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-
The Meaning of Womanhood ‘1
Anish Chakravay

Assistant Professor
Philosophy

ty

O Men ())‘ JUNISP rudence!
Callously you show mercy-
Ona pe;a‘on n forlorn state
Or on a lovelorn friend.

But 0 Men, did you &non,

They are damned not due to a sin,
But due fo your masculine heart.
Yes, a beart of man beats in all men,
But rarely men, like them-
Have a deep heart of woman.
This's a sign of love and amnesty.
I often do realise to feel...
Though I've a manly mind
Yet in your eyes I'm too condemned
For I long to have a heart of a woman.

Whether il s all aim and strive to have a coherent self. This has
E the norm in history, across cultures and religions. This was partly
wereu:kt;ﬁ tsgl(f:;ld been t;.llsually identified with the soul, so all qualities in us
I e tl?lrse o the self. Psycholog;st Sigmund Freud was one of
R e, and s.hook it to the extent that we have difficulties

€pting the above view, giving us a different scenario altogether. All the

ushes and impulses B
p d imp are not mere deficit in our character, but are due to

somethin i
ething unknown. Society and culture are simply accidents of history, i.e.

e oflzi;nle th:rent time or f:ulture, itis due to a certain kind of
tleads to their psychological makeup. The view

that self is substanti i
tantially one is a problematic idea as then the question arise

that why we are so different fr
ot Funsi S e om each other in they we respond to our

s e a ba ;
conflict in us between one's ow ttle ground where there is always a

n ' :
«act. The idea of one universal :ce)}lf;?:nl? Wll}aLWe B eandhowe
Self has been believed as a truth

incessantly across man i
y y cultures, and if there 1S no recognition of coherent

self in a person, then accordin i
SR : to
exhibit incoherent self is m0r311§ Corf’gglet); ctihat person should be guilty. To

—



Post Modem%stS say that the desire for coherence an d consistency burdens us
throughout life. The desire for coherent self is not inherent but external, In
Lacanian terms, we generally identify ourselves with others, so we do things
so as to restore the image that we have due to them . | low we grow depends on
what is given to us and what we are exposed to. Since society promotes to
artificially restrict one's incoherence so that the conflicts in society could be
reduced, we are expected to adjust with the social norms. Freud in his
psychoanalysis shows that the self is divided. Id is the ocean of unknown
forces, which exercises greater power in us much more than Ego and Super-
Ego. Ego can only weakly negotiate to pacify and control the Id by allowing
those pleasurable impulses which are accepted by a culture and society.

Philosopher Luce Irigaray states like Marx that nature of society and the state
is class oriented, divided and is not a neutral entity. Freud and Lacan
investigated the nature of self and found it to be fractured, whereas Marx
found the state to be divided, following similar line of thought she feels that
human discourse which all this while has been assumed to be neutral in a
society is sexed and divided. She investigates the nature of society and finds
the language is sexed but this is never noticed. In its medium of
communication and categorisation, it always privileges one sex over the
other. In her article 'In Science, is the Subject Sexed?' Irigaray says that when a
phenomena is understood, grasped and conceptualised, it is thought to be
done ina neutral way. These concepts do not come from materiality of a thing;
thelanguage plays a vital role.

People create their identities through exclusion, so say a law of ideal citizen
will be the one which is not shared with criminals. Irigaray in a similar line of
thought thinks that if we realise the one sided nature of so many institutions
which work on this basis of exclusion then why we are taking language as an
exception and treat as if it is not sexed? Language is sexed and the quality of
language is masculine. Men consider them to be rational and so language is
taken to be rational. Language is not merely masculine but is largely
represented in a way that it cheats us to believe that there is something in
language which privileges men and mgke women inferior. Men by making
the language with their own vocabulary, have made the language sexed and
one sided, and by this they have already won the game, even before. it sfarts
and progresses. Irigaray points that the charactler.istlc of human sub']e.ct is so
described that it largely corresponds to masculmlt.y and to 'Ehe qualities that
pertain to men. These qualities are then seen as the ideals of life et cetera. And
this makes men convenient and rational to suppress women. However, the
truth is that emotions and care which are generally more a trait of women than
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ic insti ver, rationaliw. . 1
hvsical dominance, are the basic instincts, however, ratlohﬂ]lty ]
nand physical € .

reaso

' nideal. |
justa should be allowed to construct meanings o, q

wn rather than being prescriptive,

sed before. It is believed that gy,
Language problem of sex has nevetl‘ Eieaing)u()t il is thatitis otso, rath?r
form of language s free frgn: Sffjx\?izw A;1d B Sl ot consider hum,,
. is_ g l:om :e?atfei’:::l‘e soint of .view becomes universal al-'ld the humap,
sut_‘lﬁ;ctftgiei Si\ccc;r ding to Irigaray, all realisations, all produc-tlons, sciences,
It::?l?nc(:logy, 1l human creations are from this male point of \]r;ew, which she
calls the Language of Man. The Language of Man ha§ always Sy taken_ to be
as universal, which in fact is particular. And if we give something par’qcular
the status of universal, then those, in this case women, who do not fall in this
particular nature, are looked down upon. This is what has happened with
women and history is evidence to it. Sometimes the situations are so terrible
that even the questions against this male point of view cannot even be
formulated. This is because the language which we use to question the male
point of view is itself masculine. She maintains that what men laid downasa
law, is a manifestation of male idiosyncrasy of facts. Once we realise that our

language is sexed, then all the universality, rationality will be a misnomer.
The sameness and neutrality in language will not sustain.

In the way we use language, We
ways of communication on our O

Howe'v?r, the :c.olution to this problem is difficult; if all that has ever existed,
so far it is considered to be biased, then where do we start from? Still there can

be a way out of this grave problem. Two i

: . ossible w sted.
Firstly, to question and discard all the acce : § 8 gon be suggeste
as to run towards the
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. the actual self. By this we
o bridge the gap between these two selves To reject the claimed notiontz));

reality (?ut ngl'(litlty is from the human -pO.l-Ilt of view, is both illogical and
impramcalf and to accept the present criteria as it is not acceptable either, so

we have to start questioning with the aforesaid mentioned suggestions from
whatwe have.

Conclusively, Irigaray thinks this is how women can contribute to humanity
within the masculine world without being taken as a complement. She shows
positive points from psychoanalysis which picks up this division of sexual
difference, which is missed by the folk view of the coherent nature of self
which highlights the homeostasis. i.e. a tendency in humans of affinity
towards the sameness and the rejection of difference. Thus the true search of
the meaning of womanhood and its characteristics can only be exfoliated once
we realise that the world in which we live is sexist, where this realisation frees
the concept of womanhood to be seen derogatorily through the eyes of
masculinity, and allows it to be understood without any sexual bias but only

through the eyes of humanity.




