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Abstract

Science fiction in the developed world has for aeres provided a fertile space for explorations
of human and cultural phenomena, on the one haddrpimning philosophical conceptions of
humans and human nature, and on the other actingiesve mirror in which the aspects and
impacts of our technoscientific cultures are refidc Between nature and culture stands the
figure of the posthuman, whose ancestry can bedras far back as the Talmudic golems, but
whose presence is most keenly felt in the genreesthe mid-twentieth century, where the
science has caught up with the fiction. Resurfagingost-industrial, secular society, alongside
technologies newly able to render it into beingg gosthuman reminds us of our position in
relation to evolutionary laws, inviting speculatiopon its future, and thus, by default, upon our
own. In 2002, Francis Fukuyama used two seminaksvof science fiction — Aldous Huxley’'s
Brave New World (1932) and George OrwellNineteen Eighty-Four (1949) — to trace ‘a tale of
two dystopias’, or how two fields of technoscierae currently pushing us into a posthuman
stage of history.Biotechnology and communications are, as Donnaay has put it, ‘the
crucial tools recrafting our bodies’ — moreovegtiprovide the discursive spaces within which
we now so consciously write and rewrite our presguasts and futurésThis thesis follows the
dovetailing trajectories of Fukuyama'’s ‘two futurbgpothesis by presenting, in two sections, a
range of posthuman figures in contemporary scidiot®n novels, short stories, comics and
films. Beginning with Philip K. Dick’'s genre-defimiy Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?
(1968) and ending just over four decades later wehry Joost and Ariel Schulman’s milestone
Internet documentargatfish (2010), the four textual analysis chapters delimaat evolution of
the posthuman in fiction (and reality) from cybdogcyberpunk, showing how the ground is
quickly closed up between the human and the posthunMuch excellent scholarship,
following Haraway’s ground-breaking “Manifesto f@yborgs” (1985), has been produced on
the cyborgian/posthuman figure in science fictiom gractice alike; the posthuman as the
ultimate Other for our technoscientific world. Thieesis takes a new approach in refocusing
upon the posthuman in love, responding to the grgwimsistency in science fiction texts to
foreground romantic relationships between posthenbetween humans and posthumans, and
between humans enframed by the technoscientifie. Clbse readings of these eleven primary
sources are underpinned by four chapters devotembristructing a philosophical framework
which marries the cyborg theory of Haraway and thual posthumanism of N. Katherine

Hayles with the history of the philosophy of lowethe continental tradition, specifically the

! Francis FukuyamaQur Posthuman Future: Consequences of the Biotechnology Revolution (London:
Profile Books 2002).

> Donna Haraway, “A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Tedbgg, and Socialist-Feminism in the Late
Twentieth Century” (revised chapter versiongimians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of
Nature (London: Free Association Books 1991).



late-twentieth and early twenty-first-century wigs of Alain Badiou. Working from Badiou’s

central tenets of love difference, disunction, andthe encounter — and analysing the move to
posthuman selfhood alongside the seemingly anaisti@mpursuit of love in late modernity,

this thesis seeks to explore and explain the poesand meaning of love in high-tech society. If
the posthuman is an emergent figure portendingetig of history, as many postmodern
thinkers have argued, then how can we understanelationship to the love paradigm, which
turns on the perpetuation of a conception of metatige that, in current modes of criticism,

has fallen out of fashion?
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Introduction

I do know that for the sympathy of one
living being, | would make peace with all.
| have love in me the likes of which you
can scarcely imagine.

Mary ShelleyFrankenstein1818)

The work so often cited as the first science fittimvel is not only a story about science — it is
also a story about loveln 1818, Mary Shelley set the tone for all subseqdreatment of the
liberal humanist subject in the genre, and it i€tdfi Frankenstein’'s tragic monster who
initiates the double-helical interplay of two ofetigrand narrative arcs — science fiction and
romance — in our modern literary tradition. The@lBoszak writes that ‘at the centre of her
classic tale [...] Mary Shelley placed a love stayragic love story of a marriage — a union,
as she always called it — that failed to take placEhough the novel performs a Gothic
inversion of the traditional love story — like Skeskeare through a scanner, darkly — it
nonetheless issues from the height of the Romaetiod, and in using love to curtail Victor
and his creature, Shelley reframes both the morsstdrthe mad scientist as driven and
demented by their pursuit of love. Writing abouk thotency of nesting narratives so
characteristic of this period, Beth Newman remainies the novel’snise en abymencourages
us to ‘attend [...] to the relations between theis®in the centre and those in the frame’,

continuing:

frame narratives suggest about storytelling [...1 thatory can be cut off from

its origin in a particular speaker and tell itselfother speakers, who to some
extent are shaped by it instead of shaping it. Sucbnception of the narrative
act contradicts one of the central tenets of mppt@aches to narrative theory,
the idea that no story exists apart from a shapimgan intelligence, and that
every story bears the mark of this shaping intetiige?

In Frankensteinnot only are narratives held within narrativest also texts within texts. The
concentric frames are further focused through teatare’s account of his time spent in exile,

and his attempts at self-education and socialisatidere, the significance of narrative is

recursively pointed to, by Shelley through the rhpigce of her creature, as he relates to Victor

! Among others (Richard Kadrey, Larry McCaffery)jdr Aldiss callsFrankensteirithe first great myth
of the industrial age’ iBillion Year Spree: The True History of Scienceibit(New York: Doubleday,
1973), p. 23.

2 Theodore Roszak, ‘Frankenstein, Feminism, andrétie of the Earth: Virtual Reality and NaturEhe
Trumpeter: Journal of Ecosoph$4.3 (1997) <http://trumpeter.athabascau.ca/inqdg{trumpet/article/
view/203/274> [accessed 23 July 2013] (para. 2 of 5

® Beth Newman, ‘Narratives of Seduction and the Stidns of Narrative: The Frame Structure of
Frankensteify ELH, 53.1 (1986), 141-163 (pp. 141-142).



an episode in which he came across a collectiombahdoned texts. With these, the creature
taught himself to read, and he explains to Victowtsubstantially they altered his emotional

and cognitive being:

| can hardly describe to you the effect of thesekisoThey produced in me an

infinity of new images and feelings, that sometimaised me to ecstasy, but

more frequently sunk me into the lowest dejectianthe Sorrows of Werther

besides the interest of its simple and affectimgystso many opinions are

canvassed and so many lights thrown upon what litheérto been to me

obscure subjects that | found in it a never-endingrce of speculation and

astonishment [...] As | read, however, | applied mpehsonally to my own

feelings and conditiof.
Shelley’s choice of Johann Wolfgang von Goethidie Sorrows of Young Werth@774) as a
conditioning influence on her monster is tellingodgthe’s novel is a staple text of high
Romanticism, as catalytic for ti&turm und Drangmovement in Germany as Jean-Jacques
Rousseau’slulie, ou la nouvelle Hélois€l761) would prove to be for post-Revolutionary
France, and the Byronic archetypes of narrativetrpder English literature up to the late
Romantic novels of the Brontés (1847) and beyorttes& core texts marked the greatest
paradigmatic shift in the history of romantic wmgi and its encompassing philosophy since
William Shakespeare, in whose sonnets and dramatiks (though issuing from the preceding
era of courtly love) can be read early indicatdréhe impending Romantic puritanism that took
hold of the continent so strongly in the eighteaml nineteenth centuries.

Romance in contemporary cultural production hasrteextent, fallen out of fashion.
No longer so dynamically linked to the heroic ntwes of emerging modernism, and
problematizing an existential individualism, lovéorses in the twentieth and twenty-first
centuries tend now to be treated superficially wight or absurd humour (exemplified by
countless films and television series produced egdr in the romantic comedy genre),
relegated to the realm of women’s escapist fantagth the romance distended beyond
recognition (Harlequin and Mills and Boon) or elsgbsumed beneath more overtly erotic
themes (melodramatic ‘chick lit' and ‘airport nos®l In The Transformation of Intimacy
sociologist Anthony Giddens charts the twin develept of modern subjectivity and the
romantic narrative, from the rise of the novel lie Western tradition through to the twentieth
century. He observes that, by the late Victoriangge the idealised love so fundamental to the
Romantics had become incompatible with a post-im@dls(and predominantly masculine)
individualist conception of self. Love stories, the Victorian era, were thus firmly consigned

to the domain of women'’s literature:

* Mary ShelleyFrankenstein; or, The modern PromethéOsitario: Broadview Press, 2005), pp. 152-
153.



Avid consumption of romantic novels and stories wasne sense a testimony

to passivity. The individual sought in fantasy whats denied in the ordinary

world. The unreality of romantic stories from tlaingle was an expression of

weakness, an inability to come to terms with fraistd self-identity in actual

social life’
This feminisation of romantic literature may hawve some part contributed to our cultural
disdain regarding love stories (and perhaps lowgeimeral) today. Yet, we continue to produce
and consume these stories, however jaded by oicguspof them we profess to have become.

Helen Fisher, who has spent over thirty years anady how the intersecting of
anthropology and biochemistry sheds light on loyphgnomena in human societies worldwide,
addresses this continuation of love as an undeylgimd directive social force by defining it as
‘a universal experience — deeply embedded in timealmubrain® In a talk for the Technology,
Entertainment, Design (TED) conferences in 2008igim of her experimental research in this

area, Fisher summarised:

Around the world people love. They sing for loveey dance for love, they

compose poems and stories about love. They tetisrgmd legends about love.

They pine for love. They live for love. They kilif love, and they die for love

[...] Anthropologists have found evidence of romartee in 170 societies.

They've never found a society that did not have it.
Love is embedded, both biologically and culturaipd in its universality it communicates an
engrained sense of metanarrative — one steeregarpdtuated by the incessant production of
individual myths coalescing as one mythology. luating her creature within the concentric
frames of scientific, loving, and modernising sbd@courses, as a monster made from stories
and led by stories, Mary Shelley created a presignre — a modern Prometheus — to trouble
the underlying structures of our human traditidB&gldens writes that modernity ‘is essentially
a post-traditional order’, characterised at itsecby a reflexivity undetected in pre-modern
societied. In the industrial and increasingly secularisingsiVénat gave rise to the Romantic
period, it was initially expected that scientifieason would come to replace the traditional
metanarratives handed down by religious and culaustoms. However, as Giddens identifies,

modernity’s reflexivity ‘turn[ed] out to confountié expectations of Enlightenment thought —

®> Anthony GiddensThe Transformation of Intimacy: Sexuality, Love &mdticism in Modern Societies
(California: Stanford University Press, 1992), g. 4

® Helen Fisher, ‘What is Love?Qn Air: BBC International Magazin@®8(2004), 12-15 <http://www.
helenfisher.com/downloads/articles/O8bbconair.gdteessed 23 July 2013] (p. 13)

"Helen Fisher, ‘The Brain in Love’, TED (2008) ght/www.ted.com/talks/helen_fisher_studies_the
brain_in_love.html> [accessed 20/07/13]

8 Anthony GiddensModernity and Self-ldentity: Self and Society ia tate Modern AgéCambridge:
Polity Press, 2004), p. 20. Giddens’s ‘high/latedemmity’ equates our postmodern or contemporary
period in literary criticism. Outside direct quatats from his scholarship, the latter terms will be
substituted.



although it is the very product of that thoughide continues:

The original progenitors of modern science andgsioiphy believed themselves

to be preparing the way for securely founded kndgge of the social and

natural worlds [...] But the reflexivity of modernitsctually undermines the

certainty of knowledge, even in the core domainsatiral science. Science

depends, not on the inductive accumulation of p@oobut on the
methodological principle of doubt.

Underpinned by rapid progress in science and tdoggo which in turn radically
transformed society at the institutional level, @mantemporary period is a time seemingly
devoid of mythology. Due to new, co-constitutivéatnships between individuals and society
— brought on in large part by globalisation and shéting, uncertain trajectories of self — the
stories we once told ourselves were universal lsawge unstuck, no longer relevant to localised
experience. If, as Alain Badiou has claimed, thare four dimensions to our humanity —
science, politics, art and love — then in postmpitierve can see a gulf widening between the
first three of these ‘conditions’ and the foutthOnce at the behest of metanarrative surety,
technoscientific and political cultures are now mimgly reflexive, permanently open to
revision and constantly in flux. As expressivelgdtito cultural change, the arts evolve as
quickly, following Ezra Pound’s insistent commard‘inake it new™? By contrast, love has
made achingly slow progress: as much can be imfdose the fact that the earliest known
romantic writings still resonate with today’s colesness (such as the Sumerian bridal poetry
of c¢. 8 BC), while modes of government, scientific theorerasd the cutting edges of
technology can quickly seem archaic and outdatemeblver, observing trends in the history of
the philosophy of love since Plato reveals no ntbe: four paradigmatic shifts over a two
thousand year period — from a love spiritually anfed, to one enacted in the courtly domain,
to its idealistic Romantic democratisation, to watldens has termed the ‘confluent love’ of
the present erd.| will return to confluent love and its place afwhction within contemporary
culture presently, but first it is essential to s the sociohistorical context of this study,
namely the fields of discourses and practices tenthiemselves to the visions and revisions of
our narratives of self and society. Giddens, amoagntless other scholars, maintains that
technoscience powers postmodernity and thus slopesocial and subjective selves, but warns
that ‘science and technology are double-edgedtingeaew parameters of risk and danger as
well as offering beneficent possibilities for hurkiaml’.** Furthermore, technoscientific

discourses simultaneously augment and diminishtewdnd rewrite, our contemporary

° Modernity and Self-ldentifyp. 21.

19 Modernity and Self-Identifyp. 21.

! Alain Badiou,Being and EventLondon: Continuum, 2010), p. 17.

12 Ezra PoundMake It New: Essays by Ezra Poufindon: Faber and Faber, 1934).
3 The Transformation of Intimacp. 61.

* Modernity and Self-ldentifypp. 27-28.



narratives of existence. | now want to take twocdpefields of technoscientific production
which, in both real-world practices and sciencdidital representation, are most significantly

rerouting our trajectories of self.

Our posthuman future(s)

A thesis that seeks to investigate the sciencefiagenre is spoilt with endless choice as to
where to begin, and how far back into literary drgtto extend its line of enquiry. Various
scholars have identified the genre’s roots takiotgl hn antiquity, pointing to the writings of
Antonius Diogenes (AD 2; Of The Wonderful Things Beyond ThHuleucian of Samosata (c.
AD 125 — 180;True History, and also, in an important move towards linkicgesce fiction
with philosophical discourses, Plato’s politicabpia The Republig¢c. 380BC). As scholarship
around the subject has grown up, histories hava beeed that uncover examples of science-
fictional writing in almost every civilisation thatas existed, to greater or lesser degrees,
retroactively opening up the defining categoriethefgenre and expanding them to include and
mirror further aspects of our social, industriadaechnological developmeht.This study,
however, concerns itself with the genre from théQk9 onwards, largely due to Francis
Fukuyama’s ‘two futures’ hypothesis, the implicasoof which are rooted in both the science
and the science fiction of that decade. Imperativthe context of the thesis are the two main
movements of late twentieth-century science fictithe New Wave and cyberpunk, and the
subgenres each produced. In the 1960s, the stydei@fce fiction began to change, as well as
its place in critical opinion. Helen Merrick seé&® teditorial shift aNew Worlds- ‘the British

magazine at the heart of the New Wave’ — as catdlythese changes, writing that:

[Michael] Moorcock created a distinctively Britisbpace for writers [...]
publishing stories which would become synonymoughwhe New Wave:
radical in style and content, often explicit inner of language and sexual
references, and more concerned with ‘inner’ thaerspace®

The influence of the British market on the worldevidcene was ‘consolidated and intensified

by the impact of the New Wave and the “mainstreavént garde’ and, for the first time,

‘feminist and ecological movement$’Merrick continues:

the 1960s certainly saw an increasing number of eowriters emerge to both
critical and popular acclaim [...] Feminist writersparticular reconceptualised
the newly contested sf megatext as a space famatiee ways of thinking

about gender, sexuality, and, less often, race &f.feemed to gain a new

!> Adam RobertsThe History of Science Fictididampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), pp. 21-63.
' Helen Merrick, ‘Fiction, 1964-1979’, ilihe Routledge Companion to Science Figtimh by Mark
Bould, Andrew M. Butler, Adam Roberts and Sherryit{ Oxon: Routledge 2009), pp. 101-103.

" Merrick, p. 110.



respectability or at least visibility [...] This wathe era of the first sf

bestsellers?
If science fiction had, by the 1960s, ‘infiltratdte academy’, then it is in no small part due to
the efforts of literary theorist Darko Suvin to rioyithe genre to the attention of mainstream
scholars?® By 1979, Suvin had confirmed that ‘the importanescience fiction in our time is
on the increase’, bringing the genre into the acadéold by redefining it as ‘the literature of
cognitive estrangement.In later years further clarifications of the gehave been made, but
Suvin’s employment of ‘the kindred thesaurus coteep science for cognition, and fiction for
estrangement’ remains at once specific enoughrie caut science fiction’s place within wider
literature whilst also yielding enough definitionféxibility to write both backwards to the
Hellenistic-cum-Roman period and forwards to ademterging and genre-bending literatures
shaped by our current and incipient scientific pecas®* H. Bruce Franklin takes inspiration

from Suvin when he claims that science fiction cargs to be:

the major non-realistic mode of imaginative creatiof our epoch. Why?
Because science and technology are continuallygih@rthe conditions of our
existence. And because science — not magic or raytheligion — is the
principal way modern culture locates us imagindyive time and spac#.

This echoes Suvin's statement that science fidisits work from a basic premise, presenting
either ‘imaginary locality or localised daydreanaind anticipating, some twenty years in
advance, the intersection of two future scenaritisinvboth literary and social theofy.

American political scientist Francis Fukuyama oledr the dovetailing course of
cultural consciousness in twentieth-century visiohghe future, famously identifying two key
areas of concern in our modern technological engagé that continue to frame textual

representation of a postulated ‘posthuman stagestairy’, writing:

For any person growing up in the middle decadab@ftwentieth century, the
future and its terrifying possibilities were defthdy two books, George
Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-Fouf(first published in 1949) and Aldous Huxley's
Brave New World(published in 1932) [...] The two books were far mor
prescient than anyone realised at the time, becthesewere centred on two
different technologies that would in fact emerge ahape the world over the
next two generatiorfs.

'8 Merrick, pp. 103-106.

9 Merrick, p. 103.

%0 Darko SuvinMetamorphoses of Science Fiction: On the PoetickHistory of a Literary Genre
(Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1979), p. 3.

2L suvin, p. 13.

?2H, Bruce Franklin, ‘What is Science Fiction - adw it Grew’, inReading Science Fictiped. by
James E. Gunn, Marleen S. Barr, and Matthew Caridé€Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), p.
25.

2 Suvin, pp. 5-6.

4 Francis Fukuyama)ur Posthuman Future: Consequences of the BiotdogpdRevolutior(London:
Profile Books Ltd, 2002), pp. 3-7.



Twenty years on, Fukuyama'’s statement is stiltlatgty relevant, and continues to gain weight
as we become increasingly inoculated to and imggdtawvithin these two technoscientific
disciplines — biotechnology and communicationst dgshese two then-emergent fields persist
in shaping our world and our position within it, #ee two novels have shaped subsequent
science fiction, and to an extent our social undedding of and responses to the ramifications
of the technologies they portray. The thematicuiafices of the two works on the genre have in
part contributed to offshoot subgenres in laterrgeshe totalitarian information state of
Nineteen Eighty-Fouhas been reprised in such texts as Alan Moorefsia® seriesV for
Vendetta(1982-1989), which exchanges the backdrop of thkl @var for a none too far-
fetched nanny state issuing from the political shiif the UK in the 1980s. The concept has
also been redressed to reflect the changing teobied it draws inspiration from, as with the
cyberpunk classid’he Matrix (1999), wherein the machines have risen and usevicwal
technologies to enslave humankind. Parallel toegh@ution of the Orwellian dystopia runs the
biopunk movement: Paolo Bacigalupil$he Windup Girl(2009) is the indirect inheritor of
Huxleyan concerns in its depiction of a twentydhtentury Thailand subsisting on the
malignant oligarchic control of genetic engineerihigt determines everything from reliable
food sources to claims to civil rightBrave New World rendition of a resultant caste system
stemming from genetic modification and eugenicsbeen powerfully redeployed in such films
asBlade Runne(1982),Anna to the Infinite Powd1983) andsattaca(1997).

The post-New Wave emphasis on ‘inner’ and notrosgace prompts us to turn our
attention to the reconfiguration of the human ie thte twentieth century. The body has been
the first casualty of technoscientific discoursed,aas later chapters will elucidate, this
deconstruction of humanity has been mirrored thhoug various strands of postmodernist
theory. In titling this thesissugmented intimacied explicitly invoke the language of the
technological, from which many metaphors for thivikiand speaking the human condition in
contemporary culture have been lifted. My title foars from the computing technologies that
use digital interventions to create a dichotomywleein augmented reality — a computer-
mediated overlay of a visual field in which digitaformation is added to enhance what is
already present — and its counterpart, what hasdonbe referred to in these same circles as
diminished reality. In the two futures scenario,icihhas been narrativised in cyborg and
cyberpunk writings, two conflicting images of theosthuman body arise and the
augment/diminish dyad becomes newly potent. Thst fis the augmented body, the
prosthetically enhanced or cyborgian figure in wheem be read a contemporary performance
of Plutarch’s ship of Theseus paradox. Many scidiat®n narratives have made use of this
paradox to probe the question of how far we camamrerhnuman when our bodies are constantly

subjected to biotechnological interventions andrompments. The cyborg thus becomes much



more than a sketch of flesh knitted with machinéry, evolves as a powerful metaphor through
which we can gauge the relationship between oumaricg ‘essence’ and the scientific
knowledges we employ to demystify ourselves. Thomiseé image is the diminished or escaped
body, thecorps obsolétewhich has been resurrected from post-Cartesi@nmitigations of the
mind over matter and given new lease of life inargloink fictions, performance art (such as the
controversial works of Stelarc and Orlan), and icw@s to overstep artistic boundaries to infect
our thinking and conduct in the age of informatiBeconfigured by scientific discourses, social
practices, and critical theories which convergauadband reinterpret the Cartesian split — the
relationship and question of the mind/body dividghe body has been shown to be fully
deconstructed in present culture. The question irmmghen, as to what impact this material
deconstruction has had on our conceptions of aratemal self? Augmented or diminished, do
our bodily breakdowns communicate a similar breakdof self, subjectivity and identity? And
what further problems might this pose for our istdjective relationships?

Fukuyama’s two futures hypothesis depends on thallplsm of biotechnology and
communications; these fields give rise in literagpresentation to cyborg fiction (the
prosthetically enhanced descendantslokley’s brave new peoples), and cyberpunk fic(ite
‘jacked in’ inheritors of the Orwellian informatiostate, the ‘reality pilots’ navigating present-
and future-day cyber storieS)To reiterate Suvin, the thematic spaces openduyupese new
narratives respect his theory of estrangementioficgrounded in biotechnology offers us a
‘localised daydream’ when it realises current difienhope; while cyberpunk depicts the
immediately recognisable ‘imaginary locations’ thate have come to call ‘virtual
environments’ and ‘cyberspace’ in our everydaydivBoth of these subgenres engage more
directly but at the same time much less fantasyicaith feasible posthuman scenarios than
other, perhaps more classic examples of the gesteh-as the purely extrapolative narratives
of hard, high-tech science fiction, where the fouturned away from sociocultural values in
favour of the industrial themes and vernacular tfzate long dominated the genre by hardlining

the ‘science’ in ‘science fictior®

% Timothy Leary, ‘The Cyberpunk: The Individual asdfty Pilot’, in Storming the Reality Studio: A
Casebook of Cyberpunk and Postmodern Science ki@t by Larry McCaffrey (North Carolina: Duke
University Press, 1991), p. 245.

% Adam Roberts notes in hitistory of Science Fictiothat the Golden Age of hard science fiction
(roughly 1940-1960) has been problematically symaisgd with the whole of the genre, which ‘valorises
a particular sort of writing [...] linear narrativgs.] idea-fictions rooted in recognisable science] [can-

do stories about heroes solving problems or oveirmgenemies, expansionist humano-centric (and often
phallo-centric) narratives, extrapolations of pbkstechnologies and their social and human impégzits
195). While humans were the central actors in Gokige science fiction, it was the science and the
technology and more importantly human mastery tdvem that characterised the narratives of this
period. Roberts maintains that ‘the period of tBdQds and 1950s, although it contains many mastepie
of SF, is less interesting than the 1960s-197@stWihich time a conserved effort to move the geroenf

its pulp roots to a position of ‘literariness’ ctinged a shift in both its critical and populaception (p.
196). While Roberts observes that hard sciencefiatever truly went away, he holds that ‘the major
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Within post-New Wave cyborg and cyberpunk writimgany authors indeed remain
well-versed and up-to-date with the technologiesning their fiction, yet differ from many of
the pulp stories that have characterised hard amgied science fiction in two main ways.
Firstly, they are for the most part firmly groundeceither the here-and-now or in the not-too-
distant future, shedding light on the technologié$oday as tools we use and recognise. As
they narrativize biotechnology and communicatiashhologies, cyborg and cyberpunk texts
communicate a world with which we are already entbdp foreshortening the uses and
purposes of our current technologies in a futurenvay well grow up into. In this sense, no
matter how speculative the cyborg or cyberpunk teay seem at first glance, even the most
futuristic of them is rooted in recognisable tedbgaal knowledge and artefacts and simply
projects the potential for their usage. Secondéywell as demonstrating fluent and probing
engagement with their subject matter, post-New WéeBons create a space for social
commentary that is often glossed over in hard sediction; where the *human’ dimension has
often been criticised as glaringly lacking in salpse, these less mainstream subgenres are
making up ground and borrowing tropes and values fthe socially conscious ‘soft’ science
fiction tradition to flesh out their technologicalframed narratives. In this sense, as well as
pushing the boundaries of the genre and develapligh in terms of its thematic scope and its
literary validity, cyborg and cyberpunk texts alaoknowledge a rich history of speculative
writing to which they are heavily indebted and withwhich they could not have existed. In the
dovetailing trajectories of the cyborg and the ecphek, who bear witness to new forms of

storytelling and world-building, our two posthumfaitures are evocatively figured.

Cyborgs, cyberpunks, and ‘Other’ lovers

The term ‘posthuman’, often credited to culturakdhist Ihab Hassan (“Prometheus as
Performer: Toward a Posthumanist Culture?”, 197AR) dppearing earlier in science fiction
(Robert Silverberg’sson of Man1971), has proven to be a slippery figure, inggias much
confusion in its surrounding critical discoursestdms produced rich conceptual value. Though
its roots have been traced as far back as the Batngolems, its presence is most keenly felt in
the mid- to late twentieth century, and around plethuman today converge such disparate
fields as postmodernism, extropianism, and varigasti-, trans-, and post-) humanist
movements. Variously employed as a reminder ofef@utionary passage to which we may
sometimes forget we are bound, or to discern thmamuamong a range of other, nonhuman
entities clamouring for attention in science fiatiand scientific practices alike, the posthuman

posits a unique perspective which, Janus-like,eststhe past even as it reaches into the future.

fictional achievements of 1960s SF are much leas@med with the props and protocols of Golden Age
Hard SF’, moving instead into a culturally cons@paften existential and avant-garde form of litgra
expression (p. 232).



In his landmark 1998 bodRonsilience biologist Edward O. Wilson envisages our nexgjstaf

history as ‘the full volitional period of evolutigrcontinuing:

Homo sapiensthe first truly free species, is about to decossioin natural

selection, the force that made us [...] Evolutiorgluding genetic progress in

human nature and human capacity, will be from nawimcreasingly the

domain of science and technology tempered by etridspolitical choice. We

have reached this point down a long road of trasadl self-deception. Soon we

must look deep within ourselves and decide whaivisk to becomé’
Despite the portentous tone of Wilson’s declaratamd the spectre of the posthuman haunting
his subtext, such a statement essentially pointk tmthis critically unique stage that we are
currently living through. The posthuman, as eitt@mncept or construct, offers us a new method
of critiquing the human condition. Coupled with tbissolution of grand narratives and the
substitution of reflexive, revisionary technoscifintdiscourses in their place, the posthuman
takes on a new role as a deconstructive tool fartezoporary culture. As Mark C. Taylor
maintains of the deconstructive method, ‘everydtme [...] that organizes our experience is
constituted and maintained through acts of exchisiand yet, what is excluded ‘does not
disappear but always returns to unsettle everytagmi®n, no matter how secure it seeffis’.
Neil Badmington argues that the posthuman reconaéipes the human, echoing Jean-Francois
Lyotard’s view of postmodernity as ‘not a new alget the rewriting of some of the features of
modernity’?® Working from Jacques Derrida’s ‘every transgressjesture re-encloses us’,
Badmington claims that within a posthumanist frameyy ‘every such gesture will have been
unconsciously choreographed by humanisn’, re-eirdo®iumanism ‘with a view to the
deconstruction of anthropocentric thougfitThe posthuman, then, can best be understood as a
critical tool or technique, lifted from sciencetfanal iconography, and increasingly embodied
in real-world social practices. Science fictionters and filmmakers have had an instrumental
hand in the conception of these posthumans, inleo@mting the narratives of technoscience
even as they have drawn from them.

For the purpose of this thesis, the posthuman lwdgllemployed as an umbrella term
encapsulating a variety of figures from the andtoithe catfish, and used interchangeably with
all. In recent cyborg and cyberpunk writing, th@tpgonists are fractured by postmodernity,

embodying all kinds of dualisms and even pluralisfise more society is globalised and

2" Edward O. WilsonConsilience: The Unity of Knowled@dew York: Vintage Books, 1999), pp. 301-
303.

%8 Mark C. Taylor, ‘What Derrida Really MeanXew York Timesl4 October 2004 <http://www.ny
times.com/2004/10/14/opinion/14taylor.html?pagewdrprint&_r=0> [accessed 22/07/13] (para. 4 of
14)

9 Jean-Francois Lyotard, ‘Rewriting Modernity’ Tine Inhuman: Reflections on Tirf@ambridge:

Polity Press, 1991), p. 34.

% Jacques Derrid&ositions(London: Athlone, 1981), p. 12; Neil Badmingtorh&orizing
Posthumanism’Cultural Critique 53 (2003), 10-27 (pp. 15-16).

10



technologically democratised — and scientific pesgr and communicative means are the
underlying forces propelling these changes — theerfaceted these characters become. Indeed,
in late twentieth-century science fiction, Fukuy&rdialectic is prefigured by the fictive. Bruce
Sterling’s 1985 noveEchismatrixenjoins the two futures in his conflicting posthumraces of
the Shapers (biotech, cyborg) and the Mechanistarfanications, cyberpunk) — in a prefatory
story he warns that ‘in another thousand years| we’machines, or god%’ Veronica Hollinger
describes Sterling’'s novel as ‘one of the earl&siscenarios consciously to construct its
characters as ‘posthuman’ and to explore some efirtiplications of the term® At base,
posthumans are polarised within themselves: theorgylembodies the cybernetic and the
organic; the cyberpunk, high-tech and low-life. éssing such binary interplay throughout the
history of science fiction, we might ask whetherpresentations of technoscientific
environments and their ramifications (macro-levedr the character studies of
technoscientifically fluent protagonists (micro-édvare bound up with contextualising external
influences in play in the societies that produckent, or whether the mood of these texts
reflects the opinions of those who created thentheraudiences they created them for. Are we
technophiles or technophobes? We no longer flinedheathought of sentient machines; in fact,
our thought experiments have matured to incorpdratmate machines. Our science fiction
sociology postulates sexbots and Stepford Wivestiemally responsive robots and common-
law cyborgs. It is fair to assume that, philic diopic, we are most definitely techno-curious.
The eleven primary texts chosen for this reseprofect were selected for their diverse
representations of the posthuman, but equallyiferpiotency of the love relationships in which
they are figured. From androids, cyborgs and clawesirtual personae and avatars, these
classically othered figures have in recent decam@se under intense scrutiny from artists,
academics, and the world media alike. They reptesen technological prowess, our rapid
evolution, and our increasingly ethical nature + ¢an they stand (in) for anything human?
Each author and filmmaker inscribes a different sage onto the posthuman body; is it
possible to read these meanings as variable trafibgn an encompassing frame? Through
further layers of more firmly historically-boundetbretical engagement, which strive to keep
the thesis culturally relevant and justifiable as-based research, the textual readings of these
artefacts assess the various incarnations of tethpman against contemporary figures in the
literary tradition, against real-world counterpaatsd circumstance, and then finally, alongside
one another. To further pronounce the interplagd as crucial to the efficacy of my research,
and in keeping with my aim to present a reflexisegiologically embedded dialogue between

the arts and sciences, | would like to pay my doesn article written by Charlotte Ross on the

31 Bruce Sterling, ‘Swarm’, iiCrystal ExpresgLondon: Legend Books, 1991), p. 24.
32 veronica Hollinger, ‘Posthumanism and Cyborg Tlygdn The Routledge Companion to Science
Fiction, p. 269.
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prevalence of cyborgs in Italian fiction. Ross nmlke brief but insightful differentiation
between the modern phenomenon of cybersex and skieahas termed, for the purpose of her

own thesis, ‘cyborg sex’:

The reference to ‘cyborg sex’ [...] is meant to irade both sexed bodies and

sex with cyborgs. Unlike ‘cyber sex’ that involviee wilful shrugging off of

gender, sex, and sexual orientation since the magirity of individuals who

enter the virtual dimension of MUDs — Multi-User iBains — do so under an

assumed identity [...] representations of ‘cyborg’ s#ten strive to reinforce

more normative human practicgs.
Ross’s article conveys a measure of disdain reggrdhe normativity of cyborg sex as
represented in fiction, while seeing the poterftalgreater freedom and subversion in virtual
sexualities. From Fritz Lang’'s Maria Metropolis (1927) through to the female androids in
Blade Runneand beyond, there has been a clear feminist corms@mthe cyborgian figuration
of the female as contributing to an ongoing objeetiion of women which simultaneously
reinforces gender norms and perpetuates mascudigentonies that have reigned in science
fictions and technoscientific discourses alike,eesgly where these cyborgian women have
been portrayed as highly sexualised beings. Howehisr thesis demonstrates an alliance with
the view that in our present culture, sex and loge be read and understood as separate
phenomena, sometimes co-existent but not alwaydependent, and as having always, but
particularly now, played very different roles inetlconstitution of self. It follows such
sociological and philosophical theories that dem@rdove and sex, the latter ‘at last fully
autonomous’, largely due to the impact of modechmelogies on our ‘natural’ evolutionary
state.** Rather than echoing the wealth of existing theafnthe sexual construction of the
subject, | have chosen to look instead at the pthach less analysed phenomenon of love, in
the hope that the theories that have granted sexaatonomy from love work the other way to
grant love that same freedom. The independenaavefdnd sex has been present in philosophy
since the writings of Plato, and heavily contestédoughout his wake. In the highly
controversial writings of both Jacques Lacan armirABadiou in the mid-twentieth century, we
find that ‘it is love which makes the truth of whisex is capable, and not the inverSeh this
thesis the distinction made by Ross will be appated to discuss not sex but love, responding
to the growing insistence in contemporary sciengdioh on foregrounding romantic
relationships among humans and posthumans. As theliwo halves of this study reflect and

are gratefully indebted to Ross’s definitions, Bind very different meanings in what she has

% Charlotte Ross, ‘Creating the Ideal Posthuman Bd@lyborg Sex and Gender in the Work of Buzzati,
Vacca, and Ammaniti'ltalica, 82.2 (2005), 222-24{p. 223).

% Giddens;The Transformation of Intimagcp. 27.

% Alain Badiou, ‘The Scene of Twd'acanian Ink 21 (2003), 42-55 (p. 43).
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disparagingly seen as ‘normative’ in terms of thbargian self, and ‘radical’ in terms of the
virtual self.

Part One — ‘Cyborg Love’ — considers interspecidationships between human and
posthuman, tracing the biotechnological prong ofkuyama’'s two futures hypothesis,
classically figured in science fiction by the Hallgod cyborg but evolving to include androids,
organic robots and clones. This section is undegarthroughout by the scholarship of Donna
J. Haraway, who remains cyborg theory’s subjectyeaight, and draws much from her trope
of the cyborgian figure’s ‘weaving’ of narrativedentities, and standpoints. Part Two — ‘Cyber
Love’ — focuses on relationships between humansngagency by or communicated through
technological channels. whereby the environmentstiich these relationships are conducted
serve to refigure the human as the prototypicathumsan of our next stage of history. This
section charts the emergence of the post-cyberpanmimunications field, which has produced
the largest contributor to our symbiotic existente Internet. N. Katherine Hayles, whose
theoretical work informs these chapters, argueswigahave become posthuman most fully —
and most subliminally, almost without noticing -t tirough our prostheses and medicines, but
through our virtuality, our acceptance of cybergpand all its science fiction into acceptable
science fact. From Rachael Rosen in Philip K. Bicgenre-definingdo Androids Dream of
Electric Sheep?1968)to Angela Wesselman in Henry Joost and Ariel Sclnfs decidedly
non-science-fictional documentar@atfish (2010), the thesis traces the evolution of the
posthuman figure as it slowly emerges from the geee of the genre, before overstepping its
fictional boundaries to walk alongside us, all huirecognisable. Through this gradual
reduction of the space between our selves and ti@tbker’ lovers, | want to readdress the
notion of the Other itself, a concept | have fotmdbe hugely troubling for the love paradigm.

Science fiction has long weathered accusationsliéelvegainst it, particularly with
regard to its adherence to stereotypes, and iteet&y to concentrate on plot at the expense of
constructing substantial characters. So many seigoion novels and films include a romantic
subplot or token love interest, but often thesenagtts fall flat, as painfully transparent attempts
to flesh out otherwise bland, unconvincing chanactélowever, as this thesis will clearly
convey, there are a wealth of authors, screenwsréed directors who are committed to getting
underneath the skin of science-fictional loversumbhn and posthuman alike — and who have
gone to great lengths to foreground the seemingéclaronistic presence of love within high
technoscientific cultures. | believe that the ewereasing richness of science fiction narratives
and the recurring presence of the lovers therairesidence of postmodernity’s contributions to

a persistent romantic mythology — that our new Isiies will be posthuman.
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Love: the last metanarrative?
In 1678,Francois de la Rochefoucauld wrote that ‘theresarae who never would have loved
if they never had heard it spoken of’, anticipatihg rise of romance narratives in subsequent
centuries and their pervasive impact on the culzoasciousnes¥. At essence,
Rochefoucauld’s statement perfectly encapsulatesmeeption of love as steered through social
practices by a powerful and regulating metanareat8imilar sentiments have been reiterated by
Western philosophers throughout the centuries, aa¢hose of Plato in h&ymposiunfc. 385-
380BC), wherein love is eulogised through the variousagers’ celebration of Ancient Greek
myth and legend. Plato’s division of love into Pamic Aphrodite(human or earthly love) and
Uranian Aphrodite (spiritual love), serves to urdetis Theory of Forms, communicating a
love which is individually experienced but also ajs a movement toward the universal divine.
This early distinction passes into the Aristotelsystem and is refigured thereaassand
agapg, a dualism which goes on to most significantiymf Catholic doctrine — the tension
between human carnal nature and the piety of celgydevotion — from as early as the writings
of St Augustine of Hippo (hi€onfessionsc. AD 397) through to Christianity worldwide in the
present day. Thus, from the personification ofdbity Eros in antiquity to the persistence of
the covenant of marriage today, love has been @li@dnand rerouted throughout cultural
tradition by grandiose, overarching metanarratsiggplemented by an irrepressible flow of
minor writings anchoring love to a history of inalual experiences and social contexts.
Returning to the Romantics, in whom a keen restgtagainst religious doctrine begins
to be observed, we see a key shift in the narmtofelove and the narratives of self which
results in their becoming inextricably bound, fattbr or for worse. In the first instance, the
period sees the final push of the democratisatioromance. As Irving Singer writes of the

period:

Democracy as we know it is a product of the lagdtgienth century and, above
all, the French and American revolutions. Thusviértaps with Romanticism.

The ideal of modern democracy is that each perssratright to pursue his or
her own happiness in his or her own way, evens$djfiand in self-oriented

activities that mean most to that person alone [n.jhe nineteenth century,
and under the influence of the French Revolutiohpse ideas of equality,

fraternity, and liberty encouraged people to loveomever they wished

without parental interference, [romantic love] camte being®’

The democratisation of romance is the greatesdmgaratic shift in the history of love, opening
up the field to admit all of humanity, and irrevbbtaaltering the course of marriage, family,

and sexuality. Though they have been variously settwf perpetuating idealised myths about

% Francois, Duc de la RochefoucauRkflections, or, Sentences and Moral MaxiRt®ject Gutenberg
<http://www.gutenberg.org/files/9105/9105-h/9106tm> [accessed 23 July 2013] (para. 136 of 504)
37 Irving Singer Philosophy of Love: A Partial Summing-(dassachusetts: MIT Press, 2009), pp. 36-
81.
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love and relationships — berated by the likes a&Bdierkegaard and Arthur Schopenhauer — it
is to the British and continental Romantics to wham owe such a deep-rooted sense of
meaning in romantic love today. A second conseqeiesiemming from this period is the

emergence of the self, which Giddens links diretilthe proliferation of romantic narratives:

Romantic love introduced the idea of a narrative in individual's life [...]

The telling of a story is one of the meanings oiance’, but this story now

became individualised, inserting self and otheo mtpersonal narrative which

had no particular reference to wider social proegs$he rise of romantic love

more or less coincided with the emergence of thelnthe connection was one

of newly discovered narrative forffi.
Thus, a thesis wishing to explore love in conterapprculture finds the subject inextricably
bound to the trajectory of the self, and accordinigifinds both of these areas hopelessly
enmeshed with narrative. It has not escaped nttiaethe self emerging from Romanticism
alongside new methods of writing and new ways winig emerges as the underlying structures
of metanarrative begin to crumble. As Giddens a&ssuns, postmodernity is precisely
characterised by its constantly shifting narratiged, as we shall presently see, selfhood is no
less mutable. So how, then, after centuries of istibg through metanarrative, and after
arguably producing the self and its particular atawve mode in the Romantic period, can love
continue to inform our contemporary world? Theseiés were at the forefront of philosophical
discussion in the early decades of the twentiettiucg. The dualisms in love metamorphosed
through the ages from the two Aphrodites to the &umwersus the divine, to the post-Cartesian
split of body and mind or soul. Finally, in the stentialism of Jean-Paul Sartre and his peers,
the dualism came to rest in the resurrected phenological dilemma of the subject/object, or
self/Other relationship. The notion of the Othemagns fashionable, and arguably useful to
critical thinking today, but | believe that applgint to the romantic relationship essentially
impeded the concurrent development of self, love aarrative that the Romantics originally
instigated. | would argue that, when coupled withisnegative feminisation of romantic texts
and the consequent rise of obliging pulp fictiale, Other troubles the love paradigm beyond
use for contemporary explorations of the human itimmd It is of little help that philosophers
today are unwilling to treat the subject seriofiiypugh in actuality scant few have dealt with it
thoroughly in the past), but in the 1970s Alain Badbrought love back under philosophical
scrutiny, and it is his system which provides th@miheoretical framework of this study.

In the preface to the English edition of Alain Baws 1988 workBeing and Event
translator and scholar Oliver Feltham succinctlgniifies the key factor marking out the
Badiouian system from (potentially all of) its pesgssors in the field. He writes that ‘for

millennia, philosophy has attempted to ground fitselOne Eternal Necessity such as the prime

¥ Giddens;The Transformation of Intimagp. 40.
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mover, or the dialectic of history. Here [in Bad®thought] it consciously chooses to ground
itself on the shifting sands of emergent trufighese two innocuous remarks acknowledge the
entirety of the Western philosophical tradition, ivhalso consolidating Badiou’s position
within it. Looking back over centuries of writinigy all areas of epistemology we find time and
again the need for universality, for the One orThath or the Ultimate Idea. This need — and it
is a need which pervades secular as well as thiealgghilosophies — has consistently undercut
the efforts of the philosophers, whose grand atalistng systems have been easily refuted or
utterly torn apart by modern critics. In late twetit-century thought, postmodernists
pronouncing the end of history or the dissolutidnn@etanarratives have for the most part
overcome the hurdle posed by universality. Whilehsapproaches reflect the essence of a
reflexive postmodern era in which technoscienceitesveverything from politics to art, in love

— which has precisely subsisted on a universal esafismetanarrative — this approach is
ontologically lacking. Badiou elevates love to thighest function, alongside three additional
‘conditions’ — art, science, and politics — whightheir ability to generate truths allow us to
learn about humanity. In its scope and relativeggémity, remaining unchanged since its initial
deployment in his earliest works, the Badiouianocegtion of love finds a point of accordance
which acknowledges both its rich cultural histonddts contemporary place in a fragmented,
reflexive contemporary society. He explains higesysas one ‘not centred on ontology — which
exists as a separate and exact discipline — ratheirculates between this ontology [...] the

modern theories of the subject and its own history’

The contemporary complex of the conditions of gulehy includes [...] the
history of ‘Western’ thought, post-Cantorian matlagics [read: science],
psychoanalysis [read: love], contemporary art avldigs. Philosophy does not
coincide with any of these conditions; nor doa®dtp out the totality to which
they belong. What philosophy must do is proposereceptual framework in
which the contemporary compossibility of the coioais can be graspéd.

The conditions or, to use his neologism, ‘generacpdures’, function to ‘organise an abstract

vision of the requirements of the epo¢hBadiou expands on this notion thus:

What happens in art, in science, in true (rareitips] and in love (if it exists),
is the coming to light of an indiscernible of tlmes, which, as such, is neither
a known or recognised multiple, nor an ineffablegsiarity, but that which
detains in its multiple-being all the common traitghe collective in question:
in this sense, it is the truth of the collectivdgsing. The mystery of these
procedures has generally been referred eithereio tbpresentable conditions
(the knowledge of the technical, of the social, tbé sexual), or to the
transcendent beyond of their One (revolutionaryehdlpe lovers’ fusion, poetic
ec-stasis). In the category of the generic | preppsontemporary thinking of

% Oliver Feltham, ‘Translator's Prefac@ging and Evenpp. xxii-xxiii.
“0Being and Evenp. 3
“ Being and Evenp. 39.
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these procedures which shows that they are sinadtesty indeterminate and
complete; because, in occupying the gaps of availabcyclopaedias, they
manifest the common-being, the multiple essencehefplace in which they
proceed?
In love specifically, Badiou presents a convincargl systematic refutation of the generations
of philosophers that have turned attention to thgext. Beginning with the writings of love in
ancient Greece, he compliments the presentatigheofovers in the myth of Aristophanes in
The Symposiuptommending Plato’s metaphor of the ‘sexed pasdtifihat] are, at the same
time, totally disjointed and complementafy’He rejects, however, the Platonic insistence on
the transcendent effect of love — one that is téktowards the divine — which formed the basis

of later theological philosophies:

Christianity grasped perfectly that there is anmaet in the apparent
contingency of love that can't be reduced to thantingency. But it
immediately raised it to the level of transcenderarel that is the root of the
problem. This universal element | too recogniselove as immanent. But
Christianity has somehow managed to elevate it esfdcus it onto a
transcendent power. It's an ideal that was alrepdstly present in Plato,

through the idea of the Good. It is a brilliansfimanipulation of the power of

love and one we must now bring back to earth. Irm@&a must demonstrate

that love really does have universal power, but ithia simply the opportunity

we are given to enjoy a positive, creative, affitiveexperience of difference.

The Other, no doubt, but without the ‘Almighty-Othewithout the ‘Great

Other’ of transcendendé.

Both Greek and Judeo-Christian theologies have,Badiou, laid the foundational
ability to conceive of the Other. In Praise of LoveBadiou acknowledges the role of religion
in introducing to philosophy ‘the acceptance of ¢éxperience of love, of the experience of the
other, of the gaze raised towards the other’ butkes issue with the notion of a transcendental
love, in that, in Neo-Platonic writings in partiaul the efforts on the part of earthly lovers are
qualified by the move towards the Ideal or the mhyilove of the Other ‘contributes to this
supreme love that is both the love we owe to Gatlthe love that God brings to us’ (pp. 64-
65). Refiguring the meaning of the universal int®far the ‘society in which no valence can be
ascribed to God’s existence; one that lays claina teague spirituality’, Badiou repeatedly
invokes throughout his writings his indebtednessat®latonic concept of universality, but

leaves his own indelible mark on the Idea, callioy a move from transcendence to

“2Being and Evenp. 17.

“3The Scene of Two’, p. 49.

44 Alain Badiou and Nicolas Truoniy) Praise of Love(New York: The New Press, 2012), pp. 65-66.
[Further references to this edition are given afiestations in the text.]

17



immanencé® In addition, in his conception of a ‘finally objéess subject’ in love, Badiou

effectively neutralises the subject/object probléeand with it the troubling Other:

A subject is then a finite moment of such a matdéfigsn. A subject is

manifested locally. It is solely supported by a e procedure. Therefore,

stricto sensp there is no subject save the artistic, amoroagnsfic, or

political *
Each of Badiou’s four philosophical conditions puods its own sketch of subjectivity; art and
science produce what he calls ‘mixed subjects’ jpmiitics creates a ‘collective’ subject, but
only in love can the subject be truly conceived®individualt’ Posing a$céne du detfrom
which love arises and then operates, Badiou maisithiat love is ‘the only available experience
of a Two counted from itself, of an immanent Twealnd furthermore shows how this
intersubjective Two scene that love so uniquehat@® can be appreciated as the only social
experience from which a stable sense of individuddjectivity can be derived.Where prior
philosophies have fallen down is in either counting Two as One and thus undermining the
subjects’ individualities, or forcing the loversdnact the subject/object dialectic to preserve the
construction of a coherent, liberal humanist selthe expense of the Other. The inherent
power-play of the self/Other relationship falselyoptises one lover while undermining the
other, which hardly reflects or satisfactorily eaips the love relationship as we aim to
experience it. Perpetuating this dialectic are ¢ht@gentieth-century thinkers, who, following on
from Freud, transpose love onto a supposed ‘réader. Finally, the subject/object relation is
even further confused by those theories that prbdemm ‘the real stumbling block of the
Christian maxim “to love the other as one’s selithich, as Badiou clarifies, has ‘always had
an initial effect of constraining, by the most fodable means, the presumed other to be like
myself, in order for me to be able to love him/Hérindeed, Slavoj Zizek concurs with this
point when he states simply that ‘Otherness is thet problem, but rather, the Same’.
Common to these various philosophical approachésviois the way that they all run the risk
of subsuming a sense of difference between indaligjwhich, as Badiou repeatedly argues, is
crucial to agential self-construction. In his theof love, there are three main elements which
work to enable and maintain the Two scene, whidhb&idiscussed in turn and in greater depth
via the textual representations under scrutinyhm thesisDifferenceis the first of these: an

understanding and appreciation of the uniquenessndividuals, upon which the love

“5 Alain Badiou and Slavoj Zizelhilosophy in the Presered. by Peter Engelmann (Cambridge: Polity
Press, 2010), pp. 35-36.

“6 Alain Badiou, ‘On a Finally Objectless Subjedtpoi 7.2 (1988), 93-98 (p. 93Reing and Evenp.
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“"Being and Evenp. 392.

“8‘The Scene of Two’, p. 55.

“9‘The Scene of Two’, pp. 43-45.

%0 Zizek, Philosophy in the Present. 53.
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relationship is absolutely contingent. The Two scés prevented from collapsing into a
conception of the lovers as having merged from iweviduals into a singular consciousness
by the lovers’ very perception of each other’salifinces — from one another and from others in
their wider social milieu. As a dynamic force, difénce structures the Two scene and provides
a two-way buffer that protects the intersubjectiationship from being subsumed from within
or dissolved from without. The second feature ofiBaian love isdisjunction which works in
constant reflexivity with difference to ensure nsigbjective stability. Disjunction
simultaneously maintains difference, whilst alstiekeng the asymmetrical power-play that
arises from readings of love which try to overlag tovers with the subject/object dyad.lin

Praise of LoveBadiou writes:

Love involves a separation or disjuncture basedttmn simple difference

between two people and their infinite subjectigti@he disjuncture is, in most
cases, sexual difference. When that isn’t the dase, still ensures that two
figures, two different interpretive stances areisatpposition. In other words,

love contains an initial element that separatedodates and differentiates. You
haveTwa. Love involves Two (pp. 28-29).

The final element involved in the construction gperpetuation of the Two scene tise
encountey which gives love its temporal quality, and supp@r view of love as a verb/process
rather than a noun/state. The encounter marksnitial iunion of the two subjects, and from
there is repeatedly re-enacted over the courskeofdlationship, acting as a reminder which
regularly anchors the two individuals to their poiomantic project. These three aspects of the
modern romantic relationship render love a conscand collaborative choice that is made with
some degree of anticipation towards a future that individuals will move into together.
Furthermore they distinguish the Two scene fromeotimodes of social intercourse, while
preserving the subjects’ individual natures overeti and as such call frequent attention to the
scene as a space in which three stories — two Isingane combined — can coalesce without
threatening either agential autonomy or the graeftiove itself.

This thesis draws a significant parallel betwamnmelas conceived of in Badiou's system
and that proposed by Giddens, and ultimately arthegs after three paradigmatic shifts in the
history of love, the fourth can be seen to havergeein the late-twentieth century by way of
what Giddens has termed ‘confluent loveObserving a move from the Romantic conception
of love which had dominated Western consciousnesswo centuries, to one understood as

confluent, Giddens writes:

In the current era, ideals of romantic love tenffagment under the pressure of
female sexual emancipation and autonomy. The diettveen the romantic
love complex and the pure relationship takes varitirms, each of which

*1 The Transformation of Intimacp. 61.
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tends to become more and more displayed to gemial as a result of
increasing institutional reflexivity. Romantic lovéepends upon projective
identification, the projective identification aimour passionas the means
whereby prospective partners become attractedhemdtiound to one another.
Projection here creates a feeling of wholeness \lith other, no doubt
strengthened by established differences betweercuiiaity and femininity,
each defined in terms of an antithesis. The tiithe other are ‘known’ in a
sort of intuitive sense. Yet in other respects gutiye identification cuts across
the development of a relationship whose continnatiepends upon intimacy.
Opening oneself out to the other, the conditiorwbht | shall call confluent
love, is in some ways the opposite of projectiventification, even if such
identification sometimes sets up a pathway 16 it.

Giddens locates the precursory moves to a projetteoself in the Romantic period, and in
doing so forges a meaningful historical link betweeality and fiction when he writes that ‘the
rise of romantic love more or less coincided whk emergence of the novel: the connection
was one of newly discovered narrative forthindeed, despite the dangers the ideals of high
Romanticism posed for the self by subsuming thiedifces of the Two beneath the fusional
union of the One, in its proponents’ efforts to denatise love outside spiritual or social
frameworks these ideals ‘for the first time assetlalove with freedom [...] insert[ing]
themselves directly into the emergent ties betwemedom and self-realisatior. The leading
figures of continental Romanticism — Goethe, Roagsand Schlegel — established their
philosophies through widely popular novels, whielsurrected the Platonic ideal of merging
and entrenched it fully within the European cultw@nsciousness. Going on to trace the rise of
popularity in romance fiction as modernity took didbwards the end of the Victorian period,
Giddens identifies these narratives as means aftaese, a way to combat the flattening
sociopolitical excesses that Badiou has varioudbniified as negating individuality — that
‘romantic literature was also (and is today) arditare of hope, a sort of refusal’ This
resonates deeply with Badiou’s belief that conterapo love ought to be reinvented as
combative, that it should and does mark out thek@scof resistance in dehumanising social
environments. To use Giddens’s more forceful teahoigy, love refuses that dehumanisation
outright. Love pre-exists philosophy, of courset ading the subject from Plato we see an
astonishingly slow rate of evolution in its partens, when compared to other phenomena of
human existence. Badiou’s three other generic pwwes — science, politics and art — have
evolved rapidly alongside civilisation, while lolxlas made relatively slow progress. If we are to
underpin our understanding of love in postmoderniiyh the shift that Giddens sees as

fundamental to the orchestration of this periodsito understand that the secularisation and

*2 The Transformation of Intimagcp. 61.
*3 The Transformation of Intimagcp. 40.
** The Transformation of Intimagcp. 40.
%> The Transformation of Intimagcp. 44.
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democratisation promoted by high Romanticism (wtdsha European movement in itself was
already a resistance in the face of emergent inidlisin) produced the emphasis on a narrative-
based project of the self which co-evolved withemawed (if not new) sense of love as
metanarrative. A contemporary view of romantic mataative in our current culture constitutes
a site in which personal narratives were alwaysgbuatinue to be, supported and validated. The
self-narratives of lovers and the metanarrativelos®e burst forth simultaneously and are
reflexively instrumental, because ‘love detachedviduals from wider social circumstancés’.

In the history of the philosophy of love, though commentators come to the subject
from a diverse range of perspectives and methodmspgve can observe no more than four
paradigmatic shifts. The first, which stems frontiguity and dominates readings of love until
well into the Middle Ages, treats human love asehghly dimension of a more holistic, divine
move towards the universal. The second, from ‘g8prto humanise love’ in the courtly
domain, made the preliminary moves towards the deatisation of love that was eventually
championed by the Romantit'sHigh Romanticism has had the most fundamentallasting
effect on our modern conception of love, for betberfor worse, and despite the growing
suspicion of such purist visions of the romantilatienship, coupled with definite trends in
continental thought that prioritise sexuality aneside as affirmative, individuating human
qualities, postmodernity has produced a shift @foivn. The ideals of the Romantics, though
still present to degrees in today’s cultural comsshess, were redirected into the arts and, for
the most part, subsumed beneath Victorian valudgtantwin institutions of marriage and the
family. In the twentieth century, we see a revighlRomantic democratisation and a further
redistribution of its inherent benefits. Love iretburrent climate turns on the issue of equality,
and not just among white Europeans or between mdmeamen, but extends to fight racial
prejudice, to campaign for marriage rights for alid to question customs on the global scale
from arranged and forced unions to honour killiagsl marital rape. This current configuration

of love is what Giddens calls ‘confluent love’:

Confluent love is active, contingent love, and #fere jars with the ‘for-ever’,
‘one-and-only’ qualities of the romantic love compl The ‘separating and
divorcing’ society of today appears as an effecthef emergence of confluent
love rather than its cause. The more confluent lm@mes consolidated as a
real possibility, the more the finding of a ‘spegarson’ recedes and the more
it is the ‘special relationship’ that courifs.

This echoes Badiou’s sentiment that love is noegperience of the Other, but rather of the
world from the intersubjective scene of the Twogerthe two lovers are seen from this

perspective, the lover-as-Other is essentiallynadised. As a powerfully individuating force, it

* The Transformation of Intimagcp. 44.
> Singer,Philosophy of Lovep. 29.
*8 Giddens;The Transformation of Intimacpp. 61-62.
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is the relationship itself that is the meaningfahstruction, for the unique benefits it bestows
upon its subjects. Confluent love speaks to a sehegalitarian freedom that characterises the
contemporary period, which essentially translateghe subjects’ having given themselves
freely in love to one another, in the knowledget tlmve will nurture and maintain that
subjective freedom because of the repeated engsuotehe disjunctured differences which
prevent their autonomies from being absorbed, g o by one another.

Reading contemporary love stories through the EnBadiou’s philosophy of love
reintroduces the idea that love subsists in outegpdhrough a metanarrative which is
reflexively enacted in an exchange between a keedlifinitude and a universal experience.
Giddens’s confluent love, which demonstrates hownamatic metanarrative has become
anchored to the self-narratives of individuals,oalustrates how Badiou’s exchange is
practically enforced. These thinkers help to explaw love not only subsists in contemporary
society, but becomes ever more urgent and releasrda potent source of cultural activism.
Moreover, their work provides a stable theoretfcamework within which classically othered
figures — like those most potently distilled byeswe fiction narratives — can instead become

known and know us, through acts of love.

Thesis structure
The thesis follows the dovetailing two futures hypsis of Francis Fukuyama, and as such is
structured into two sections, each comprising fthapters. Section One considers variations on
the Hollywood cyborg, figuring the biotechnologidal literature and cinema from Philip K.
Dick’s Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?968) to Kazuo Ishiguro’slever Let Me Go
(2005). Arguing that love functions in scienceifiatto humanise the otherwise dehumanised
characters — both human and posthuman alike —ghremphasising differences that matter and
the awarding of an incontestable subjective pasitithis section presents original and
individual analysis of five posthuman love storieChapters One and Three, picking out the
main themes and commentaries on the contemporaeydaradigm which are later refocused
upon and contexualised from the philosophical angkrt Two uses cyberpunk to trace the
development of virtual posthumanity from its fietad roots in James Tiptree, Jr.’s novella ‘The
Girl Who Was Plugged In’ (1973) to its fully-reads social reality in Henry Joost and Ariel
Schulman’s ground-breaking Internet documeni@agfish (2010). Chapters Five and Seven
foreground the twin projects of self-constructiodahe pursuit of love in virtual environments,
as represented in texts that go against the gfatheocyberpunk aesthetic by prioritising a
treatment of love in a genre otherwise dominated tyematic emphasis on sexuality.

Donna Haraway and N. Katherine Hayles each putdmt a conceptual model of the
posthuman as an alternative to what is inferrechftbeir writings as a tired and increasingly

useless liberal humanist subject, critically fighrem their work as the ontological cyborg
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(Haraway) and the virtual posthuman/digital subjgtayles). The liberal humanist subject is
the staple model of subjectivity that has reigneer dVestern philosophies of the self since the
Enlightenment, one characterised by a self-deténgiimdividuality, what Frederic Jameson
has referred to as a view of the individual as aried-like container? Postmodernist theory in
the latter half of the twentieth century has laygdestabilised this conception of self, has
deconstructed but not reconstructed it on satisfdgtpragmatic terms. Haraway and Hayles
differ significantly from their contemporaries bgah proposing fairly convincing models of
subjectivity, which are rendered posthuman by thmiliance upon the technoscientific
discourses they see as responsible for many oflecwnstructions of contemporary selfhood,
and by borrowing from these fields potent metaplaord ways of seeing and speaking about
self in order to reconstitute their subjects byurgpsing the very tools that took them apart. In
this senseposthumanisntan be understood as a strain of criticism thatesafter (liberal)
humanism Though these two scholars remain the undispateborities in their respective
fields, and their writings on posthuman construdiof self in technoscientific culture are
invaluable to science fiction and science theoikealneither has applied their theoretical
framework to love. By using their thought to enritie corresponding halves of this thesis —
Haraway for ‘Cyborg Love’; Hayles for ‘Cyber Love’and also to underpin the chronological
development of posthumanism as communicated byttiering of the primary sources, their
work provides a critical bridging between the tettiemselves and the wider philosophical
discourse that | argue they operate within and supplement. Parts One and Two of the thesis
each devote four chapters to the exploration obayland the virtual posthuman, respectively,
in fiction, and the subsequent development of thleErresponding theoretical figures in
contemporary technocultural criticism. The thesikes issue with the ways in which many
scholars of technoculture have, in recent yeansfused the positions of Donna Haraway and
N. Katherine Hayles, and as such, this study effelgt performs a comparative reading of the
two models of subjectivity proposed in Haraway atalyles’s central writings, in order to
disentangle these two thinkers and restore thepasive impacts upon the field.

Throughout, Alain Badiou’'s theory of love provideke thesis with its main
philosophical thrust, though care has been takever prior contributions to the topic — such
as those by Plato, Georg W. F. Hegel, the Romarltean-Paul Sartre, Jacques Lacan and Jean-
Luc Nancy — in order to site the Badiouian systestonically and fortify an argument for its
employment. Chapters Two, Four and Six deal wite three central tenets of Badiou’s
approach to lovedifference disjunction and theencounterrespectively. Chapter Eight departs
from these tenets to discuss further the virtulillse so briefly criticised in relation to the love

paradigm. The philosophical chapters are paireld thigir preceding textual analysis chapters in

% Fredric JamesofRostmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Calgm (North Carolina: Duke
University Press, 1997p, 10.
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order to evaluate the romantic themes comparatiaely site them within a wider critical
framework that supports the intersection of sciefii#don and philosophy as a reflexive and
fertile means of examining the posthuman condition.

Finally, in response to the claims that our cureaye is devoid of mythology and grand
narratives, and informed by Anthony Giddens’s limgkiof romance and the self project, the
thesis questions whether representations of loveomemporary science fiction maintain or
destabilise romantic metanarrative. Are our cowmsivas of self in postmodernity at odds with
our constructions of love? And if the posthumaransemergent figure portending the end of
history, then how can we understand its relatigmnsbithe love paradigm, which turns on the
perpetuation of a conception of metanarrative timaturrent modes of criticism, has fallen out

of fashion?
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Part One

Cyborg Love

“My dear young friend,” said Mustapha
Mond, “civilisation has absolutely no need
of nobility or heroism. These things are
symptoms of political inefficiency. In a
properly organised society like ours,
nobody has any opportunities for being
noble or heroic. Conditions have got to be
thoroughly unstable before the occasion
can arise. Where there are wars, where
there are divided allegiances, where there
are temptations to be resisted, objects of
love to be fought for or defended — there,
obviously, nobility and heroism have some
sense. But there aren’t any wars nowadays.
The greatest care is taken to prevent you
from loving any one too much.”

Aldous Huxley,Brave New World (1932)



Chapter One
Love Makes Us Human

Love? said the Commander.

That's better. That's something | know
about. We can talk about that.

Falling in love, | said. Falling into it, we
all did it then, one way or another [...]
Falling in love we said; fell for him. We
were falling women. We believed in it [...]
God is love they said once, but we
reversed that, and love, like Heaven, was
always just around the corner. The more
difficult it was to love the particular man
beside us, the more we believed in Love,
abstract and total. We were waiting,
always, for the incarnation. That word,
made flesh.

Margaret Atwood,The Handmaid's Tale
(1985)

The termaugmentationreverberates throughout the literature of scieficton and science
theory alike. Most often suggesting a positive@actynonymous with improvement, the word
has found new significance in technoculture; iaisord employed by scholars, scientists and
artists to denote subjects or states that are fietpbr enhanced by technological intervention.
The first section of this thesis deals with ond bathe Cartesian split - the embodied self — that
has resurfaced in late twentieth- and early twdingy-century discourses surrounding the
technoscientific developments that many see asimyghe human into its next, posthuman
stage of evolutioh. The next four chapters are concerned with how restience has
intervened on the body, figured in science fictiamratives by the cyborg, who Donna Haraway
claimed in 1985 was already ‘a creature of so@ality as well as a creature of fictidhThe
augmented body is the staple feature of the biotaolgical prong of Francis Fukuyama’s two
futures hypothesis. In 2011 Margaret Atwood crlticaeiterated Fukuyama, showing how
science fiction (despite the genre’s various metphmmses, offshoots and crossovers into other
areas of literature) was still being channelledointhe twenty-first-century cultural
consciousness through the parallel tributaries iofebhnological and communications-based

fiction. She describes how ‘in the latter half bé ttwentieth century, two visionary books cast

! Robert PepperellThe Post-Human ConditiofBristol: Intellect Books, 1995); Natasha Vita-Mor
‘Aesthetics: Bringing Art and Design into the Dission of Transhumanism’, in Max More and Natasha
Vita-More (eds.);The Transhumanist Read@est Sussex: Wiley and Blackwell, 2013).

2 Donna Haraway, ‘A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Tethgy, and Socialist-Feminism in the Late
Twentieth Century’, irBimians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention afrBlétondon: Free
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their shadows over our futures [.Njneteen Eighty-Fourwith its horrific vision of a brutal,
mind-controlling totalitarian state [andjrave New World which proposed a different and

softer form of totalitarianism’, continuing:

Which template would win? we wondered. During theldCWar, Nineteen

Eighty-Fourseemed to have the edge. But when the Berlin Vedlirf 1989,

pundits proclaimed the end of history, shoppingmed triumphant, and there

was already lots of quasi-soma percolating throsmtiety. True, promiscuity

had taken a hit from AIDS, but on balance we seetnebde in for a trivial,

giggly, drug-enhanced Spend-O-Ranirave New Worldwas winning the

race’

In her 1985 novelhe Handmaid’s TaleAtwood traces a biological future, softer and
more insidious than the hard immediacies of tatalicommunications-based dystopias. The
novel contains no overtly cyborgian character; &llehas been variously interpreted as an
Amish, orthodox Judeo-Christian, or nativist thedicr society, wherein technological
engagement is a relatively downplayed feature vdoenpared with other speculative or science
fictions of the time. Nonetheless, the text aligtself with the biotechnological scenario of
Fukuyama’s two futures in that its women (and woisdrodies) become tools of the trade.
Central to the plot is Atwood’s own thought-expegimh which, like several others before and
contemporary to her, experiments with an oppositloat has often been utilised in science
fiction and which bears relevance to modern phipbéeal discussion — the divorcing of sex and
love. This recurring theme has been employed acnugkes of science fiction to various ends.
Marge Piercy’sWoman on the Edge of Tinjg967) and Ursula K. Le Guin’s assorted gender
hypotheses iThe Birthday of the World2002) are particularly strong examples of how this
technique has found a powerful resonance withirafemtopian writing, in which attempts to
provide alternatives to family and kinship allove tbapacities of sex and love to throw off their
co-dependency, to then be put to more psychicadlgeficial and socially valuable uses.
Dystopian fictions, too, mine this thematically fricivision, with many evoking a sense of
horror at the ‘doing away’ with love in favour ofolbgical determinism. Estranging love, to
make use of Darko Suvin’'s praxis, is a paradoxieahnique: for where there is absence there
remains a space for discussion that that absermesaqp.The Handmaid’'s Talés prefigured
by texts such as John Wyndhar@sensider Her Way$1956), in which the absence of love is
the main point of conflict between the charactera ibiologically totalitarian society in which
women are no more than harvested for their reptoguealue, and the sexual regulation of
Brave New Worldwhere love and sex are pharmaceutically disaatsati Atwood estranges
love in The Handmaid's Tale- the entire dynamic of the heterosexual relatignss

commodified and manipulated to fuel the socio-pmdit system of the novel — and yet, the

% Margaret Atwood|n Other Worlds: SF and the Human Imaginati@ndon: Hachette, 2011), p 1.
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protagonist Offred still finds ways to bring thisteingement to the forefront of the novel, using
her memories of free love and its place within fehiand sexual relationships to frame the
dystopian hijacking of these privileges in the @i&n society. The enslaved handmaids in
Atwood’s novel are warned away from their old halof falling in love: “Love said Aunt
Lydia with distaste. Don't let me catch you at.it] Wagging her finger at us.oveis not the
point™.* And yet, love is the point, because love has becemimperative to our understanding
of the human that to then present alien or posthuatirnatives requires speculation on and
often dislocation of love’s significance and fuocti Therefore, when love is estranged, it is
ever more noticeable and relevant because of stietrgiement. In utopias and dystopias alike,
the presence, absence and reconfigurations obtleerélationship provide frames of reference
between worlds and histories, between fictionsraatities.

Michael Levy, referring to science fiction writefsemselves and the movements they
belonged to, observes that ‘the mid-1980s werena for manifestos’. This penchant is also
mirrored in the critical discourses surrounding tpenre: in the same year that Atwood
publishedThe Handmaid’'s TaleDonna Haraway published her ‘Manifesto for Cylsdlig the
Socialist ReviewWith this essay Haraway became the founder obmyliheory, and she
remains its main proponent and authority. Througlhea academic career, Haraway's work has
explored the ways in which literature and the kjadal sciences interplay and overlap, and her
cyborg issues directly from this research as mdjttrope for late twentieth and early twenty-
first-century cultural studies. Mapping what shessas cyborgian ‘couplings’ observed in fields
as seemingly disparate as science fiction, medi@eguality, production and reproduction,
state-political and defence systems, Haraway rmisly claimed in her ‘Manifesto’ that ‘we
are all [...] theorised and fabricated hybrids of chiae and organism; in short, we are cyborgs.
The cyborg is our ontology; it gives us our pokti¢p. 150). Haraway takes the science-
fictional figure of the cyborg (the literary or Hglvood cyborg) and transforms it into a trope
through which to frame studies of technocultureifien take that trope and force its focus back
onto literature creates a feedback loop allowingbimth literature and culture to be reflexively
examined, each via the other’s frame. As Harawawtaias, in a later publication, ‘life copies
art copies technology copies communication copies itself.° The feeding-back of each
discipline into the other also allows other dissmsrto enter the cycle, to be taken up and made
use of — namely, in the case of this thesis, pbpbgal treatises on love can be admitted into
the discursive loop. As such, we can begin to rsitant the cyborg in science fiction texts as a

figure now both understood and bolstered by cultstadies. Where do cyborgs stand in

* Margaret AtwoodThe Handmaid's Talé.ondon: Random House, 2012), p. 232.
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relation to the cultures that continue to prodiet? If they have ‘no origin story’ then how do
they speak to its own history? And if they are ‘waf holism, but needy for connection’, can
they be of any use when juxtaposed against humend® (p. 150).

The language of love, that is, in the artisticetim psychological and philosophical
discourses that have treated it, is replete witluds of difference. Philosophies of love in
particular have grappled with the problem. Somehsas Sgren Kierkegaard and Emmanuel
Levinas, have sought to relieve it, as with themlalgteachings of neighbour-love; ‘love thy
neighbour as thyself’. Others, most significantig tpoets and philosophers of the Romantic
period, have tried to subsume difference beneathsmsmnal conception of the two lovers
merging into a transcendental One. Yet others, $ilik Georg W. F. Hegel and Jean-Paul
Sartre, have exacerbated the problem by forcindoers to enact the subject/object dialectic,
contributing heavily to the anxiety and scepticisfriove that has come to define the majority
of continental writing on the subject over the lasintury. Difference permeates the love
paradigm from the ground up: from the most basiad (get most contested) notions of the
biologically sexuated positions; to the social eésuwnderpinning the democratisation of
romance; to the highest elevation of a love whiemgcends all earthly subjective experiences
in its pursuit of an absolute, indifferentiateddteEverywhere it seems, from all fronts, we are
being offered ways to overcome and eradicate @iffez completely. Of course, | do not mean
to suggest that love as a force for human equality social altruism is something we as a
culture ought not to be fostering, only that ron@amdve, the love between Two, cannot be
adequately understood on the same terms. Popwahgsgies prescribe ways to heal and
alleviate our differences in love, and yet, whatrifpostmodernity, difference is precisely what
we require? American performance artist Jill Magidhose work has explored and

experimented with subjective positions in intimegkationships, writes that:

Perception is the cutting away of things in the ldiothe distinctions we make

between one thing and another thing. To perceiugeesae you have to separate

him from the world. Love depends on the abilityseparate a someone from

the everyone. When the Little Prince tames the fiexcuts that fox away from

foxes-in-general to make the fox His Fox.
That the canonised love stories have stood thedfesime, and continue to be reiterated
throughout our cultural production and social g, could be explained by their engagement
with this notion of difference as a powerfully imgiuating force. So many of the great love
narratives hinge on the absolute differences betvlesir lovers, as Badiou writes iin Praise
of Love ‘where Two are particularly marked out, whentilve lovers do not belong to the same

class, group, clan or country’ (p. 28). Differermegets them, as with Tristan and Iseult and

" See Jill Magid, ‘Theology of Mirrors’ (2002) <httpwww.jillmagid.net/TheologyOfMirrors.php>
[accessed 24 July 2013] (para. 7-8 of 9)
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Romeo and Juliet; or difference becomes them, #s Meathcliff and Cathy. In such cases,
Badiou reminds us, ‘we shouldn’t underestimate gibeer love possesses to slice diagonally
through the most powerful oppositions and radieglasations’ (p. 29). Though all tragic tales,
these narratives continue to inform our modern wiglpy of love, partly because of their
insistence on difference that the love relationshigments and nurtures. Badiou has claimed
that love operates within laws unique to itselfrewver, it rescues humanity from the flattening
excesses of postmodernity. Love exists as a bwibeking in two directions: creating a space in
which, as Magid puts it, the lovers differentidternselves from the world at large, ‘separating
a someone from the everyone’; but also they theimtaia that space in order to protect the
sense that they have been separated, different@teelscued.

I now aim to use this chapter to show how the raptecies relationships of
contemporary science fictions contribute to the aamg construction of our romantic
mythology. Due to the way science fiction texts dfim@nd rely on issues of difference, as well
as communicating incredibly potent depictions otapitalist technoscience that ‘murders
possible humanity’, | want to refigure the humasthoman relationship as the classic ‘star-
cross'd’ love story for the contemporary &rZhrough the analysis of three well-known
examples of late-twentieth-century science fictibig chapter will present the argument that, in
depictions of romances between humans and cyb@ngsorg love’ functions to reaffirm the
humanity of characters in technoscientific enviremts that often cause confusion over this
sense of humanity. In short, | argue here thasciance fiction, more pointedly and poignantly

than in any other area of literary and artisticdoretion: love makes us human.

1.1. There's something very strange and touching alit humans —Do Androids Dream of
Electric Sheep? (1968)

In March 1972, Philip K. Dick delivered a speecliha Vancouver SF Convention at the
University of British Columbia, entitled ‘The Andband The Human'. Inviting his audience to
speculate further upon a posthuman future thanapsrhe had allowed himself to postulate in

his novels, he proposed the following scene:

And — here is a thought not too pleasing — as hermal world becomes more
animate, we may find that we — the so-called humaase becoming, and may
to a great extent always have been, inanimate enstnse that we are led,
directed by built-in tropisms, rather than leadigp we and our elaborately
evolving computers may meet each other halfway. €@y a human being,
named perhaps Fred White, may shoot a robot named3dmething-or-other,
which has come out of a General Electrics factand to his surprise see it
weep and bleed. And the dying robot may shoot lagxck to its surprise, see a
wisp of gray smoke arise from the electric pumpt thasupposed was Mr.

8 Alain Badiou, ‘What Is Love?'Umbr(a), 1 (1996), 37-53, p. 49. [Further references i® ¢klition are
given after quotations in the text.]
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White's beating heart. It would be rather a greanmant of truth for both of

them?
This section will analyse Dick’'s 1968 noveb Androids Dream of Electric Sheep® much-
theorised and hugely influential work both withhretscience fiction genre and wider modern
literature. Prior to the publication of the novahdroids were already a familiar presence in
Dick’s repertoire (Ve Can Build Yaul962;The Simulacral963), but, as Ryan Gillis sees it, in
Do Androids Dream of Electric SheejtRis concept plays itself out most full{’.As arguably
Dick’s most popular novel — now in its thirty-eighedition and translated into over eighteen
languages — and historically significant in its@ration of fictive engagement with scientific
fact, this thesis begins its textual analysis wilick's central hypothesis that empathy could
function as the crucial marker of humanity in acr@asingly dehumanised world.

The novel takes place in ‘a world progressivelygled — both literally and figuratively
— by technological devices’, and the narrationardened bounty hunter Rick Deckard’s pursuit
of a group of highly advanced, fugitive replicanttays out against the backdrop of an Earth
whose inhabitants have mostly emigrated to coldviels, leaving only a percentage of persons
ineligible for relocation privileges behind, cordihto a dying planét. Those not entitled to a
new life on Mars include those unqualified mentalphysically or medically, and those
unclassified as ‘human’ (the androids) — an entiray of subhuman figures, immediately
throwing the term into confusion. The book’s maimcern, amidst a range of issues thrown up
by the categorisation of persons and their cights, is the loss of human faculties in the face
of technological prowess: if artificially intelligé machines can imitate all of our most human
processes, where, then, can the line be drawn batthe human and the machine? If that line is
blurred by evolving machine sentience, is our cphoé humanity lost? Dick’s replicants are so
advanced in physical appearance, intelligence apdhility, that the ability to exhibit empathy
is the only attribute that divides the human frdra &indroid. Gillis notes that ‘the problem of
telling humans and androids apart is [...] complidaby authentic humans who either do not
possess the ability or refuse to act empathicallg;Androids Dream Of Electric Sheef€lls
the story of one individual’s gradual acceptancehefse changing parameteisJill Galvan
writes that, in the novel, ‘the machine, by decigrits rights to live as an autonomous self,
challenges the very categories of life and selfhe@ahd, in turn, the ontological prerogative of
its creators’, which necessitates judicial measpregsn place to identify the android among the

humans, to more clearly reinstate the boundariéwdam natural embodiment and synthetic

° Philip K. Dick, ‘The Android and The HumarThe Shifting Realities of Philip K. Dick: Selected
Literary and Philosophical Writingsed. by Lawrence Sutin (New York: Vintage, 1995)129.

1% Ryan Gillis, ‘Dick on the human: from Wubs to boyhunters to bishopsExtrapolation 39.3 (1998),
264-269 (p. 265).

11 Jill Galvan, ‘Entering the Posthuman CollectivePinilip K. Dick’s Do Androids Dream of Electric
Sheep? Science-Fiction Studieg4.3 (1997), 413-429 (p. 413).

2 Gillis, p. 266; Galvan, p. 414.
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imitation® The first obstacle Deckard faces is administetiregVoigt-Kampff Empathy test to
those persons he suspects to be Nexus-6 models.

In 1950, mathematician Alan Turing proposed a thbugxperiment that sought to
prove the intelligence of computers through a rédeccomparison of computer language
programs with human verbal behaviour. N. Kathekagles opens her study of the posthuman
with a brief synopsis of the Turing test: ‘Your job to pose questions that can distinguish
verbal performance from embodied reality. If youmet tell the intelligent machine from the
intelligent human, your failure proves, Turing aeguthat machines can thirk’The Voigt-
Kampff scale echoes the aims of the Turing testelRohanges intelligence for empathy, which
confirms the cultural anxiety of the time that maels could come to rival humans in their
intelligence, thus becoming ‘embodied realitiesi. Dick's novel, the reality is empathetic
ability, or at least imitated ability, that is entded by the android. Concerning the androids,
confusion arises first with Rachael Rosen and theba Luft, as Deckard has problems
conducting a definite, indicative test to reveatithirue natures. In Rachael's case, her pre-

programmed personality believes itself to be i Faonan:

To Eldon Rosen, who slumped morosely by the doothefroom, he said,
“Does she know?” Sometimes they didn't; false meesothad been tried
various times, generally in the mistaken idea thabugh them reactions to
testing would be altered.
Eldon Rosen said, “No. We programmed her cotalyleBut | think toward
the end she suspected.” To the girl he said, “Yoesged when he asked for
one more try.”
Pale, Rachael nodded fixedfy.
With Luba, Deckard is uncertain as to whether sth@ns herself to be nonhuman — ‘She must
think she’s human, he decided. Obviously she doésiww’ — but it is her ‘semantic fog’, the
way she confuses him with a Turing-esque commandngfuage in verbal performance, which
obfuscates the test results (pp. 89-90). The erteowvith Luba is imperative to the novel’s
interpretation of humanity; up until this point theader is preoccupied, along with Deckard, in
differentiating between android and human in otdeseek out replicants. Luba poses no real
threat to society: she is employed by an operadiaarsd when we meet her she is performing
Mozart’'s The Magic Fluteso beautifully that it ‘brought tears to Rick'ges’ (p. 83). That an
android could engage with something so represestati human achievement, and also elicit
such a human response, certainly invites specuolaticthe area of overlap between the realities

of programmed performance and emotional experidngea is, for all appearances, as ‘human’

13 Galvan, p. 413.

1 N. Katherine HaylesHow We Became Posthuman: Virtual Bodies in Cyb&mtiterature and
Informatics(lllinois: University of Chicago Press, 1999) xp.[Further references to this edition are
given after quotations in the text.]

!5 philip K. Dick, Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheefidndon: Orion Books Ltd, 1999), pp. 51-52.
[Further references to this edition are given afiestations in the text.]
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as is humanly possible. The turning point in thet glomes when she questions Deckard’s

humanity, inviting the reader to follow suit:

“An android,” he said, “doesn’t care what happemsanother android. That's
one of the indications we look for.”
“Then,” Miss Luft said, “you must be an andrdid
That stopped him. He stared at her.
“Because,” she continued, “your job is to Kiem, isn’t it?” (pp. 86-87).
From this point the novel is not only isolating @redroid from the humans, but also the human
from the androids, as it becomes clear that theriranity of human nature distorts the empathic
boundary. Luba Luft elicits sympathy and admirati@ick Deckard kills without flinching.

The inversion of the character roles, and of thader's expectation, comes with
Deckard’s retiring of Luba — Sherryl Vint highlighthe significance of the scene by drawing
attention to its underlying detail. Moments befatge is killed by him, Luba requests that
Deckard buy her an art print, and when he doeeesaarks: “It's very nice of you [...] There’s
something very strange and touching about humansamdroid would never have done that
[...] It wouldn't have occurred to him; never in aliin years™ (p. 115). Vint maintains that
here, ‘Deckard’s humanity is expressed throughuhnisillingness to reduce Luba to simply a
commodity or allow his interactions with her to be the level of commodity exchangé’.
Seconds later, Deckard destroys the artwork, prowpEn incredulous response from Resch
(*“You could have kept that book yourself [...] Thadst you —”), at which point Deckard
deflects from the act by asking him: ““Do you thimkdroids have souls?” (p. 116). This
question has provided one of the foundational tlerpervading science fiction since
Frankenstein distilled in post-Dickian criticism as ‘speciasis — bigotry towards the
nonhuman redolent of the sociohistorical suprensacé¥ident in racism, sexism and

homophobia. Vint writes:

It is not, as often argued, that Deckard risks beng increasingly like the

androids through his work as a bounty hunter; rathe risk faced by Deckard

and the other humans in the novel lies in realifliag they already are android-

like, so long as they define their subjectivity ddson the logical, rational,

calculating part of human being.
In cultural practice, bigotry invariably serveseteentually dehumanise the bigots themselves; in
terms of the novel, ‘[d]espite the centrality ofethuman/android distinction to the novel's
politics, from the opening pages it is shown todoestructed rather than naturf’Luba’s

death scene marks the moment of realisation fok&e¢ as he and his partner begin to doubt

'8 Sherryl Vint, ‘Speciesism and species bein@mAndroids Dream of Electric SheépRlosaicg 40.1
(2007), 111-121 (p. 117).

YVint, p. 111.

8 Vint, p. 113.
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first their status as non-androids, and then, sybs#ly, the possibility of their non- and

inhumanness. It becomes clear that the Voigt-Kasgdfe is not enough:

Rick said, “There is a defect in your empathicetaking ability. One which
we don't test for. Your feelings towards androids.”
“Of course we don't test for that.”
“Maybe we should.” [...]
“You realise,” Phil Resch said quietly, “wh&ig would do. If we included
androids in our range of empathic identificatiocn e do animals.”
“We couldn’t protect ourselves.” (pp. 120-121).
Galvan implores us to consider the Voigt-Kampfft tes a tool inextricable from the political

framework it lends itself to, commenting on Lublr’gjuistic performance, her semantic fog:

in subverting language, Luba calls attention to ¢betrived nature of Rick’s

human mastery, which only in reality extends scafathe state whose authority

he props up. How could language — the Voigt-Kanggtile — do anything but

convict the android, when language has become gust instrument of a

government whose business is based on the exjoitt machines?
Put this way, we can clearly see the contextuadisabf the Voigt-Kampff against the
blossoming Al sector of 1960s science, as wellh@sdultural anxieties it provoked. Hayles
chooses to read the Turing test alongside whatale the ‘Moravec test’, stemming from the
futurist Hans Moravec’s 1988 thought experimentaofiownloadable consciousné$€ach
hypothetical test is bound to its historical comtexd respective technological inspiration:
Turing’s reflects the transition of the role of foputer’ as one once attributed to humans and
now to machines; Moravec’'s marks a shift in huntaptslosophies — the argument of the
mind/body divide — prompted by developments in ét¢htnologies; while Hayles’'s model of
virtuality irrevocably changes the course of thecdssion of humanism’s liberal subject. Each
test has in common the treatment of the issue dfodiment, and each test tries to imagine
parameters by which the human might be sparedntingsion of the non-human. How We

Became Posthumahiayles asserts:

What embodiment secures is not the distinction eetwmale and female or
between humans who can think and machines whichhatanRather,
embodiment makes clear that thought is a much leroadgnitive function
depending for its specificities on the embodiednfoenacting it. This
realisation, with all its exfoliating implications so broad in its effects and so
deep in its consequences that it is transformieglitteral subject, regarded as
the model of the human since the Enlightenmer, timé posthuman (p. xiv).

% Galvan, p. 423.
% Hans MoravecMind Children: The Future of Robot and Human Irigedhce(Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1988), p. 110.
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The Voigt-Kampff scale, though issuing from a fictal medium, sits historically between the
Turing test and the Moravec test. Of course, asnitnel communicates, the scale has its
problems, but returning to Hayles’s opinion thag thery existence of the test, however, implies
that you may also make the wrong choice’, we saettiis pre-stipulation rings true for each

proposed experiment — for Turing’s, for Moraveesd for Dick’s (p. xiii). Hayles continues:

thus the test functions to create the possibilityaaisjunction between the

enacted and the represented bodies, regardless wihiice you make. What

the Turing test ‘proves’ is that the overlay betwethe enacted and the

represented bodies is no longer a natural inelittabbut a contingent

production, mediated by a technology that has becementwined with the
production of identity that it can no longer meafinly be separated from the

human subject (p. xiii).

In Do Androids Dream of Electric SheepDeckard represents this point of overlay,
integral to his own experiences in the novel, bhahding for our own experiences at large. As
Resch tells him, *“You and I, all the bounty huister we stand between the Nexus-6 and
mankind, a barrier which keeps the two distincyd. (21). As a social tool, Dick's bounty
hunter is the mediator between the enacted embodliofethe human and the representative
performance of the android, serving to producetiteby providing a relativistic marker for
the two. It is precisely the realisation of thistion which shatters Deckard’s world picture,

helped along by the new unreliability of the VoKgmpff test. Galvan writes that:

Philosophy alone will not suffice to make Rick cagmt of his material

coextension with the android other. He must rathebmit himself to a

phenomenological experience — an experience thahés him an empathy that

is unmistakably real, insofar as it grows out of linderstood intimacy with his

technological environme#t.
The ‘philosophy alone’ that Galvan refers to isspmably the socially-prescribed empathy that
the novel’s spiritual doctrine, Mercerism, is foeddupon, and the ways in which this ideology
filters down into everyday life (caring for much ugit-after animals, even electric ones,
reaffirms people’s sense of moral humanity) andjtldécial system (androids can be tested for
empathy, and on failing to exhibit, be guiltlessligposed of). Deckard’s ‘phenomenological
experience’, then, must issue from another sowncd,his reaction to Luba marks a change in

both his self-awareness and his understandingecdridroidian position. He admits to Resch:

“I'm capable of feeling empathy for at least sfiiecicertain androids. Not for
all of them but — one or two.” For Luba Luft, aseample, he said to himself.
So | was wrong. There’s nothing unnatural or unhurabout Phil Resch’s
reactionsijt's me(p. 123).

2 Galvan, p. 427.
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Though the androids’ sexual appeal is an accegbegected feature of their make-up, still
Deckard wonders ‘if any human has ever felt thisyvadout an android’ (p. 122). Since
physical relationships between human and androithén novel are commonplace (“in the
colonies they have android mistresses”), Deckantbse visceral reaction to an interspecies
attraction, described as ‘an odd sensation, knowitgjlectually that they were machines but
emotionally reacting anyhow’, breaches the confioka prescribed sexual legality (pp. 123,
181).

Dick invites us to draw our own conclusions frore Moigt-Kampff’'s fallibility: if the
test were merely a language test, like Turing’syatild fail at detecting the Nexus-6 replicants,
exactly the reason for Dick’s substitution of verlggerformance for empathic imitation.
Language is simply not enough, and it transpirssDackard comes to realise, neither is
empathy. With what we know now, as humans, withtwig have achievedow, with science,
what kind of test would a science fiction authoraboticist or computer scientist today propose
to differentiate the human from the android? Whaine is enough to instigate, for Deckard, a
phenomenological experience by which he can feekmpathy ‘unmistakably real’? Both
questions can be addressed with Galvan’s belieizhwtorrelates with what this thesis shows,
that ‘desire might function for Rick as the markéthe autonomous subjeéf The insertion of
the frame of desire occurs during the death scamne,the subject whose autonomy is under
construction is not only Deckard’s but also theraidls, as Deckard ‘cannot see himself as part
of a posthuman community until he has abjected dlimis aspects both figurative and literal —
until he has horrified himself as a murderer andtHis act, acknowledged himself as a non-
subject’?® As noted above, his retiring of Luba is enoughrimvoke a shift of character; he tells
Resch, “I'm getting out of this business [...] | ¢caany more; I've had enough. She was a
wonderful singer. The planet could have used hbkis & insane™ (p. 117). Galvan notes that,
in this instance, Resch ‘perverts Rick’'s empathy lfoba Luft into its opposite — into lust,
sexual longing: in short, an objectifying desirdieth undercuts rather than corroborates Rick’s
acknowledgement of Luba’s position as subject’,dugn so, the tone is nonetheless set for the
remainder of the novéf. Through desire (of Luba Luft), and subsequentyel (of Rachael
Rosen), Deckard begins to reconstruct himself bgest alongside his android counterparts.

Once an efficient bounty hunter, Deckard’s abiidykill cold-bloodedly is significantly
affected by his love for Rachael, an example of sphecies he is contracted to hunt. Even
though this is seduction on her part — *her victovgr him’ — his emotional investment in her is
nonetheless authentic, and her betrayal is ledegwmional than one characteristic of a lover's

infidelity (p. 173). For as he admits before hdskihe final android Roy Baty, after shooting

2 Galvan, p. 424.
% Galvan, p. 426.
% Galvan, p. 423.
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Baty’s lover: “Okay, you loved her [...] And | loveRBachael™ (p. 191). The novel's close sees
Deckard return to Iran, his wife. Their relatiorslé rejuvenated, a far cry from their original
interaction. Iran, at the start of the story distamd moody, now does not even need to enhance

her mood artificially — *“I don’t need to dial, nqw already have it — if it is Rick” — and as he

is welcomed home we are reminded that essent&lgrything was done for them: ‘And now

it's over and | can go back home, back to Iran tedgoat. And we’ll have enough money, for
once’ (pp. 206, 191). The fleeting experience viRdichael has rediscovered for him his own
emotional drive, and though she is an android, andiitor, she extricates from him a long-
buried ability to love and be loved. Even if thegtationship was short-lived, for Deckard all

women are now ‘[o]nly Rachael Rosen, over and again’ (p. 191).

Whether consciously or not Dick makes a brave daparfrom the convention of
employing a female cyborg as merely a conduit fsir, or for the perpetuation of normative,
masculine discourses. While desire for Luba is ghdor him to begin a reconstruction of his
abjected self, if desire were enough to mark oatttthiman, then there would be little need to
present him as in love with or as subsequentlyalgett by Rachael. Dick has Deckard go
beyond base sexual desire to pull from that somgthheaningful, and though Rachael
ultimately lets him down, he doesn'’t lose heart srstead refocuses his efforts upon his failing
marriage. Charlotte Ross sees cyborg sex as uplgolbrmative discourses regarding the
relationships between men and women; altholigh Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?
arguably fits into her definition, it does so is@rprising way, by fulfilling the love relationship
and not the sexual relationship. It is throughdhsire of one cyborg, which leads to the love of
a second, that Deckard is finally able to returrhi® wife with a renewed interest in their
marriage. Rachael and Luba, the sexualised cybemys$,up supplementing the relationship
between Deckard and Iran quite inadvertently. Jatential for the female cyborg to cast off
her role as sex object and take on a new, instrtahssie as loving subject, is hinted at in Dick
but seized upon as wholly poignant by the direetho remade his novel into the cult film it

would later become.

1.2. More human than human -Blade Runner (1982)

Released fourteen years after the novel’s firstipation and hailed by critics as ‘a parable of
the postmodern condition’, Ridley ScotBlade Runner(1982) offers us a world picture as
equally troubled as that of Dick, but perhaps mee#i-informed, due to its place in historical
consciousness.Scott's film builds on and pushes further somé¢hefkey ideas evoked by the
original novel, choosing to amplify some aspectilavhbandoning several others. As a result,

the film works well as either an expansion of theeal, or as a stand-alone text for analysis. The

% Kevin McNamara, Blade Runner'gost-individual worldspaceGontemporary Literature38.3
(1997), 422-423 (p. 422).
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major difference between novel and film is theaaltie of the text. 1Mo Androids Dream of
Electric SheepDick plays with the ambiguity of humanity, skirtirige line between human
and android and raising questions over who is rharean. However, equilibrium is restored by
the novel’s close and all of our previous schemstiigpositions, though shaken, are reaffirmed
as the characters’ ‘true natures’ prevail. The fismbraver with the roles it assigns to its
characters, or perhaps simply more attuned tmitgext: while Dick’s novel is speculative as to
the role androids might play in society, it mighdt thave seemed in 1968 that artificial life
could realistically come to threaten or rival owncept of humanity. By the 1980s, our
knowledge of what was potentially achievable thiougenetic engineering had thrown
humanity into question, and thus the philosophitedction ofBlade Runneis quite different
from that of its literary parent. As Judith B. Keampoints out, the film ‘comes at a pivotal time
in the relationship which tangles together techgglanorality, and politics?® This section will
analyse some of the extensions of the themes pgresddick’'s text, as well as explore the
independent concerns that Scott’s artistic licamse allowed for, and the far less ambiguous
conclusion offered that ‘the difference between thelicant and the human becomes so
unrecognisable that they can indeed fall in IgVe’.

The film uses Deckard as its central gauge of mitydrom the outset, holding him up
as a mirror against the androids he is hired tdrolgschiefly against Rachael Rosen but also
the antagonist Roy Batty. Interestingly, the filrtittee was lifted from another novel by Alan E.
Nourse, and an unproduced film-novella William 8r®ughs based on it, before being worked
into Scott’s film through the characters’ dialoguea ‘blade runner’ is a street term for the
vigilante cop. Galvan, writing about the novel, ddses Deckard’s role as ‘policing the
boundaries between human and android’; in the Vilensee this realised in both literal and
figurative termg® Deckard is more clearly attached to the criminatige system in the film,
and his role calls for a very real kind of policerk to prevent the escaped replicants from
further violating Earth law. However, the film’s mosympathetic portrayal of the replicants
lends itself to the configuration of Deckard as rag, as discussed earlier, of what McNamara
calls ‘the dissolution of the markers of the hunfdhe overwhelming amount of scholarship
on the subject of doubleness Blade Runner coupled with the metaphor of Deckard as
middleman, evokes the image of the double-edgeddswdeckard is the blade that cuts both

ways.

%6 Judith B. Kerman, ‘IntroductionRetrofitting Blade Runner: Issues in Ridley Scdade Runner and
Philip K. Dick’s Do Androids Dream of Electric Sip&ed. by Judith B. Kerman (Ohio: Bowling Green
State University Press, 1991), p. 1.

%" David Harvey;The Condition of Postmodernity: An Enquiry into @egins of Cultural Change
(London: Blackwell, 1990), p. 313.

% Galvan, p. 414.

2 McNamara, p. 422.
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The romantic relationships in the film are furttieregrounded, developed earlier and
ascribed more significance than in the novel. Hauality plays out fourfold, between Deckard
and Rachael, and Roy and Pris (the film's variatarirmgard) — the ‘dark inhuman doubles of
humanity’®* Joseph Francavilla identifies these as relatigmssdiefined by the doppelganger,
but one that differs from the Freudian unheimldduble, as this traditionally manifests itself
naturally in the individual's subjective conscioass, while the doppelganger is an objective

second entity’ He writes that:

The replicants inBlade Runnerare unique since they are scientifically
manufactured doubles [...] neither natural phenomenoor ancient
superstitions. These replicants function as mirrans people, by allowing
examination and scrutiny of ourselves, our techggl@and our treatment of
other beings, and by defining in their tragic sglegwhat is truly huma#f

Dick, in his 1972 speech, says:

Androidization requires obedience. And, most of, glfedictability. It is
precisely when a given person's response to angngsituation can be
predicted with scientific accuracy that the gates apen for the wholesale
production of the android life form. What good iflashlight if the bulb lights
up only now and then when you press the button? aghine must always
worl3<é to be reliable. The android, like any otheaamine, must perform on
cue:

The androids are neither obedient nor predictadhel it is precisely this loss of robotic,
programmed faculties, and the simultaneous devedopf free will and volatility that replace
them that mark their evolution from unconsciousdascious entity, from nonhuman to human.
Their roles as doubles, doppelgangers, and mirronagies provoke questions about who we
ought to be looking at in this mirror: them or alves? Jack Boozer reminds us that ‘if Batty is
a doppelganger for Deckard, we may see a strorigkrbletween Deckard and Rachael’,
because ‘in traditional Hollywood narrative, theodocouple is finally constituted at the

expense of the ‘bad couple’ (Roy and Pris)’, caritig:

but this constitution depends upon the examplebbskted by Roy Batty, and
the blade runner’s (spectator’s) embrace of thatpte — the greatest pressure
of the narrative has been concentrated there. Deéclaes not solve any
problems for the community; he serves only as ameme example of a
personal reversal, an odyssey into awareness thraugk, pain and
involvement®*

% Fred BottingGothic Romanced: Consumption, Gender and Technaio@pntemporary Fictions
(Oxford: Routledge, 2008), p. 194.

%1 Sigmund FreudThe UncannyLondon: Penguin, 2003), p. 141.

%2 Joseph Francavilla, ‘The Android Bsppelganger in Retrofitting Blade Runnep. 14.

% The Android and the Human’, p. 133.

% Jack Boozer, Jr., ‘Crashing the Gates of InsiBlide Runnérin Retrofitting Blade Runnep. 225.
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Marilyn Gwaltney asserts that ‘Rachael is the tiar’ for [Deckard] in the film’ —
unlike the novel, the turning point comes not whie death of Luba Luft (Zhora in the film),
but with Rachael’s murder of Leon, another of theaped replicantS.Until Rachael physically
steps in to help Deckard, it has not yet dawnechupm that ‘the most human figure is the
most advanced replicarif Fred Botting has ventured that the reason for Relthcomparative
advancement is ‘because of her relation to deattiké&) the other replicants her life-span is
uncertain. More significant, however, is that sheses death, killing one of her own kind for
the love of a humar?”. He goes on to emphasise that Rachael ‘kills foe Ip..] to save the
blade runner who is the object of her amorous ifieation’.*® From this point onwards, the
film departs drastically from the novel’s originabt to concentrate on the relationship between
Deckard and Rachael, and pushes much further tldabick the notion of love as a process of
(re)humanisation. The scene in Deckard’'s apartinastbeen the subject of lengthy discussion,
especially amongst feminist scholars who have ahtseead the prelude to the couple’s sexual
encounter as a rape. In what can be read as aahsstustitution by Scott — Rachael’s piano-
playing for Luba’s singing — Deckard is lulled feep, before awakening to tell her: ““You play
beautifully”.*® In the meantime, Rachael has let down her haiigrathat Kaja Silverman takes
to be ‘desire which she clearly manife$fsStaying true to the Hollywood romantic formula,

this leads to an embrace, and the following exceang

DECKARD Say kiss me.

RACHAEL |can'trely on—

DECKARD Say kiss me.

RACHAEL Kiss me.

DECKARD | want you.

RACHAEL | want you.

DECKARD Again.

RACHAEL | want you. Put your hands on ffle.

Many critics have attempted to provide a readinghefscene based on their variations of the

end of Rachael’s unfinished, interrupted senteS8deerman writes that here, Rachael is:

in effect telling Deckard that she can't rely upbe desire she is beginning to
feel for him [because it] may come from someone.eBeckard responds by
seemingly putting words in Rachael's mouth [...] Byducing Rachael to

articulate the desire which she has already maeide®eckard proves to her

% Marilyn Gwaltney ‘Androids as a Device for Refliset on Personhood’, iRetrofitting Blade Runner,
p. 32.
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that it is no less urgent or physically real beeatisomes to her from the larger

symbolic ordef?
Richard Pope agrees with Silverman’s substitutidnth® missing dialogue, adding that
‘Rachael’s “I can’t rely on =" is, most likely, hattempt to express confusion as to the status of
her desire’; it is important to recall here thatRael is suffering the onset of an identity crisis,
having only learned a few scenes earlier, from Betkthat she is not the person she thought
herself to be — not even a ‘person’ at*alhny reading of the supposed rape scene must take
into account the earlier scene between the twoackens, for the two are entwined both in
execution and in their joint contribution to thénfis subtext. Rachael has already visited
Deckard’s apartment, to prove to him that she is a® the Voigt-Kampff test administered to
her has shown, a replicant. She shows him a phegtbgof ‘herself’ as a child with her mother,

and Deckard, savagely turning on her, quotes ahéeown ‘memories’

DECKARD Remember when you were six? You and your brothecksinto
an empty building through a basement window. Youewgonna play doctor.
He showed you his, but when it got to be your tyon chickened and ran.
Remember that? You ever tell anybody that? YourhewtTyrell, anybody,
huh? You remember the spider that lived in a bustside your window?
Orange body, green legs. Watched her build a wiekuaimer. Then one day
there was a big egg in it. The egg hatched —

RACHAEL The egg hatched —

DECKARD And?

RACHAEL And a hundred baby spiders came out. And theherte

DECKARD Implants! Those aren’t your memories. They're sbatly else’s.
They're Tyrell's niece’$?

Before the inferred brutality of his seduction arhDeckard has already, as Nigel Wheale
points out, ‘treated Rachael brutally, letting kapw that she is not-human, and he morosely
drinks through the evening, alone in his haze-mddpartment*> This revelation, ‘about her
constructed psyche’, Wheale argues, can be atdbtd Deckard’'s need to ‘protect himself
from his own emotions in responding to Rachael fohgibly remindshimselfthat she is a non-
human construction by telling her the truthin their second scene together, in the same haze-
ridden setting, the perceived brutality of the smidin can be understood as a reaction against
the circumstances of their previous intimate enteurDeckard’s forceful insistence can be
read as a testament to his own construction ofhtimean subject — framed by the urgency

characteristic of passionate desire — the recartgtruof Rachael (whose world has fallen down

“2 Silverman, pp. 128-129.
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around her and whom he is now partly responsible staving) and, simultaneously, the
reconstruction of himself. As Botting notes, ‘coragian and love, which [Deckard] also shares
for Rachael, marks the inclusion and recognitiorggflicants in a human order, making the
difference between them undecidatifeThe roughness with which the two characters sutomit
one another, rather than conveying overtones af capsexual domination, instead stem from
his need to prove to her that she is in fact asamas she can be, as she thought herself to be,
and, through his love, in relation to her, as hadalf is. And to this, as M. Keith Booker has
put it, ‘she begins to respont Within the space of ten scenes, Deckard has gestrboth
their characters and the foundations on which tlubseacters were built, and then decided to
rebuild them both. In the novel, a similar momeintrisis occurs following his murder of Luba;
here, it is a combination of his action and hisctiea to his emotions towards Rachael that
coalesce to provide the catalyst for his changeoafse. The violence read into the seduction of
Rachael belies only the projected anger Deckaris teevards himself, the realisation that he
has, as Vint puts it, abjected himself through &lcé of murder, but also through the act of
character assassination. His comprehension of fétuis signals a crisis point at which his
immediate reflex is to project that abjection oR@chael, deconstructing them both, but almost
immediately performing a self-edit to begin theamstruction of both of their selves as subjects
through the physical act of love — ‘the collapsénofan and replicant consciousnesses into one
another?®

The romantic relationship portrayed by Rachael@edkard, that Scott was so insistent
on evolving beyond the limitations that Dick placggon it in his novel, serves to align the
film's loyalty to the potential of the android atite notion that, as Galvan says of the original
text, love imbues the subject with its autonomye Texus-6 genus of replicant has begun to
develop its own emotional sphere, its own notiohalistract concepts such as love, trust, and
loyalty based on its cognitive experience of therldvaround it and those who populate it.
Gwaltney says of this that ‘the book locates thiectq(of the androids) in the lack of empathy;
the film more cogently locates the defect in theklaf maturity or developmental experiences
which remain with us through memonry.This defect in memory is the crux of Rachael’s
personal crisis, the unseating of her personhoomlgfin memory loss; and, by his relation to
that fact and the part he plays in revealing ibhéo, the root of Deckard’s crisis as well. Pope
draws attention to the way in which Deckard ‘helgjsr to realise that simply because her

structuring memories are false, her feelings aile \&tlid’, a validity that has become as
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important to him by this point as Rachael need® ibe for herself* Memory loss and the
implanting of false memories is a recurring elemienscience fiction, widely employed by
authors and even more extensively discussed igehee’s criticism, bringing to the forefront
of humanist discussion whether or not memory isedogs contender in terms of what
constitutes human beings. However, in a comparativey ofBlade Runneand Alex Proyas’s
Dark City (1998), Deborah Knight and George McKnight expltiie issues regarding the
central protagonists’ reassessments of their réspecealities after the falsehood of their
personal subjectivities come to light, concludihgtt'both films suggest that memory is far less
important in any decision about agency or persodtiban are the emotions and the desires that
prompt action®?

Stripped of memories that frame personal experieirc&kachael’'s case, or of prior
convictions that shape a world picture, in Decksu@’hich come to amount to the same thing,
in the film), both characters are left with onlyef@gs to go on. Love, it seems, as a driving
emotion, can overstep boundaries that confine iexperience or memory or ideology —
allowing for agency, allowing for action. David Bes confirms that ‘redemption comes to
Deckard and Rachael from the humanistic idea ottandence through love amidst one’s own
existential condition’, while Nick Land corroboratehis view when he writes that the
‘transcendental unconscious is the auto-constmictib the real®® In Blade Runner the
existential condition that is communicated throudgckard’s oft-quoted demand of Tyrell —

“How can it not know what it is?” — is reprised Ithe film’s close:

DECKARD All he’d wanted were the same answers the ress efant. Where

did I come from? Where am | going? How long haget?*
In the end, the only sureties, in lieu of reliabbemory and an unfailing worldview, are the
here-and-now of existence, and empathic self-affirom and confirmation of the other’'s same

— in short, the only thing left, for Deckard andcRael, is love.

1.3. I am a magician who seduced a machineHe, Sheand It (1991)

Blade Runnés depiction of the female android at once sexuaiftypowered and romantically
empathic paved the way for subsequent portrayalsybbrgian women, particularly as they
were taken up in the predominantly male-orienteecgunk genre. But these dovetailing

characteristics — sexuality and romance — perfaffardnt roles in self-construction, something
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Dick and Scott both suggest in their texts. Whigsice is constitutive of subjective autonomy,
the ability to love and be loved oversteps the lbawies of self to communicate with another, to
create an intersubjective scene. Post-Cartesiatospphers of self, having convinced
themselves of the self's existence via tugito ergo sumhave continued to worry over the
existence and significance of others. No relatignginesents the self in relation to another at
such intensely close quarters as the love reldtipnand as these relationships are entered into
with the view of maintaining them over long periodt time, it follows that a large and
continuous part of our self-construction is defernié not to the other, then to the relationship
itself.

The cyborg — in love or out of it — has been alstéeature of science fiction written by
men, often figured as a passive conduit for malsirde one which reinforces normative
masculine discourses of scientific and sexual pssvedike. It is perhaps for this reason that the
cyborg, in its classic sense, has been largelynaldsem science fiction written by women.
Desire and sexuality, on the other hand, has ndilévomen have long participated in the
speculative tradition, in science fictions utopam dystopian, Adam Roberts observes that it
was not until after the 1960s that science fictod feminism became a deliberately conjoined
project, when female writers began to use the gémractively seek out a ‘sense of gender
solidarity’ > It is possible that a shaping female influencedtasys been a part of the genre, if
only latently; as Anne K. Mellor sees it, wiliankensteiriscience fiction was initiated with a
woman’s critique of scientific or technological ééspment within a patriarchal sociefy’.

Susan Magarey writes that, in the mid-twentiethtwsn ‘feminist utopian fiction [...] connects
with a second nonfeminist tradition of writing’,athis, science fiction, which points to women
during this period as consciously working towardeeamation of what had otherwise been a
classically male-dominated gertfeUp until the 1960s, science fiction had been argyemt
only male-friendly or largely male-oriented, buteom which female characters had been
readily exploited at the hands of men, thus pegigtg the gender norms that by that time,
socially, politically, artistically and culturallyyomen were beginning to tire of and tire of very
vocally. In a decade when women’s writing begarmhallenge the masculine tradition across
genres, Magarey notes that ‘like all expressionsufural and political disruption in their
times, the specifically feminist utopias/sciencetiins emerged from an activist women'’s
movement>® Part of this activism included fictive sketcheswadrlds, women and societies in
which familial and kinship structures were reimaginand alternative social structures were

experimented with. Naturally, the redistribution wbwer within sexed and gendered roles
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throughout these alternative visions of societyrongd the kinds of countercultural movements
that emerged and grew to define Western culturghén 1960s and early 1970s. Efforts to
subvert the traditional family, as with communaipibie’ lifestyles, and to rebel against the
institution of marriage, as with free love, greaslyaped the range of projected societies and
human relationships depicted in female and femiatspias in the mid-twentieth century.
Desire and sexuality were newly rendered fertileugd from which to extrapolate fresh
configurations of self — particularly the femaldf seand yet love has proven to be somewhat
trickier to reinvent during this period. While wais from Joanna Russ to Ursula K. Le Guin
have experimented with every facet of sexualityemf sexual dimorphism and androgyny to
fierce matriarchies and the ‘lesbian solution’ Hting these thought experiments is the common
need to constitute women and womanhood on termsrrdeted by women themselves.
Reflecting the emancipatory movements they sprurgnf feminist utopian narratives
foreground the reclamation of self through theaewtion of sexuality, and as such desire, the
propellant of sexual expression, is also reposdessa self-determining emotional force. Love
in these utopias, and in feminine utopias sinceriotta Perkins Gilman's$ierland (1915), has
not been ignored, but has certainly been playedndawelation to desire and sex. The reason
for this may be that sex and desire, as self-asinglidentity practices, were the most obvious
and immediately available aspects of the self tolmnize because they could belong to the self
completely. Love, on the other hand, demands ifqoub two people. It involves cooperation
with, understanding of, and exposure to anotheeroW¥he social climate of mid-twentieth-
century feminism prompted more women to self-aideabutside the confines of the love
relationship than to treat those relationships geues; the 1960s and 1970s were a time for
freer love, spiritual development, and a measumsetifreliance in women'’s experience at least.
To confront the love relationship, so engrained &ed up with hegemonies from politics to
religion, and promising shackles for women on &idhfs from marriage to childrearing, was to
worry at the roots of a much older tradition. Thusfemale utopias, and especially those that
follow Herland by imagining women-only or matriarchal societiegmantic love is
increasingly downplayed and redistributed into rmdkof encompassing sisterhood or feminine
mysticism. Of course, changing the style of loveswhis decade’s effort to reinvent it —
mirrored in the communal, free-love practices @sgroots movements in the developed West.
Marge Piercy’sHe, She and 1{1991) has been variously described by criticsaas *
parable’, ‘a love story’, an homage to William Galoss Neuromance1984), to Joanna Russ’s
The Female Mari1975); a novel ‘less angry’, and ‘more hopefubn her earlier, more famous
work Woman on the Edge of Tin®976)>° Publishing from the late 1960s onwards, Piercy’s

work issues from the New Wave of science fictiotittjaer first novel released just a year after

% Peter Fitting (1985), M. Keith Booker (1994), &t a
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Do Androids Dream of Electric Shegpa period which also sees her marked out (casmpart
of the feminist science fiction movement of thad.edew Wave science fiction is credited with
making the shift in the genre from hard to sofeack fiction, opening up the field to include a
plethora of writers whose focus was more attunddsiees of society and humanity, rather than
narratives concentrated on high-tech, gadget-basazhce. In this kind of fiction, feminist
authors excelled, and while subsequently the 196 1970s became the decades of the
century most prolific for less technologically driv but more socially conscious feminist
utopias, M. Keith Booker has pointed to Piercy’squeness within her field for treading the
waters between these two spheres. He commendsyleeas ‘particularly interesting because of
its ability to maintain clear links to the traditicof feminist utopias while at the same time
opening important dialogues with the masculine mtopclassics and with the traditionally
masculine dystopian genr& Piercy also stands out from her fellow feministshe 1970s due
to the evolution her work has undergone over tharsieThe wealth of critical attention on
Piercy is predominantly focused arouddbman on the Edge of Timand though Piercy’s
reaching for utopia in her first major novel undadly shaped the issues raiseddim, She and
It, the stark contrast in the novels’ portrayals eftionships has, for the most part, been
critically unexamined.

He, She and lopens with a portrait of the modern family: fathemther, infant son.
We are told of an ill-conceived marriage, a mishigo child, an ugly divorce. All are
identifiable, sympathetic concepts, yet this faatilinit sits firmly in the grasp of the corporate
family of hypercapitalist company Yakamura-Stichand their domestic melodrama is thus
translated into the business vernacular, playedroatBrazil-esque circus of bureaucracy. In
2059, marriage customs persist almost exclusivathinvthe company enclaves, and Y-S
strongly encourages employees to marry, promotungsigVictorian family values enforced
through strict regulation of all sexual conductiatienships, and parenthood. These values,
however, have evolved to reflect the pragmatisnthef business world (rather than rooting
themselves in human emotional need), and so magiage contracted, with no obligation on
either party to renew after five or ten years. iBathal laws have reinstated certain glass
ceilings for female workers, who claim no paremights on account of their gender, but rather
on their professional rank. As such, the novel e@a the midst of a legal battle between Shira
and her ex-husband Josh, which culminates in himgbawarded full custodial care of their
young son. Utterly defeated and failed by the camgp&hira abandons her life at Y-S, and the

opening note of broken love is immediately echogdlze returns to the Jewish free town of
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Tikva — ‘a home she had fled, not from an unhagpidhood but from too early and too intense
love, paradise torrf*

Piercy’s vision of the future is wildly hyperbolin its eco-political concerns, and yet
uncannily rooted in familiar social contexts. Shivas grown up in a world reeling from the
aftereffects of global-scale environmental disasterthe emergent society, capital is almost
completely expressed as technoscientific produciitiormation is the main commodity, and

under corporatocratic control:

There were twenty-three great multis that divideé tvorld among them,

enclaves on every continent and on space platfohmang them they wielded

power and enforced the corporate peace: raidsssnations, skirmishes, but

no wars since the Two Week War in 2017 (p. 12).
Corporate employees above a certain rank are hondadir respective enclaves, domed cities
protected from the toxicity of the planet and spara from the ‘crowded violent festering
warren of the half-starved Glop [...] slang for thedalopolis that stretched south from what
had been Boston to what had been Atlanta, andradpplied to other similar areas all over the
continent and the world’ (p. 8). Piercy’s depictioh the Earth’s future extrapolates all-too
recognisable points of conflict from late twentiedgntury society — widening class divides,
ideological wars, capitalist seizing of world resms from energy to water, the destruction of
the environment, the ubiquitous presence of anlglldistractive media — and stretches them to
breaking point to produce a world in turmoil, atcenfar-flung but not inconceivable. Set
against the backdrop of a world coming to term$iigh technology, one learning to mediate
between an accelerated boom in technocultural ptemuand devastating post-war depression,
Piercy plays with a hypothetical scenario of higtoepeating itself in the mid-twenty-first
century society of her novel. In the technocultshe depicts, almost anything is possible in
terms of scientific production, but one worldwidavl prevails: automata cannot be created in
the image of humans. Shira’s grandmother Malkaé,ntarrator of the golem story, muses on
her part in the creation of an illegal cyborg nanved, comparing her role to that of the Rabbi
Judah Loew, Maharal of Prague. She explains tlwatdéfhuman being to make another is to
usurp the power of ha-Shem, to risk frightening-agbrandisement. It is to push yourself
beyond the human. It is dangerous to the soul, elfang to the world” (p. 39). Evoking
historical conflicts between machines and theiates, Piercy’s protagonist Shira recalls an
instance in her youth where she questioned thisrzawt: ‘She had never seen a robot shaped
like a person. It was illegal to make one that wagt as it was illegal to create robots with
human-level intelligence’ (p. 63). She receives thlowing in answer from her house

computer:

®1 Marge PiercyHe, She and ItLondon: Penguin, 1991), p. 51. [Further referarteethis edition are
given after quotations in the text.]
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People found the first humanoid robots cute, fagoug and then quickly

disturbing. Riots and Luddite outbreaks of machiwashing occurred. People

were afraid that machines would replace them, natdangerous jobs but in

well-paid and comfortable jobs [...] People sometimiesr intelligent

machines, Shira, particularly people who have nobwg up with a

sophisticated computer. Or they don’'t mind a stetig computer but are afraid

of one that has a body and can move around. | densuch laws important to

make people feel secure (p. 66).

Once restored to the home of her grandmother, Malkad employed in the service of
Avram Stein, Shira finds herself given the taskadialising the cyborg that Malkah and Avram
have co-created. The plurality of narrative expatalsnclude their blossoming love story:
‘Shira’s gradual declaration of independence fran donventional past and exploration of her
own emotional and intellectual capabilities’, aret instruction of Yod in ‘*how to handle his
functions’®® Shira is a character who, throughout the novel emeh at its end, is almost
entirely constructed through her relationships witen. We are told that she is one who has
made ‘conventional choices’, and tends to ‘love taod (pp. 263, 75). Because of this
tendency, Shira has been damaged by a stringleéi feelationships. Unable in her adolescence
to accept a relationship with Gadi that was notnfied on total, reciprocal, unending
monogamous devotion (“I've got to get out, Shivdle’re dying, the two of us. We're dying
together. Don’t you feel it?”), she abandoned Ekor the multis (p. 78). In her adult life,
marrying Josh to ‘make him happy’ and to save treationship only results in its destruction,
at which point she departs from her professiorialtth return to the freetown (p. 14). Though
intelligent and capable in her own right, Shirafe thoices have always been determined by the
choices she has made in her romantic relationships the choices their failures have imposed
upon her; even a decade later, at home againssstdl itormented by Gadi and their early co-
dependence. Gadi is equally damaged, as Malkahhelt “He’s dead the same way you are,
my Shira. He can’t commit to any woman, and youtaaally love any other man” (p. 101).

Shira is by no means the quintessential heroindefeminist utopian fictions which
contextualised Piercy’s earlier workde, She and lIdiffers from theWoman on the Edge of
Time and other novels which characterise the periodewveral ways, the most significant of
which is bound up with macrological themes thatvade women'’s science fiction of the time,
the contextual frames from which they were produeed that are more often than not potently

communicated in their narratives. Peter Fittingegithat:

Utopian visions are essential to the struggle faman emancipation because
they help us to articulate what we understand bgualitatively different
society, something we sometimes lose sight of enrtiidst of our day-to-day

%2 Booker, ‘Woman on the Edge of a Genre: The Fembystopias of Marge Piercy’, p. 346; Martinson,
p. 60.
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lives, and also because these visions reach beencestricted public of the

already politicised and speak to a wider audienbiElwoften seems no longer

to believe in the possibility of desirable or fddsi alternatives to the

fundamental insufficiency of the preséht.
The issue of ‘human emancipation’ translates lgrgeb the third-wave feminism with which
female (and also numerous male) authors were ideallly and intellectually enmeshed in
everyday life, work and politics. Indeed, in Bodkeopinion, ‘in Woman on the Edge of Time
Piercy draws the line between utopia and dystopige cclearly, and the resultant dialogue
between the two is an important source of energyher book™® Of course, the source of
energy for the entire subgenre of feminist utopi@se from the same critical engagement with
sexual inequality and the opportunity to utiliseesce fiction as a working-out space to imagine
alternative solutions to the problems of mid-twettticentury gender politics. Two main trends
emerged in utopian thought experiments: the commegregation of gender, and the drastic
merging of it. Authors experimented with alternatinodes of community, such as Whileaway
in Joanna Russ'$he Female Manor the women-only communes in Sally Gearhaftte
Wanderground1978) — taking source inspiration from such feamatopian novels as Charlotte
Perkins Gilman'sHerland (1915). In other depictions, includingdoman on the Edge of Time
gender roles are so radically subverted as to roaikflict based on sexuality almost impossible.
Fitting notes that in the utopian future societyRoércy’s earlier novel, even the language is
transfigured in purpose, so that ‘the generic nowam and the gender differentiated pronouns
his and her have been replaced by the waudr (as in person)®> Ursula K. Le Guin has
expressed her regret that she did not employ dasitekicon when writing her 1969 novéhe
Left Hand of Darknesdn an essay written in 1976 entitled “Is Gendexcéksary?” Le Guin
explains that, ‘I call Gethenians ‘he’ becauseddbtely refuse to mangle English by inventing
a pronoun for ‘he/she’ — but by 1989 her revisetsiom of the essay includes the following

self-edit:

This ‘utter refusal’ of 1968 restated in 1976 cp#iad, utterly, within a couple

of years more. | still dislike invented pronounst how | dislike them less than
the so-called generic pronoun he/him/his, whichsdimefact exclude women

from discourse [...] If | had realised how the pronsu used shaped, directed,
controlled my own thinking, | might have been ‘ceer’ %

Such a brave destabilisation of sexuated beinggandered performance has not been lost on

Piercy’s contemporaries, no less on her audienoes aitics, but interestingly her move
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towards the elimination of conventional gender gole her science fiction is one she had
seemingly revoked by the timde, She and lwas released. Elissa Gurman has noted that
traditionally gendered values, alongside those whdnism and religion, are ‘endorsed and
recapitulated, rather than revised’, as one migiteet of such a forward-looking nov&l.
Likewise, as both Neil Badmington and June Deemehdentified,He, She and Iteinstates a
heteronormative bias to the ‘old-fashioned talebol (borg?) meets girl’ by ‘polaris[ing]
masculine and feminine traits in a fairly tradimanner?® In this novel, perhaps uniquely in
her body of work (which is largely understood to dre exemplary oeuvref, as well as an
important contribution to, feminist utopian fictijprPiercy’s deliberate redistribution of roles
shows a departure from the New Wave concerns eingpthe gender problem (texts such as Le
Guin’s Ekumen series, 1966 onwards; Ernest Callgnb&cotopig 1975), or problems of race
or class (Robert Heinlein'Stranger in a Strange Land961; Walter Tevis’'SThe Man Who
Fell To Earth 1963). She instead turns her attention to theaghpf technology on humanity,
how these technologies shape and define us, anbisnway her work can be seen to be
‘opening dialogues’ with older, male-dominated epéan of the genre whose social contexts
did not provide the conditions for thought-expenitgeinto the experience of marginalised
groups in the same way as the mid-twentieth centigades of emancipation on so many
fronts provided.

The thematic shift her work undergoesHe, She and Itherefore aligns Piercy more
closely with recent authors who have bypassed (arge extent) the question of gender in
favour of the question of humanity, resurrectingcmuwlder issues, but framing them with
postmodern context and concerns. Such works add&mhAnn Goonan’Nanotech Quartet
(1994-2002) and J. C. McGowanBhe Big God NetworK2007) update both the social
commentary on technoculture and the actual teclgresdnforming their narratives, showing a
break away from feminist concerns in favour of plthat document the increasingly human
experience of characters whose makeup promoteretigdinition of humans and humanness.
These works — like Piercy’s, like the New Wave e heavily indebted to the construction of
androids in both Dick and Scott. Though critics dnawvade much of Piercy’s earlier ability to
delineate clear boundaries within what have contgetanderstood as binaries traditional to the
science fiction genre — e.g. male/female; humariinoran; natural/synthetic; nature/nuture;
good/evil — inHe, She and Iher presentation of a world better informed bytéshnological

engagement, where dystopia bleeds into utopia aew into machines, is more attuned to the

®7 Elissa Gurman, “The holy and the powerful lighat shines through history”: Tradition and
Technology in Marge Piercylde, She and It Science Fiction Studie88.3 (2011), 460-477 (p. 460).
% Neil Badmington, ‘Posthumanist (Com)Promises: liffing Donna Haraway’s Cyborg Through
Marge Piercy’Body of Glassin Posthumanisired. by Neil Badmington (New York: Palgrave, 2000)
p. 90; June Deery, ‘Ectopic and Utopic Reproducttée, She and ItUtopian Studie$.2 (1994), 38-49

(p. 42).
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concerns of postmodern science fiction regardimg(gost)human condition. Martinson writes
that inWoman on the Edge of Tipi®iercy's characters are able to clearly distisjthuman
from machine. By the time she writete, She and Jtthe distinguishing features are no longer
obvious’®

Shira’s gradual acceptance of her love towards rtiod parallel with the developments
in her work; Fitting has noted that an imperatieat@ire in marking out science fiction’s utopian
or dystopian societal values is ‘the valorisatibmalbforms of human activity’ beginning with ‘a
fundamental transformation of work itself [...] to reorewarding and largely self-determining
activities'” Throughout the novel, Shira’s personal developmintpropelled by her
engagement with her work; her career moves have ioeariably made for her depending on
the romantic relationships she pursued or abandddedever, in the employment of Y-S,
work has served to dehumanise Shira: ‘she had begdaubt her own talent. She had decided
she was lacking in ambition and drive. Yet her watmns had been quietly picked up and used
throughout Y-S without her knowledge, without heeceiving any benefits — even
psychological’ (p. 380). Back in Tikva, Shira’s fsebnfidence is rebuilt through her ‘self-
determining activities”: her work on the socialieat of the cyborg that, quite literally,
determines his self as well as her own in relatoit. Still, Shira’s self-worth remains tied to
her worth in the eyes of others, including Malkatd eher recently returned mother, but

predominantly males:

Discovering that her work was actually highly ongi and that only Y-S

corporate politics had kept her pinned in positisime found herself taking her

own ideas far more seriously. She had a brisk denfie that expressed itself in

a new level of mastery [...] Still, she was lonely ¥od (pp. 486-487).
Being in love with a cyborg, transgressing thabtgbhs something that Shira repeatedly strives
to rationalise by drawing comparisons between tinmdn body and its cyborg double. This
process of self-convincing sees her lessening istartte between humans and machines, by
performing a balancing act of the objectificatioh umanity and the humanisation of the
cyborg, a task made all the easier for her own al@imising experiences and her perception of
the world in which she exists — a technoculturevhich everything, everyone, is essentially
flattened under commodification. As she ruminatestteir sexual relationship, she contrasts

their biological and machinic natures:

| was making love, she told herself, with somethinglt of crystal, chips,

neural nets, heuristic programs, lab-grown biolalgicShe could not cook up
disgust. After all, her own interior was hardly thesically pleasing. Were
biochips more offputting than intestines? She thougp more in bed about

%9 Martinson, p. 58.
0 Fitting, p. 158.
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what was inside the skin of a human male than shakyrcared about what was

inside Yod (p. 224).
Shira can easily relate to the dehumanising etietechnoculture, and has herself been a victim
of social depersonalisation — the most painful seuof which occurs in her romantic
relationships. Nonetheless, she seems resigndu tfa¢t that she remains a woman defined in
relation to men, consciously and voluntarily by #rel of the novel, as Yod places no demands
on her in the way other men have done by theirreaaind yet she clings to her love for him as
an integral part of her own being. By her own adiis, she is ‘for better or worse a woman
who, if she loved someone, was shaped to receatddiried one and perhaps only that one’; as
she takes care to remind the reader, it ‘had takelecade to free herself of Gadi’ (p. 557).
Throughout the novel Piercy makes a point of caresitng Shira through her memories of men,
and through her experience of the cyborg, repeajedtaposing the two to portray a woman
dehumanised, desexualised and depersonalised bgnftay excesses of male dominion
(‘Perhaps her sexuality had been so impacted tb#ting had tempted her. Now she was
frighteningly awake, aware’), but one who is recared by falling in love on her own terms,
in an orchestrated accident as she teaches a cylaord by extension, herself, to feel (p. 285).

In departing so radically from her initial femihigpremise to present a fairly
conventional “borg meets girl' romance, one mighdander if Piercy had abandoned the cause
she so obviously fought for Woman on the Edge of Timdowever, | feel that there is more at
work in He, She and ItFirstly, her strong female characters are ndtedptdispensed with, and
Shira does eventually come to strength, thougheindwn way. Throughout, Shira’s third-
person narrative is balanced with Malkah’s firstgo® account, which insists on a comparative
reading of the two women. Malkah is concerned biya@htendency to fall in love and fall in
love deeply, and Malkah herself is depicted asranéo femme fatale, who took lovers for
pleasure or sport but never attached too much itapoe to them. Malkah defines herself best
through her work, and repeatedly advises that Sigtssimilarly, rather than making love her

priority:

It occupies the centre and squeezes out your skreliggou work in the centre

and love to the sides, you will love better in thieg run, Shira. You will give

more gracefully, without counting, and what you, geu will enjoy.

Malkah did not know what love was. Shira retugseargue (p. 75).

Malkah, presented throughout the novel as whollyteat with her solitary life, clearly stands
for the feminist concern as she tries to impartStura the dangers of relying on others —
especially men — to create a valid sense of sédficy is careful, however, to balance this
perspective with a more progressive view of theawtic relationship that brings Shira into line
with Giddens’s confluent lover. Shira’s determipoatio find the right kind of love supports the

hypothesis for contemporary, confluent love as ablecreate and support a valid, self-
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actualising subjective scene. | have argued that tweates a space for self-construction, one
which is ever-more required in an increasingly texhultural, capitalist world; in Piercy’s
hypercapitalist society, love is precisely the plachere Shira is trying to be. When Malkah
advises her to find herself through her work, ofirse, this is sound advice, especially when
that work ceases to be determined by the corporatiad begins to be determined by Shira
herself. But the workspace, no matter how rewaraingelf-valorising, remains a space tied to
the superstructural terms of a capitalist sociaty] as such is neither as free nor as pure as the
love relationship. In addition, it is Shira’s wattkat eventually leads her to Yod, and though it
continues to give her pleasure, cannot comparédacsatisfaction she gains from a fulfilling
romantic relationship. Rather than have Shira folio her grandmother or mother’s footsteps —
both of whom have turned away from conventional agamous relationships in favour of their
work — Piercy runs Shira through a lifelong gaunitlepursuit of the perfect love. In doing so,
Piercy also inadvertently ‘tests out’ several typéselationship over the course of Shira’s life.
Badiou writes inln Praise of Lovethat there are three main interpretations of thee |

relationship, each of which he sees as false:

First, there is the romantic interpretation thatuges on the ecstasy of the
encounter. Secondly [...] the interpretation base@ @ommercial or legalistic
perspective, which argues that love must be inethigk a contract [...] Finally,
there is the sceptical interpretation that turng lmto an illusion (pp. 21-22).
The romantic interpretation Badiou aligns elsewhita the high Romantic myth of the lovers
merging to become one. Shira goes through thisesthging childhood with Gadi; in her

adolescent delirium she described them as ‘fatefddound’:

Other people wandered the earth their whole lieekihg for their twin, their

lover, their other self who would complete them atbwer their deepest

hungers, but she and Gadi had found each othearotbat no one could ever

slip between them (p. 43).
Badiou has called this perpetuation of the Romamgecging — itself a continuation of a myth
retold in Plato — beautiful, but also existentidigking (p. 31). It can also, Piercy warns, be
existentially dangerous. After the relationship €£n8hira is deadened sexually, and attributes
her subsequent failures in love to such deep certtgncy with Gadi. Gadi too, is emotionally
marred, and at the novel's opening is in disgradé Ws corporation for pursuing a sexual
relationship with a fifteen-year-old girl. Malkalees this as him ‘seeking [Shira] at fifteen’,
which cements the lasting impairment on his sedt this first relationship exacted. Shira later
enters into a contractual relationship with herdaul, Josh, the terms of which are dictated by
the corporation they both work for. Though she gssés to Malkah to have loved Josh in the
beginning, implicit in her story of their relatidnip is a sense that a reliance on the

corporation’s hand in her marriage would have pnea@ her from falling as deeply in love as
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she had previously. Of course, this also means ttiatlove relationship does not develop
organically between them. Where Badiou has strefsddove must operate on its own terms,
rather than those externally — socially or politica set, Shira’s marriage is in fact determined
by and brought into line with company policy. Thégeno sense that the two are in it for love,
or for themselves, and ultimately the marriagesfail

Such harrowing experience might be enough to cweviShira of Badiou’s third
interpretation — that love is merely an illusiorard indeed she is surrounded on all fronts by
people who consider a monogamous, lasting committoelpe distractive at best. She recounts
how, early on in life, she and Gadi were conscimiugeeping their relationship a secret because
the freetown ‘outlawed and demeaned’ such an cedidatistom as pair bonding (p. 43). Her
mother, grandmother and various friends keep ng term romantic partners in their houses,
procreate alone by way of in-vitro fertilisatiomdamaintain large, extended kinship groups
based around a communal work spirit. The freetoWiliikva itself reads very closely to the
feminist utopias of the previous two decades, agidRrercy does not allow Shira to find her
self-valorisation in work and friendship alone. Bad treats these three fallacious
interpretations through his own sketch of the Twen®, which he claims ‘cannot be reduced to
any of these approximations and is a quest foh't(pt 22). Giddens, similarly, has argued that
the confluent love of the contemporary age prisesi the nature of the love relationship over
the lover themselves, that people actively seektbetperfect relationship, rather than the
perfect persoft Though Malkah encourages Shira to determine Hettselugh her work and
not through her lovers, it is not the other perfom whom Shira is looking for validation, it is
the relationship which will ease her existentiakiaty and offer her the truth of herself. As
Atwood wrote inThe Handmaid’s Tale'the more difficult it was to love the particulaman
beside us, the more we believed in Love, abstrattatal’ 2 Piercy presents a modern heroine,
a confluent lover, in whom feminism is not betrayed is momentarily held aside. Rather than
align her with Malkah or the other females in thgttwhose sexual expressiveness and claims
on their own desires construct them as individu8lsra is instead searching for the truth of
herself that may be found in the love relationshit, just any relationship with any person, but
the right one. Instead of retreading earlier, motassic feminist ground of developing
subjective autonomy through a reclaiming of sexyaRiercy pushes Shira to reclaim herself
through love.

v

Dick, Scott and Piercy foreground a common tropes@énce fiction narratives: that of the
technoscientific society as an essentially dehusiragi environment. We cannot extricate

technoscience from capitalism; the two are restlub®und. Our increasingly mechanistic

" The Transformation of Intimacp. 62.
2 The Handmaid's Talg. 226.
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natures are shown to us — through a glass, darkly the artificial life-forms science fiction
writers place alongside us. This technique is ot to the genre, neither has it been relegated
to its history; one sees its deployment as earlifragkensteinand as recently @@rometheus
(2012). Where these three texts persist, howesén, their reframing of that trope beneath the
lens of love. Deckard and Shira are both utterlyutieanised by the roles handed to them in
their respective technocultures, but both find wiyseconstruct themselves through love with
beings that have traditionally troubled the claion Humanity. The following chapter will
explore the reasons for these successful recotistnaclinking them via the Badiouian concept

of differenceto the redemptive construction of the love scene.
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Chapter Two

Les preuves d’amour

CAPTAIN KIRK: And vyou'll learn
something about men and women, the way
they're supposed to be. Caring for each
other, being happy with each other, being
good to each other. That's what we call...
love. You'll like that, too, a lot.

Star Trek: The Original Serig4966)

In 1968, in the episode ‘Plato’s Stepchildretar Trek: The Original Seriescreened
American television history’s first scripted intacial kiss. Screenwriter for the series David
Gerrold wrote afterwards about the show's repredim of minority ethnic groups, and
concluded thaStar Trekand the pioneering of equal rights naturally wieamd-in-hand — the
crew of theEnterprise'had to be interracial because it representedfatiankind. How can the
human race ever hope to achieve friendship wignalaces if it can't even make friends with
itself?’! This question, aside from still being relevanhtonan rights concerns throughout the
world today, is repeatedly invoked in senses bitg¢hal and figurative throughout first contact,
invasion and exploratory science fiction. Textsttgraalliances around the issue: commercial
blockbusters such as Roland Emmeridh@dependence Daf1996) use alien invasions to more
firmly demarcate the boundaries of self and Othesrder to unite a common humanity against
a resolutely unsympathetic alien race; while oth@ore courageously probing narratives such
as Ursula K. Le Guin'dhe Left Hand of Darkneg4969) and Joe Haldemarni$he Forever
War (1974) extrapolate social contexts from the Vigtn&/ar period into settings so far-flung
that the focus is dragged back around — the seif tienated, the Other’s position privileged.
While these latter approaches are the most coneldigithe creation of narratives of acceptance,
N. Katherine Hayles for one warns against the stniplersion of tactics when trying to counter
the opposition, in that to define oneself solelyvilyat one revolts against ‘the revolutionary
ends up looking like his opponent reflected in arami.? In many first contact and invasion
narratives, the self/Other dichotomy is precisdlg tatalyst upon which the plot turns; such
texts serve to further reinscribe the subject/dbjgoblematic upon the genre. Of course, in

postcolonial readings of science fiction texts,hsas those offered by Andrew Milner and

! David Gerrold;The World of Star Tre@New York: Blue Jay Books, 1984), p. 152. His woatho
those of Captain Kirk from this very episode, whohdy explains: “where | come from, size, shape, or
colour makes no difference, and nobody has the gowe

2 N. Katherine Hayles\ly Mother Was a Computer: Digital Subjects and fiaitg Texts(lllinois:
University of Chicago Press, 2009),209. [Further references to this edition are gigfter quotations in
the text.]
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Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, again this is where a@odon of such narratives lidgAt risk in
these readings, however, is an oversight regartiegnuch more subtle, more sublimated co-
mingling of self and Other as enacted within a lergybject. To commit to a ‘for’ or ‘against’
standpoint in terms of our empathic readings oralfigures is to also commit to a
(re)configuration of the human counterpart as d&dgn antithetical. Aliens who meet the
traditional expectations of the antagonistic Otkastain the hegemony of humanity, while
human error exposed by a benign or morally supal@n race may make trades on our
sympathies, but the self/Other dichotomy, thougbvetted, remains intact. While these texts
may succeed in their deconstruction of the actdrs lay claim to the subjectivities of self and
Other, and in a percentage of portrayals may wedirtorn expectations and destabilise our
presuppositions, a mere inversion of the roles dittés to challenge the way we conceive of
these potent relationships. When we commit to tligest/object dyad in these narratives, we
run a bipolar risk. Either we vilify the Other ftre sake of a superficially affirmative subtext
(Independence DayWVar of the Worlds2005; Battle: Los Angeles2011) without pausing to
speculate for a second on the existential imphbeatiof a close encounter for the human race, or
conversely, we demonise the Other to the exterttvtleathen abject ourselves, to the point it
becomes hard to watch. Several recent films, sa@istrict 9 andAvatar (both 2009), play on
the emotive strength of this inversion as they eixmnd extrapolate painful parallels with
historical atrocities. Writers and filmmakers whartess the dramatic energy of the
subject/object dialectic leave little to no middjeound, or else that middle ground is quickly
closed up in the interests of equilibrium and ctesurraditionally, within alien narratives
especially, there is a desperate need to reinttateelf and its Other by the narrative’s close.
We seem to require a fixed idea of an exterioriddter, one to be kept at arm'’s length.

More recently, however, science fiction authors particular have been working
towards the sticky middle ground, using variousestigative techniques in content-rich
explorations that directly interrogate the self/@thdyad as distilled in the human/alien
encounter. Ted Chiang’'s novella ‘Story of Your Li{@002) sets up the classic binary, and
depicts conflict between humans and a visitingnaieece through approaches to language and
the physical sciences: ‘when the ancestors of haraad heptapods first acquired the spark of

consciousness, they both perceived the same physichl, but they parsed their perceptions

% Milner’s Locating Science FictiofLiverpool: Liverpool University Press, 201@)ovides an impressive
rundown of the genre by geographic region, dedigadi portion to the fictions coming out of the vaig
European empires. He writes that in particular, st8en accounts of the Orient were [...] primarily an
effect of the West's own fantasies about the Eagigher [...] The obvious implication for SF is thikst
constructions of alien Others will tend to functioranalogous fashion’ (p. 157); thereby showingho
science fiction has invited retroactive postcolbreéadings. Spivak has applied her theory of the
subaltern td-rankensteindeeming it a critique of the ‘axiomatics of imjadism in substance and
rhetoric’, inA Critique of Postcolonial Reason: Towards a Higtof the Vanishing Present
(Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1999)15.
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differently; the world-views that ultimately arosesre the end result of that divergent®y
learning the heptapods’ language, the protagoriitieo novella not only comes to empathise
with their world view, but takes on enough of itathshe is able to modify her conscious
understanding of her own. China Miéville's 2011 ebkEmbassytownin which humans live
alongside the indigenous Ariekei, is also grounitiethnguage. Each race’s experience of the
other’'s mode of expression, and thereby thoughtraedns of constructing reality, undercuts
the significance of language to the point thatréates a social revolution. Both human and
alien, by learning to speak to each other, metahus® and irrevocably alter the trajectory of
their co-evolution. Miéville has his characterserect colonial narratives of settlement and co-
adjustment, and as such the novel goes far beymndimple dialectical interplay of self and
Other, as it transposes the lessons of racial natieg in human history onto an envisaged
interspecies society. In order to achieve sociaks®mn, Embassytown’s citizens must learn to
see themselves each through the other's eyesegtikspith each other’s language. In this way,
the polarised dichotomy of self/Other is rescuemmfrthe alien encounter and redistributed
equally, on the subjective level. For Patrick Rater, ‘aliens in SF invariably possess a
metaphorical dimension’; at base, the alien stdndshe most othered of Othetslhe most
sophisticated deployments of the alien metaphorecomt from first contact or invasion
narratives but push beyond them to configure iatgat and interspecies societies, wherein the
metaphorical aspects of alien selfhood are workedugh in juxtaposition with human
metaphysics. Miéville’'Embassytowrand also his Bas-Lag series (2000-2004) issue frem
relatively small but thematically rich subgenreptdnetary romance, and draw inspiration from
sources as diverse as C. S. LewiS{zace Trilogy(1938-1945), Frank HerbertBune series
(1965-1985), Le Guin’s Hainish Cycle (1966-2000hn& McCaffrey’sDragonriders of Pern
series (1967-2011), and George LucdaStar Warsfilm franchise (1977-2008). These texts,
extrapolated to the farthest reaches of the sciBaienal imaginary, actively engage with
aliens and alienation as figurative techniques.ifTheethodical expositions of interspecies
societies hinge on their interrogation and recamfigjon of difference, not only in the way they
set in motion a constant back-and-forth betweeeratf the self and making the Other known,
but that in doing so, they force a conception @ subject that holds both self and Other as
equal and integral parts of a single and cohelaimhdo agency.

The Star Trekfranchise (1966-2013) consistently initiates simgeounds for debate, as
it repeatedly places its landing party within aliemntexts, and amplifies the anthropological
dimension to exploratory science fictions. It igen¢hat the genre finds its most significant

intersection with philosophy. Explorers and indiggnimmigrants and natives, humans and

* Ted Chiang, ‘Story of Your Life’ irbtories of Your Life and Othef§lassachusetts: Small Beer Press,
2010), p. 191. Google ebook.
® Patrick ParrinderScience Fiction: A Critical Guidd_ondon: Longman 1979), p. 155.
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aliens: these relationships, which turn on the afidifference, rewrite the philosophical
dilemma of self and Other — of subject and objelstit-enframed and updated by technocultures
that place demands on our present and ask us howisteto proceed into our future. When
Star Trekscreened its interracial kiss between Kirk and fdhim 1968, it epitomised the
philosophical reach of the science fiction text,oate reiterating the self/Other problematic
whilst directly addressing the issue of racial pdgge in American society. The episode also
implicitly directs its audience towards the roofls a philosophical system that deals with
difference between selves and Others through #radrof love. ‘Plato’s Stepchildren’ are thus

explained by an inhabitant of the planet providing scene of the episode:

KIRK Who are the inhabitants of this pt@&ne

ALEXANDER Oh, Platonians. I'm sure you've never heard of@gr native

star is Sahndara. Millennia ago, just before it tweva, we managed to escape.

Our leader liked Plato’s ideas. Plato, PlatoniuseSIn fact, our present

philosopher-king, Parmen, sometimes calls us Rathildren, although we

sometimes think of ourselves more as Plato’s stkjren ®
The insistence on ‘stepchildren’, rather than @teh’, begs the question: who might be
considered as Plato’s stepchildren? The philosophyove begins with Plato’s Socratic
dialogues, most famously iFhe Symposiurfc. 385-38BC). Though the essence of the text is
Plato’s retelling of the thought of Socrates onelovhe allows us to experience other
interpretations of human relationships across geaf voices and storytelling styles. If nothing
else, in the face of Socrates’'s own views as hdleciges one after another, this technique
informs us that love was indeed a subject worthyaaddemic consideration as early as the
Classical period, and that human nature as defmedwuman interaction did give rise to
discussion and debate. In addition, the positiocupied by myth and narrative within our
experience and understanding is emphasised even Wwhich suggests that we have always
produced texts in order to express ourselves, latdhiese texts contribute in turn to subsequent
constructions of self. In the dialogusignificant distinctions are made between the typles
love, which set up a framework for subsequent regdiof love throughout the Western
tradition. The speech of Pausanias highlights tfferdnce between a love characterised by its

humanness and the love reserved for religious &0

surely there are two kinds of Aphrodite? One ofsthés older and is the
daughter of Uranus [...] we call her Uranian or HedyeAphrodite. The
younger one is the daughter of Zeus and Dione: alk ler Pandemic or
Common Aphrodité.

® ‘Plato’s Stepchildren’ (season 3, episode 88 Trek: The Original SeriedIBC, 22 November 1968.
" Plato, The SymposiurfLondon: Penguin Books Ltd, 1999), p. 12.
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This division of Aphrodite evolves into later not® of eros andagape, the kinds of
love found in human desire and spiritual experierespectively, expanded upon and cemented
in the philosophical tradition by Neoplatonist aBdholastic thinkers. The conclusions drawn
by Socrates come from the ‘mysteries’ of Diotimapraestess with whom he has previously
engaged in a dialogue that he recounts as parisoédmtribution to the discussion. Socrates
defines love as a ‘state of deficiency or need’ ahis fundamentally relational, in that it is
directed towards something the lover latkslsing Diotima’s mysteries to develop his
argument, Socrates goes on to identify the motivédowe as ‘the desire to have the good
forever’, and concludes that the purpose of sugk End motivational desire is reproduction,

through which one can gain immortality:

All human beings are pregnant in body and in mimadd when we reach a

degree of adulthood we naturally desire to givéhbjir..] There is something

divine in this process; this is how mortal creasusehieve immortality, in

pregnancy and giving birth.

Diotima concludes her explanation (and thus Sosigtby reiterating that if ‘the object of love
is to have the good always, it follows that thatmiest desire immortality along with the good’,
and therefore the purpose of love is to achieve thimortality’® Plato’s delineation of
scholarly thought concerning love takes us fromhiogti metanarrative through to the academic
extraction of meaning from representation, andrésulting pragmatism. As Irving Singer
summarises: ‘we start with the primitive myth ofigitophanes and end up with the first highly
sophisticated conclusion of Plato’s erotic phildsgp‘love is the desire for the perpetual
possession of the good®.

In The Symposiumseveral important foundations are laid that cawwer into and
throughout all subsequent thinking on love overrnbgt two thousand years. Though Socrates
presents the defining argument on the subject, exclod Plato’s ideas are worked out and
through the dialogue’s other contributing voicaschs as Pausanius’s dualistic framework of
Pandemic and Uranian Aphrodite which can be trateatly throughout the history of Western
philosophy. Aspects of other speeches (Agathonedhiag) are used to flesh out the allegories
Plato introduces inThe Symposiun{Diotima) and develops throughout his other middle
dialoguesThe Republi¢c. 380BC) andPhaedrugc. 370BC), which set up his theory of Forms
as a means to explore human nature — the pursiudteafised universals guiding our earthly

conduct, which provides the basis of the Platoggtesn overall? The speech of Aristophanes

8 The Symposiunp. xxviii.

° The Symposiunp. 43.

°The Symposiunp. 44.

1 |rving Singer,The Nature of Love Volume One: Plato to Lutfiinois: University of Chicago Press,
1984), p. 53.

12 plato, The Republi¢London: Penguin, 1987), p. 189.
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is also significant, as it reiterates a mythicatratve about the origins of love which has

survived the other counter-arguments of the texteaocome one of the most well-remembered
representations of love in Greek literature, orsg thversteps its context to be revisited in later
culture. It explains that humans in their currdatesare half-beings, halves of a whole that they

are constantly trying to restore:

That's how, long ago, the innate desire of humandsefor each other started.

It draws the two halves of our original nature b&affether and tries to make

one out of two and to heal the wound in human edfur
In this image, love is the desire between the talvds to recombine themselves, ‘the name for
the desire and pursuit of the wholeness’, while isethe closest process to ‘healing’ that can

take place, offered by the gods as compensétias.Singer identifies:

For Aristophanes, as for Plato, sex is a physicakeshift. It is needed for

procreation in our divided state; it may provideruaimentary union with

another person; but in itself it does not expldia hature of love. Far from

being sexual, love is the search for that stat@hadleness in which sex did not

exist!®
There is, then, even in antiquity, even before §iam ideals begin to direct our moral valuation
of intimacy, a definite prioritising of love oveexs Sometimes linked, sometimes mutually
present within human relationships and complemgniave and sex are phenomena that in
other instances can occur relatively independeritiyne another. Sex as a by-product of love is
a concept not only represented here in the Platdisitogue, but one that prefigures later
Romantic notions of intimacy, and has continuethtimence much more recent thinking in the
social sciences. Singer maintains, somewhat coatesty, that ‘psychiatrists who revise Freud
by emphasising a nonsexual instinct for onenesacitally closer to the myth of Aristophanes.
Closer yet are those Romantic philosophers whokspkean elective affinity between the lover
and his fated soulmat&®.The myth of Aristophanes has been the vessel ddigps the most
powerful portrayal of love in human nature: its geraof the matching halves of a human
continues to fuel romantic narratives even toddyilawone’s ‘other half’ has become common
parlance. In Aristophanes’s speech, Plato also rsndees the magnitude of tragi-romantic

emotion, which explains how this myth continuebiteathe life into our current love stories:

Since their original nature had been cut in twaheane longed for its own half
and stayed with it. They threw their arms roundheatter, weaving themselves
together, wanting to form a single living thing. 8@y died from hunger and
from general inactivity because they didn’t wantdtoanything apart from each

3 The Symposiunp. 24.
“The Symposiunp. 24.
!> The Nature of Loyep. 52.
'® The Nature of Loyep. 52.
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other. Whenever one of the halves died and onelefaghe one that was left

looked for another and wove itself together witatttfsometimes the one it met

was half of a whole woman (the half we now calhvarman’), sometimes half a

whole man. In any case, they kept on dying inwag’

At the beginning of what transpired to be two mmtée of philosophical writings on love, we
have Plato, hisSymposiumand the halved beings that are his ‘stepchildréme figures
surrogated from the myth of Aristophanes. Thesdydawers convey an understanding of
individuality and difference as being illusory amttcumstantial, as merely the result of
cleavage from their original wholes, and furtherenanply that love has the power to erase
difference, that it is healing and restorative.sfophanes concludes that ‘our human race can
only achieve happiness if love reaches its conmfysind each of us finds his loved one and
restores his original natur® At the other end of history, in ‘What Is Love?’|afn Badiou’s
definition distils two millennia of thought in agrerb for postmodernity, a near-inversion of
the myth of Aristophanes to reinstate the halveghef whole within humanity and human
experience: ‘love is an enquiry of the world frame point of view of the Two’ (p. 49).

Badiou discusses love most specifically in a chraptehis Conditions(1992; revised
and translated into English as ‘What Is Love?’ #98) and then in his 2009 bo&koge de
'amour (In Praise of Love2012), though the subject is treated back anith fimroughout his
writings since the publication of his defining woikétre et I'événemen(tl988; Being and
Event 2005), and is held as one aspect of his fourgedmphilosophical system. Where Badiou
departs most drastically from his predecessors isis elevation of love to such a dominant
function in human existence. Where scant few haytoeed the phenomenon to such depths,
Badiou holds love up to the philosophical lens apmdition as important and imperative for
humanity as art, as science and as politics. Perinapically, the closest philosophical system
regarding love to Badiou’s, is Plato’s. Indeed,lnnPraise of Love Badiou agrees with the
Platonic system insofar as it ‘has universal imgilans: it is an individual experience of a
potential universality, as Plato was the firsttuit’ (p. 17). What he takes issue with is the
divine rendering of the universal, for the pursoitthe universal to mean an active move
towards a God or gods, and for the universal tetdri any sort of realm that is abstracted
further than through philosophical abstraction.ugngal love, in its infinite and yet conceivable
form, is completely dependent on collective contlatipn and convocation. The dialectic is
concretised on the micro-level by its reliance oloaalised subjectivity, that is, in its lovers
whose repeated experiences of love are the samgedrdtally unique, which communicates

once more with the concept of universality. Lov&oadtands apart from other human conditions

" The Symposiunp. 24.
8 The Symposiunpp. 26-27.
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in that it hinges upon, as its central aspect, itlea that you can experience the world from the
perspective of difference’ (p. 17).

This chapter will examine this first key area ofdB@as’s philosophy of love, and will
bring the texts from the previous chapter beneattoraparative theoretical lens. As well as
siting these texts within earlier discussions a #elf and the Other — namely Georg W. F.
Hegel's master/slave dialectic — this section willimately argue that Badiou’s theory of
differencebrings to full potential these prior dichotomieglamoreover, that the human/cyborg
relationships portrayed in the texts lend themsehell to the reification of his ideas. To
further supplement the framework, Donna Harawayisocg theory will be brought into line
with Badiou’'s philosophy. This chapter will showettvays in which the two thinkers tessellate
in many areas, with Haraway’s work bridging the degbtween Badiou’s intellectual premise
and the cyborgian narratives discussed herein, vhasan/posthuman relationships can help

to shed light on the questions Badiou raises imrast recent romantic treatise:

What kind of world does one see when one expergeitcBom the point of
view of two and not one? What is the world like whi¢ is experienced,
developed and lived from a point of view of diffece and not identity? (p. 22).

2.1. Difference

Badiou repeatedly invokes his philosophy of lov@@as grounded in difference; he writes that:

the amorous scene is the only genuine scene inhwdianiversal singularity

pertaining to the Two of the sexes — and ultimapedytaining to difference as

such — is proclaimed. That is where an undividebjesuive experience of

absolute difference takes plaCe.
This is an idea that is neither new to romanticrataves in the twentieth and twenty-first
centuries, nor one more prevalent in science fictioan in any other genre. In novels as
contemporary and ‘mainstream’ as Jeffrey Eugensdd&idlesex(2002), we find the narrator
ruminating: ‘Men and women, tired of being the sament to be different agaif’.
Nonetheless, traces of Aristophanes’s myth contittupermeate the love paradigm, having
been fully entrenched in cultural consciousnessthey high Romantic novels in which the
restorative merging of the lovers had been powgrfesurrected. Badiou declares that he finds
such tales agristan and Iseultmortifying nocturnal fusions’, and he maintaingahghoutin
Praise of Lovethat statements such as Goethe’s ‘the eternal rifeeniakes us Above’ are
‘rather obscene’ (p. 26}.However, if difference — its construction and pisoritisation as a

necessary and fortifying dimension of the love gy — is of such imperative value to the

19 philosophy in the Presenp. 33.
2 Jeffery Eugenidedviddlesex(London: Macmillan, 2002), pp. 478-479.
% ‘The Scene of Two’, p. 44.
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Badiouian system, | therefore propose that cybactjoh configures and represents that
difference to the most fully realised degree. Rasidn love stories, in general, provide an
antithetical body of textual representation thaals the ‘existentially lacking’ narratives of high
Romanticism, to which Badiou in his latest worknsts: resolutely opposed (p. 31). Badiou's
understanding of the value and role of love in atycis the way in which it ‘takes us into key
areas of experience of what is difference and, ntisdly, leads to the idea that you can
experience the world from the perspective of défexe’ (p. 17). On the surface of things, one
might argue that love seems the most vague andhsecential of the four generic procedures
with which Badiou proposes to glean truths fromwlogld. Yet inln Praise of Lovehe insists:
‘look, in love, at the absolute difference thatstxibetween two individuals, one of the biggest
differences one can imagine, given that it is afinite difference, yet an encounter, a
declaration and fidelity can transform that intoreative existence’ (p. 64).

How can we understand his view that the differdmeveen two persons in love is the
‘biggest difference’, when surely relationships andrriages are founded on common ground
and similar interests? Quite to the contrary, fadiBu has argued in various works and lectures
that loving differences overshadow political diffaces in terms of their end goals, making
frequent reference to notions of duration and pnityi. In love, two individuals — with ‘all of
their infinite subjectivities’ — commit to a relatiship which then projects itself towards the
idealised timeframe of the eternal whether thati@hship stands the test of time or not (p. 28).
Love is temporally enacted, constantly constru¢gewl reconstructed) as a non-static process,
and looks towards a future which is determined bg still includes the original Two. This,
Badiou argues, is a far cry from political diffecen wherein the objectives of the group are
defined by collective, social interests, and notefi)personal, loving interests. We maintain
political affiliations to different ends than we a@mr romantic relationships. Moreover, our
proximity to our fellow state subjects, with alleth infinite subjectivities, will never resemble
the closeness of our lives with our lovers. We dbhave to love our politicians, nor our fellow
statesmen. Thus, the difference between the logefar more pronounced because of its
continuous presence, its incessant reminders, tanmporal endurance. This is also not to
suggest that difference dissipates over time, olsubsumed into routine; though some
differences get easier to live with, others mayobee harder to ignore. Exactly because people
do not remain static, because they grow and ewageshift over time, those of us who are not
eternally preserved in a state of initial harmoRprfieo and Juliet show us that a double suicide
is the only way to achieve this preservation) amestantly required to re-declare ourselves as
lovers and to work at the truths of our respectationships, producing a ‘combatant love’

which renders us ‘militants of truth’ (p. 6%).

?2Being and Evenp. xiii.
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Badiou sits surprisingly well with Haraway's cybottgeory; each, in their own way,
foreground notions of fluidity and partiality. Inaraway’s ‘Manifesto’, the cyborg trope is
presented as ‘an ironic myth’, with the further rifleation that this irony ‘is about
contradictions that do not resolve into larger velsoleven dialectically, about the tension of
holding incompatible things together because bothlloare necessary or true’ (p. 149). She
insists on the ability of cyborg theory to fill tlgmps in cultural consciousness that have been

left by modern philosophies:

Cyborg imagery can help express two crucial argusmdn.] first, the

production of universal, totalising theory is a orapistake that misses most of

reality, probably always, but certainly now; anda®d, taking responsibility

for the social relations of science and technologgans refusing an anti-

science metaphysics, a demonology of technology sarmeans embracing the

skilful task of reconstructing the boundaries oilydéfe, in partial connection

with others, in communication with all of our pafps 181).
Here Haraway's ‘major mistake’ echoes the Badiou@inaster’, his call for philosophy to
remove itself from the confines of its conditiom®nditions it more properly ought to be
objectively commentating upon by circulating thrbagt® Also key in Badiou’s lexis is his
use of ‘a truth’ (indefinite article) and ‘truth@lural), which aligns his thought with Haraway's
‘incompatible things’ and underpins the partialityat the cyborgian figure champions. It
invokes once more the relationship between theeusal and the particular; for Badiou, we
cannot conceive of the truth of any given situatiwat can be accepted or understood by anyone
and everyone, rather, the only universality ofHrig that the non-tangible idea of truth is
something that we can all grasp philosophicallyutis are produced consistently, instantiated
in the personal sphere, and are localised andseehlh the subject. A truth about love in one
relationship is unlikely to resemble at all a troticeived in another. Moreover, because love is
an evolving construction that plays out temporadlytruth may not endure even for the same
two people. Haraway's ‘permanently partial ideestiand contradictory standpoints’ are
welcomed into play here; the Badiouian philosophécant and the cultural cyborg have many
things in common (p. 154).

Situating the implications of her cyborg within ader philosophical milieu of which

she is fairly critical, Haraway writes that:

certain dualisms have been persistent in Westaditions; they have all been
systematic to the logics and practices of domimafio.] of all constituted as
others, whose task is to mirror the self. Chief agithese troubling dualisms
are self/other, mind/body, culture/nature, male#km civilised/primitive,

reality/appearance, whole/part, agent/resource, enalde, active/passive,
right/wrong, truth/illusion, total/partial, God/maiihe self is the One who is
not dominated, who knows that by the service ofdther, the other is the one

% Being and Evenp. 94.
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who holds the future, who knows that by the expegeof domination, which

gives the lie to the autonomy of the self. To bee@nto be autonomous, to be

powerful, to be God; but to be One is to be arsitin, and so to be involved in

a dialectic of apocalypse with the other. Yet todiker is to be multiple,

without clear boundary, frayed, insubstantial. @s¢oo few, but two are too

many (p. 177).
The ‘dialectic of apocalypse’ mentioned here by ddaay is presumably the master/slave
dialectic as set out in Georg W. F. Hegel's ‘Indagent and Dependent Self-Consciousness:
Lordship and Bondage’ (1807). Hegel proposed thairder for an individual to achieve self-
consciousness, it must be recognised by anothegrbaxperiencing this, the self is threatened
by a lack of control and power in the Other’s prese becoming Other itself in the perception
of the second entity. The | cannot destroy the Otloe that would remove the recognition of
selfhood, and so the only solution is for the étslave the Other, so that it may retain both the
position of power and self-recognition. The indegem consciousness thus becomes a
dependent one. This dialectic is useful when canmsid the relational position of humans and
technology, and also the shift in status of the &urthroughout history. Prior to the current
circumstances of human control of technoscienamutd be argued that religion and humanity

fit the roles of the master and the slave. Hegeést

the formative activity has not only this positivigrsficance that in it the pure

being-for-self of the servile consciousness acguine existence; it also has, in

contrast with the first moment, the negative sigaifice of fear [...] Without the

discipline of service and obedience, fear rematrtheformal stage, and does

not extend to the known real world of existencetiMiit the formative activity,

fear remains inward and mute, and consciousness mimebecome explicitly

for itself**
In earlier times in the Western tradition, God quied the role of master, and humanity was
enslaved by its adherence to strict religious doetiQuoting Meister Eckhart, Hegel writes that
‘the eye with which God sees me is the eye withctvhisee him’, which illustrates the means
by which humanity knew its place in sociétyHowever, as technological progress contributed
to an increasingly secular world view, the humarvedbinto the role of absolute I, and once in
this position, required an Other to validate itfhemd once more. Technology, specifically
intelligent machines, can take on the role of thkdating Other, because they fulfil the criteria
by which the human can differentiate itself as sigpeand, by contrast, human. Enslaved, as
humans were when governed by religious belief, nmashcreated for servility direct the ‘fear’
inwards, at themselves, while humanity moves uevallto replace God. Hegel notes that the

active exchange between the master and the slawsris which ‘is desire held in check,

4 Georg W. F. HegePhenomenology of SpiriNew Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishing, 1998),
118-119.
% Bernard McGinnMeister Eckhart, Teacher and Preach{Blew Jersey: Paulist Press, 1986), p. 270.
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fleetingness staved off; in other words, work foransl shapes the thin§f’ The ‘thing’, that is,
the objectified slave, is defined and given purpegehe requirements of it, as imposed by the
master. Applied to nonhumans in servitude, thigetates with Philip K. Dick’s opinion of
androids’ unpredictability: if work is the factdrat ‘staves off’ other, self-motivational qualities
— as religious obedience previously took precedemwese humans’ free will — it acknowledges
that these qualities are in fact potentially préseithin the thing (android), but are being
suppressed by their purpose as slaves.

Healthily, the only way for the Hegelian dialedticbe resolved is for the Other that the
self so requires to be always enslaved, as to lihesde bonds would threaten the supremacy of
the self. We can trace lordship and bondage thmuwighistory with varying marginalised
groups (gendered, racial, sexually-oriented), whieeecategory of the Other is fulfilled in the
interests of the I. Since the abolition of slavdrgyever, and the various sexual emancipation
and civil rights movements of the nineteenth andntreth centuries, it is generally held to be
unethical that the position of the Other be ocadig humans: humans validating humans.
Earlier ages, religious societies, and clear-cutindaries between civilised cultures and
primitive ones: all have shaped the category oé ‘tuman’, all have validated an | at the
expense of an Other. Hegel, then, was presciehtisirdialectic, which can be read as more
meaningful in today’s secular, ethical, egalitariirst World. What, essentially, is at stake in
the master/slave problem? The successful congsiructi the self as subject, one that cannot
exist merely in the world of objects, but requitke balance of an intersubjective scene. What
humans need is either another kind of subject (mmeg but not ‘alive’), or another kind of
subjectivity. Hegel's paradox is resurrected byrtieth century science, something Haraway
alludes to in terms of not just cyborgs, but alsinptes. Post-Darwinian biology has all but
killed off the divine in the developed world, orlaast relegated it to a seat far back enough to
keep it from playing more than a minor role in philosophical and scientific constructions of
self. InSimians, Cyborgs, and Wométaraway explores the kinship of these figures, teanms
them ‘odd boundary creatures [...] all of which hawed a destabilising place in the great
Western evolutionary, technological, and biologioalratives’ (p. 2). The liberal humanist
subject is caught between and thrown into queskignthese entwining narrative strands,
crowded by the artefacts and archetypes which popuhe biotechnocultural stories we tell
ourselves. Moreover, Haraway observes that ‘theylappears in myth precisely where the

boundary between human and animal is transgressmainuing:

Late twentieth-century machines have made thorgughinbiguous the
difference between natural and artificial, mind dutly, self-developing and
externally designed, and many other distinctiomas tised to apply to organisms

% Hegel, p. 118.
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and machines. Our machines are disturbingly livedpnd we ourselves

frighteningly inert (p. 152).
When Haraway contextualises the cyborg as a prodiigiost-WWIlI Western culture she
differentiates its inception as both myth and tealhich in her opinion ‘mutually constitute
each other’ — from its mechanical ancestors (p.).1®hen she writes that ‘pre-cybernetic
machines could be haunted; there was always thetrepef the ghost in the machine’, she
invokes yet another philosophical system which {goto the grave implications of the cyborg
for humanity’s trajectory in postmodernity (p. 152)

To understand why cyborgs, as Anna Martinson wiitegrms of Piercy’s novel, ‘are
at the centre of the debate about where to drawrtbdetween human and machine’, requires a
recap of much earlier modern philosophy to exptbeeways in which the cyborgian figure can

be seen to violate the Cartesian subjéStherryl Vint identifies:

The version of the human self that emerge®ia Androids Dream of Electric

SheepPcan be traced back to Descartegigito, which marks the entrance of a

number of important distinctions that have strustimodernity. Descartes

conceptualised the human self as separate fromenaneluding the nature of

its own body [...] Descartes used such distinctian@sist that the cogito, or

thinking self, was distinct from all other life. &, on the other hand, critiques

thecogitoand emphasises the fragility of such demarcafions.
René Descartes, in hidiscourse on Methqdemploys mechanical metaphors to rationalise his
anatomy of the human, metaphors which bear mucle mveight today than they did at the time
of his writing, when human-imitative automata wetidl very much confined to parlour games.
Though he repeatedly invokes such sentiments asrtitles of mechanics [...] are the same as
the rules of nature’, in 1637 Descartes still hal @n his side, and ultimately he reconciles his
various comparisons of the human body with aninaald automata by way of the divine —
‘consider this body as a machine [...] made by thedeaof God?’ The extent to which
Descartes actually upheld Christian beliefs has lieghly contested by later philosophers and
historians, some of whom are assured that his machiodel of the human can be read as a
conscious and deliberate precursor to the secalenses. Gaby Wood notes that immediately
following Descartes, ‘the idea of the soul as tbarse of human life was to become very
contentious, and the atheist philosophers of tghteenth century stretched Descartes’s beast-
machine premise to include human beings as WelWherever Descartes’s true sympathies did
lie, the notion of a spiritual soul — as eitherofate belief or get-out clause — is nonetheless

presented as the faculty demarcating the human fstmr organisms, be they natural or

" Martinson, p. 58.

2 vint, p. 112.

29 René DescarteBiscourse on Method and the Meditatiqghendon: Penguin, 1968), pp. 72-73.
%0 Gaby WoodLiving Dolls (London: Faber and Faber, 2002), p. 7.
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mechanical. Indeed, Marvin Mirsky points out thiat the Western tradition religion has [...]
accepted, even required, the existence