéehased Gender norms she has in
mind always runs counter to the individual’'s halitgl appearances in Mattapoisett.
She cannot set a bar against her settled thougtt¢eals angry when she witnesses
something that is opposite to what she has regardedill that time. And when she
learns that all individuals —whether male or fematan be mothers and all children
are born in tubes and all have three mothers, tsbiegdy rejects to understand it:

How could anyone know what being a mother means lesonever carried a
child nine months heavy under her heart, who hagmborne a baby in
blood and pain, who has never suckled a child. \§iothat child out of a
machine the way that couple, white and rich, got flegh and blood. All

made up already, a canned child, just add moneyat\Wilb they know of

motherhood. ... She hated them, the bland bottlebwnsters of the future,
born without pain, multicolored like a litter of ppies without the stigmata of
race and sex\Yoman on the Edge of Tirh66)

And when she sees a [man] nursing:

He had breasts. Not large ones. Small breasts,diklat-chested woman
temporarily swollen with milk. Then with his reddre, his face of a sunburnt
forty-five-year-old man, stern-visaged, long-nostun-lipped, he began to
nurse. The baby stopped wailing and begun to stexdiy. ...

She felt angry. Yes, how dare any man share tredispte. These woman
thought they had won, but they had abandoned to therlast refuge of

women. What was special about being a woman heney fiad given it all

up, they had let men steal from them the last remsnaf ancient power, those
sealed in blood and in milkW(oman on the Edge of Tirh84)

Or when she sees Bee (a man as for Connie) crying:

Big fat tears rolled down Bee’s broad face. Imaglaud [Connie’s ex-
husband] crying! Even when they sentenced him, d drinned, shrugged
and said out of the corner of his mouth, “Shit,|lddoe worse. Time’s hard,
but you do it, and it's gone.” Once again they meaheid her of children, even
the men.\(Voman on the Edge of Tirt&8)
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Connie still has gender binarism in her mind; shenot take into account
that in this society, there is no gender. Thus, wkbe sees a [man] nursing,
mothering or crying, she —as a patriarchy-orient@than— stands against it. That's
why Bee is right when [he] says Connie that shkvisg in a “society with many
taboos” Woman on the Edge of Tini89). Connie cannot welcome any other
realities that are new to her; she cannot accepintleasily since she accept

womanness and manness as the only tthéhnatural

However Luciente and [per] people are all preséetraate identities in the
novel. They exhibit that male can nurse, cry, ditddobaring, be strong and elegant
and graceful at the same time. And female can ldof dhe works that are expected
to be done only by males in Connie’s [thus, in aotiety. In Mattapoisett, three
person mother one child, and they can be malemalie What's more at the age of
eleven, the children undergo a process which widl/g that they are ready for being
an individual as any member of the society. Thhsirtties with their mothers are
broken; both the children and the mothers become. fAnd individuals can have
sexual or sensational relationship any one thegeagith. About this circumstances
Frances Bartkowski writes; “The portrayal of thesd&ernate systems of kinship
subverts a fundamental law of the patriarchal sendgr system with its

overdetermined concern for paternity” (Bartkowsl@89; 77).

Connie’s interrogation of differences of doctrirssout truth between two
worlds also opens the door of social change. Halve®n raised with restrictive rules
about feelings, and been taught that there are sbimgs that can never be felt or
thought or spoken, Connie cannot understand theo&idoctors study of placing a
machine to her mind to control that feelings anoutihts: “From an early age she
had been told that what she felt was unreal and'tdidatter. Now they were about
to place in her something that would rule her fegdilike a thermostatWoman on
the Edge of Tim@82). If there are such things naturally cannofdieand thought,

then why there occurs a need to suppress or canmtehse them.
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Additionally, Connie’s acceptance of this sociateyn as better than hers as
the narration progresses, novel exemplifies anoéimel one of the most effective
subversion of dominant patriarchal system. Shemsdbat the order in Mattapoisett

is morelivable than that of her world:

For the first time her heart assented to LucietteBee, to Magdalena. Yes,
you can have my child, you can keep my child. ... &flebe strong there,
well fed, well housed, well taught, she will grow much better and stronger
and smarter than I. | assent, | give you my battéredy as recompense and
my rotten heart. Take her, keep her! ... She wallar be broken as | was. She
will be strange, but she will be glad and strond ahe will not be afraid. She
will have enough. She will have pride. She will be loved for her strength
and her good work. She will walk in strength likenan and never sell her
body and she will nurse her babies like a woman laredin love like a
garden...\Voman on the Edge of Tird1)

What Sojourner, one of the characters of Mattagihisays to Connie may
well be the summary of the main message this d&aminist science fiction novel
aims to tell: “Yet instead of looking at each othéth pleasure and thinking how
much richer is the world in which everyone is nigeIme, each judges the other”
(Woman on the Edge of Tir@&l).

3. 3. 4. Language of Mattapoisett

“The deconstruction of power structures” can als@bserved if the grammar
of Mattapoisett is examined giving attention to tletails (Shands, 1994; 76). In this
novel, gender-free usage of pronouns is the mdstesaive technique in the feminist
linguistic arena. All people whether male or femaecalled as “person” and
pronoun is “per” for “his” and “her” and “its” in iglish language. What's more,
though it is hard to adapt to the language at #1g beginning of the novel, as the
pages turn, reader becomes familiar with the lagguand this reveals that even the

most settled orders also may be replaced by others.

The vocabulary of the language of Mattapoisett absloibits the differences

between two worlds. Luciente’s having hard timeslevikrying to understand the
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word “prostitution”, for instance, effectively reads that in this world, individuals —

women, especially— do not sell their body for sex:

“We don’t buy or sell anything.”

“But people do go to bed, | guess?” ... “I supposeeiyour’re alive and got
born, they must still do that little thing, wheretharen't too busy with their
computers?”

“Two statements don’t follow.” Luciente gave hebmad smile. “Fasure we
couple. Not for money, nor for a living. For lovfer pleasure, for relief, out
of habit, out of curiosity and lust.¥N\oman on the Edge of Tird)

Luciente’s world is the one which values all indivals equally, unlike
Connie’s. From the feminist perspective, women rave seen as the properties of
men. Each person is free to act and live as s/kaspk. Thus, inevitably, in
Luciente’s language there is no room for the cotxepch as “prostitution”. The

vocabulary of Luciente’s language also subvertdritbs of Connie’s world.
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CONCLUSION

Feminism’s main aim is to make a radical changsoiiety, since they claim
that the prevailing social order causes many peamlestly and more severely
women, to live restricted and unfulfilled lives,dasuffer. In this social condition,
women are invisible. Therefore, inevitably, femisigealized that it is necessary for
the society to undergo a transformation not only vimmen, but also for other
identities that do not fit in the existing gendeentities and are excluded from

society for this reason.

Many feminist writers invite women to write theealities to other women to
prove that they are not alone in their restricteed. According to them, writing
about realities and exhibiting unwanted situatioresy cause an awakening. And in
her groundbreaking worender TroubleJudith Butler asserts that exhibiting acts
and feelings that do not match with the ones pedgplee been taught to live
according to would subvert the hegemonic culturematural but “naturalized”
doctrines.Realrealities and variations in feelings and insigstteuld be exposed to
enable all identities to be lived freely. Througisttactic, the people would see that
they all live in a patriarchally constructed realthich is in fact far from being the

reality of all individuals.

As a passionate feminist, Piercy exemplifies hovate gender norms fall as
a shadow on individuals and restrict their livag@essing their realities and inner
feelings. Social order sets limits on gender ad¢gois, settling norms about how
one should act and feel. Piercy’s characters rebaalthis coercive and performative
but not expressive gender acquisitions and acttadizs result in unfulfilled lives. In
addition to that, some of Piercy’s characters adéviduals who deny this oppressive
social structure; they become self-confident irdilinals in the end who are aware of

who they really are and who are content to bestriaggle to live their realities.

In Small ChangesBeth, as the most obvious example, escapes fham t

social order that demands her to obey certain gerudes. She realizes that what
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society expects from her as a woman and a wifetisvhat she needs to be happy in
life as told to her during her adulthood. Her nefe ktyle and her varied sexual
choices make her “inconvenient” in terms of gendems. However, it is evident
that she becomes satisfied with her new life. Baibverts many settled gender
norms, but most evident one is that she does not twdive with a man who will be
a financial support and provide her with a statith Whe ring they both have. Beth
does not want to bear a child; she can be satisfidd raising her lover Wanda’s
children. These are not the realities that a girhised with, but there, in the novel of

Piercy, Beth lives with them.

Likewise, it can be inferred that Miriam loses Beif-confidence and joy of
living when she tries to live according to the hesexual patriarchal doctrines she is
imposed in during her childhood and adulthood. Addally, it is also exhibited that
she is more herself when she is living an “incomseti life. Miriam experiences
several failures when she tries to perform her eslea woman, wife, and mother.
Those failures of her are vital to deal with beeaos the fact that they reveal the
artificial structure of naturalized gender idemtti It is repeatedly emphasized in the
novel that Miriam performs when she needs to aa pserson she is not in reality.
She does not feel like being a housewife, for msa but she tries to do her best,
and performs her role as she has seen from herematid other “conventional”

women she knows.

Phil is another subversive and also guiding charantthe novel in that he is
different according to the features assigned toemahis ideas do not match with
expectations of society from men. Neverthelesss ladraid to reveal his thoughts in
fear of exclusion. With the help of Phil, it is werdtood that the exclusion policy
hides very serious truths from people themselvesnEnost men in the novel do not
want to realize that they are different than theytald they are. They do not want to
talk or even think about dreams that do not fithe norms, they are afraid to be
judged as not being “a real man”. However Phil gharacter who breaks his bonds
with patriarchy at the end of the novel; he realiteat there is another reality hidden

behind the realities of patriarchy and show therage to challenge society which
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constitutes a precedent to readers. Also, Phiésgmce in the novel also supports the
idea that feminism demanding genderless societyesarot only for women, but also

for men.

With Connie and Luciente aVoman on the Edge of Timeis revealed that
certain realities that are regarded as unchangeadiyral can be changed with
totally new truths. Luciente’s world is totally tfent from Connie’s world, our
world. Most shocking difference in the novel is tthauciente’'s society is a
genderless one. No one is judged according to “peirig male or female. There is a
never-ending equality. Both males and females dséme works and women do not
have difficulty in doing the works that are assunasd’‘man’s work” in our society.
The differences between two worlds sign that evéngt may be in another way. It is
shown in the novel that people themselves creat vghreal, what is not, what is
natural, what is not, what is acceptable and whabot. And this, as a matter of fact,
means that all doctrines can be changed into sangedise; something totally new,

something never been come into minds of peoplerbefo

Exposing limited gender roles to individuals and atlow them to act in
order to express their identities and inner thosigimd what's more imposing them to
perform according to expected behaviors obstrustable lives”, and result in
suffering individuals. Howeversmall Changesand Woman on the Edge of Time
show that small changes in individuals’ lives caad to bigger ones which will
result in an effective social transformation. There, these novels also give the
message that narrating such identity transformatican pave the way for similar
social transformations at large, as Firestone teggaindicates. With the help of
these kinds of literary works, individuals may g#éwe courage to turn their attention
to their real inner feelings, and may realize t@bders are not inherent, identities
can be proliferated, and all individuals can havivable life, which must be the

main aim of all feminist struggles.
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