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1. INTRODUCTION

From a world where the idea of gender has becorreasingly problematic emerged
writers who exposed gender as an artificial comstimith arbitrary modes of behaviour
assigned at one’s moment of birth. These writersdufiction as a vehicle for gender
subversion, placing their ideas and thought-expamisin utopian or dystopian alternative

worlds, thus providing their commentary on the éssand problems in our own world.

In this thesis, two such novels will be analyzed' ke Left Hand of Darknedsy
Ursula K. Le Guin and’he Passion of New Eu®y Angela Carter. Both novels deal with
gender, sexuality and identity in their own waje Left Hand of DarknessdThe Passion
of New Eveemerged from the context of the second-wave femnpand although Le Guin
was slow to react and align herself with the festsiboth writers produced novels which are
undoubtedly important for the feminist movementeTirst part of the thesis will closely
examine Le Guin’sThe Left Hand of Darknesgplacing it in the context of the women in
science fiction and observing how, through ignomamen writers and characters, it became
an important genre for women writers to express thiscontent with the patriarchal culture.
The analysis of the novel itself will consist ofletailed approach to the storyline to see how
Le Guin subverts gender constructs through her emnaf androgyny. On the other hand,
criticism of the book will also be provided to peothat Le Guin ultimately fails to utilise the
full potential of gender subversion through andropgyWhat might've resulted in the
unearthing of pure “humanity” that lies beneath éinifice of femininity and masculinity in

the end just results in reinforced patriarchy.

The second part of the thesis will deal with Angékater'sThe Passion of New Eve
The first section will more closely examine the Botand grotesque elements which are

prominent in the novel and important for furthealgsis because through the parodic use of
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the Gothic and through shaping and carnivalizingteggue bodies with blurred gender
boundaries, Carter very effectively deals with gweswhether gender is a social construct or
something that is innate. This is the main focuthefnext section which provides a thorough
analysis of Carter’s storyline and the images ofifenity, masculinity and the result of their

mixing. However, this thesis will try to prove thaven though her novel explores much
more radically the notion of gender than Le Guies]dCarter still does not give any answer
beyond her conclusion that gender is indeed songtinat is performed. What lies beyond
that or underneath that remains outside of Cartexéch. Therefore, Le Guin nor Carter
provide an alternative for the problematic politickchotomy between male and female.
They did, however, raise consciousness on issugerder and sexual identity at the time

when the novels were written, and they still do.

2. URSULA K. LE GUIN — THE LEFT HAND OF DARKNESS

2.1. Women in Science Fiction

Science fiction serves as a platform for imaginismcial change. By creating
alternative worlds set in alternative times whefeiman or an alien race is found in different
social, political and historical conditions, authoare given the chance to provide
commentary on what should be dealt with in our avenld. It offers glimpses into perfect
utopian societies but also dark dystopian ones pminting to what society should strive for
and/or get rid of. Pamela Annas, for this reasamsiers SF to be “more useful than

‘mainstream’ fiction”:

(...) it allows idea to become flesh, abstractiam lecome concrete,

imaginative extrapolation to become aesthetic tyeali allows the writer to
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create and the reader to experience and recreatg ar transformed world
based on a set of assumptions different from theseactually accept. It

allows the reader, for a while, to be reborn intelaorn world. (145)

Sarah Lefanu adds to this by explaining that “Skersfa language for the narration of the

dreams, for the dissolution of the self and forititerrogation of the cultural order” (23).

However, as a genre, science fiction is faced wéttain difficulties concerning its
definition, due to the fact that it has “mutated ashifted through definable evolutionary
periods” (Bernardo and Murphy 13). Aldiss and Wowe inTrillion Year Sprealefine it as
“the search for a definition of mankind and his$an the universe which will stand in our
advanced but confused state of knowledge” (27)k®&uvin in hisMetamorphoses of
Science Fictiorelies on a position of distance that the readsumes before venturing into
reading while remaining conscious of the fact thefshe is still expected to make sense of
that particular work of science fiction, which hefides as ‘literature of cognitive
estrangement” (4). Le Guin agrees with this debnitand states that “pulling back from
‘reality’ in order to see it better, is perhaps #esential gesture of science fiction. It is by
distancing that science fiction achieves aesthetictragic tension, and moral cogency” (qtd.
in Clarke 50) The key to reading science fictiorvele and successfully achieving the
distance is, according to Clarke, rational extrapoh “derived from the world as we know
it; it should not break the laws of physics” (58amuel R. Delany in his essay “About Five
Thousand Seven Hundred and Fifty Words” defineers@ fiction in the context of
subjunctivity. Unlike journalism where the subjunity is “this happened”, or realist fiction
where the subjunctivity is “this could have hapm¥ner fantasy where the subjunctivity is
“this could not have happened”, the subjunctivity szience fiction is “this has not
happened”, implying that it has not happened yel #rmat there is a possibility of it

happening somewhere in the near or far future (gtdernardo and Murphy 14). Delany
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speaks of the same thing as Joanna Russ doesling caience fiction “what if” literature:
“[Science fiction] shows things not as they are &sitthey might be, and for this ‘might be’
the author must develop a rational, serious, ctergisexplanation, one that does not (in

Samuel Delany’s phrase) offend against what is kntmabe known” (197).

Despite its progressive nature, science fiction ¥easa long time sealed off for
women. Its audience was predominantly male as agits writers and protagonists, while
women in SF books were reduced to “props rathar tharacters when they appeared at all”
(Annas 144-145). Annas further claims that theaedsr this can be found, ironically, in the
very revolutionary nature of science fiction. Wontkd not have a stable ground on which it
would be possible to build “paradigms of an altéenasion of reality” (145). In order to do
that, “she needs either a tradition into which #ks as a writer, or, more generally, as a
member of a class, or she needs a community of &rdevhich shares enough of her basic

assumptions” (Annas 145). Annas clarifies:

Either a tradition or a community is necessaryriieo to develop a dialectical
awareness of oneself in relation to past and futGtearly, if you feel you
have no present alternatives and no future, you pugiyyour stories into an
ostensible future but you do not create significdtgrnative visions of reality.
If what you see is that you are trapped with no way, what you write is
static fiction which explores and delineates theited world in which you

exist. (145)

In the 1940s and 50s, women indeed felt trapperiana discourse of “feminine
mystique” (Friedan) that defined them as not irgege in anything but finding a husband,
housework and raising children. Women tried to oamf to the “ideal”, only to find

themselves growing more and more dissatisfied with requirements placed on them, or



Pavlovi¢ 7

rather, the lack of requirements. Their growingdigent was met with such “answers to the
problem” that suggested love, inner help, moredcéi, turning to religion and even a

prohibition of admitting women to colleges and wrsities because “the education which
girls could not use as housewives was more urgeettyled than ever by boys to do the work
of the atomic age” (Friedan 23). In the end, theolyem that has no name” was “dismissed
by shrugging that there are no solutions: this l@twbeing a woman means, and what is
wrong with American women that they can’t accegirtirole gracefully?” (Friedan 24).

Friedan goes on to remember how:

by the time | started writing for women’s magazines the fifties, it was

simply taken for granted by editors (...) that wonmeere not interested in
politics, life outside the United States, natiomsdues, art, science, ideas,
adventure, education, or even their own communiérsept where they could

be sold through their emotions as wives and moti{gdg

In short, women were discouraged from any intallakcactivities, including writing science

fiction.

Following that general sexist direction, the deapittof women in SF was that of
“hapless victims, bimboids, wives patiently awagtitheir husbands, breeders or witless

crewmembers who caused disastrous problems” (Ckkd.e Guin remarks upon this:

In most science fiction until quite recently, womerither didn’t exist, or if
they existed, they were these little stereotypemirés that squeaked...The
society usually presented in stock classic scidictien is an extrapolation of
great enterprise capitalism, or an extrapolatiorthef British Empire of the
1880s, and nothing further. There’s no Marxismgofthere’s not even any

democracy. This is American science fiction I'mkiagy about (...) American
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imagination thinking about getting to another wokldhen they get there, they
find a feudal society, they find an intergalactmpare exactly like the British

Empire, or they find the Rotary Club. (315-316)

In such depicted worlds of the early science fittithere was so room for any other female
characters besides wives, victims and bimboids,dteh there was no room at all. Sargent

provides a commentary of this:

One can wonder why a literature that prides itealexploring alternatives or
assumptions counter to what we normally believe has been more
concerned with the roles of women in the futurg Either science fiction is
not as daring or original as some of its practgieswould like to believe (...)
or this literature, designed to question our asgiomg, cannot help reflecting

how very deeply certain prejudices are engrainedxyi)

However, women’s discontent started a spark of ghahat became more visible
only by the beginning of the sixties. In the postwarid, women turned to science fiction
because the new technoculture “hinged on what whe:m new understandings and
representations of sex and gender”, while SF ireggn‘enabled people to explore their
hopes and fears about the emergence of a techaduMorld order” (Yaszek 4). SF author
Judith Merill states that, in the postwar atmosphscience fiction was the “virtually the only

vehicle of political dissent” (74).
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2.2. Androgyny

Ursula Le Guin emerged in the sixties and revitizhe genre in the context of a
new movement in science fiction — the New Wave,clwhivas a British response to the
American SF. In that period, Le Guin publishiedcannon’s World1966),Planet of Exile
(1966) andCity of lllusions which all paved the way for her Hainish cycle koamong
which The Left Hand of Darkneq4969) andThe Dispossessgd974) stand out the most
and speak of her “mastery of the genre” (Clarke BI9ng with winning both the Nebula
Award (1969) and the Hugo Award (1970he Left Hand of Darknessas published at the
height of second-wave feminist discourse in theO89@and embodied a lot of the problematic
guestions raised by feminist activists of the tireeen though Le Guin admits her “late

awakening”:

Briefly, 1 was slow and kind of stupid in some wayis present wave of
feminism started in the mid-60s. It was partly feélby the misogyny of the
New Left. There’s no doubt about that. Women fouhdmselves pushed
aside. The men were going to end the war and renytnung. A lot of anger

came out of that. | was slow to get in, but thesgdn to be questions: What
are men? What are women? Are there essential eiifes? (...) The book was
a thought experiment. What if? What if there isdifference between men
and women? Let's remove all possible biological apslychological

differences and see what we’ve got”. (Walsh an@Gua 204)

Many feminist writers argued that Le Guin’s thougtperiment failed, in a sense that she
only reiterated patriarchal values (Barr 113). ¥pé element imhe Left Hand of Darkness
provides the most fertile ground to examine thauasption: the subversion of gender via

androgyny.
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In her 1929 essa% Room of One’s OwrVirginia Woolf poses a question “whether
there are two sexes in the mind correspondingedwio sexes in the body, and whether they
also require to be united in order to get compdetiesfaction and happiness?” (147) She goes
on explaining how “in each of us two powers presalee male, one female; and in the man’s
brain the man predominates over the woman, andhé& woman’s brain the woman
predominates over the man” thus concluding thas ftbrmal and comfortable state of being
is that when the two live in harmony together, ispally cooperating” (147). A prevalent

utopian image of the androgyne in the nineteentiiucg, according to Busst:

symbolized confidence in the future, if discontemth the present, and
continuous progress towards the ideal, absolutéeqérn. It symbolised
above all human solidarity, the brotherhood of nthme, unity and continuity
of generations and civilizations; and consequecitigrity, the sense of social
justice, sympathy for the downtrodden, for all #mowho are oppressed,
whether women or men. It represented too the aigand fundamental
goodness and purity of mankind, the transitoriressin and of all forms of
evil, individual or social; and if not always suifintly religious, in the
accepted sense of the term, to symbolize the furestoration of a
transfigured mankind to the presence of God, itenteless constantly
represented man’s arrival in some sort of Paradssenetime even the
Paradise of universal industrialization or absobdeial equality. (qtd. in Van

Leeuwen 58-59)

The reason for this positive conception of andrggynthe nineteenth century lies in the fact
that utopian thinkers believed in the inherent agginy of the primal man, which was

eventually lost due to Christianity, patriarchy awientific rationalism (Van Leeuwen 59).
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Carolyn G. Heilbrun paints androgyny in a similampositive light. For her,
androgyny is a “metaphor for gender liberation” fiMaeeuwen 59) and “a physical fact of
life that highlights the performative nature of den identity and symbolizes sexual

emancipation” (gtd. in Van Leeuwen 60). She goe®atefine it as:

a condition under which the characteristics of #exes and the human
impulses expressed by men and women are not rigadlyigned (...)

Androgyny suggests a spirit of reconciliation betwedhe sexes; it suggests,
further, a full range of experience open to indidk who may, as women, be

aggressive, as men, tender. (gtd. in Annas 146)

Androgyny was also defined as “a psychic unityheitpotential or actual, conceived as

existing in all individuals” (qtd. in Annas 146)

In The Left Hand of Darknes$&/rsula Le Guin takes advantage of the potential o
science fiction as a “what if” literature, imagigim world where the androgyne is a fact of
life, where “male” and “female” are united in thenleodiment of a yin-yang harmony.
Androgyny serves as a vehicle to explore sex releseotypes and to examine if there exists
a layer of simply “being human” beneath the sogialbnstructed layers of femininity and
masculinity that serve as oppressive tools, intgrgaart, for women. Le Guin herself wrote
in her essay “Is Gender Necessary?” that she ceresicher book a “thought experiment”,
one that would by eliminating gender show “what efs. Whatever was left would be,
presumably, simply human. It would define the dahed is shared by men and women alike”

(10).

Left Handdepicts a wintery world of Gethen, where Genlyfihds himself as an
Envoy, on a mission to convince the rulers of Getteejoin Ekumen, whose goal is to serve

as intergalactic “glue”, connecting different warldo ensure the trade of knowledge,
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information and cultural and scientific goods. Thevel's most prominent feature is its
depiction of gender. The world of Gethen is diffar'om Earth in a sense that its inhabitants
can biologically be both female and male. Parttheir oestrus cycle are callé@mmerand
somer Fully sexuality occurs duringemmey and at that time a Gethenian has no control
over which sexual organs will be prominent in tredyn Therefore, she/he can both bear
children and father them. Only durikgmmeris a Gethenian sexually active, while the rest
of the time she/he has no sexual impulse or degissoever: “What is very hard for us to
understand is that, four-fifths of the time, thgm®ople are not sexually motivated at all.
Room is made for sex, plenty of room; but a roosnt avere, apart. The society of Gethen, in
its daily functioning and in its continuity, is \wibut sex” (Le Guin 93). Therefore, gender on
Gethen is “provisional, temporary and arbitrary’a((®2). Before continuing to examine the

social consequences of such androgyny, a closkrabtine category of gender is required.

Gender is built around certain cultural notions “proper” behaviour and social
contracts. It is a cultural product, a set of iddwd are appropriated by individuals through
cultural “training” reinforced by media, politicatructures, fashion industry, etc. These sets
of ideas define what it should look like to be mds® or feminine (Strathern 5). However,
they make little sense. In her bodke Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End o tbold
War, Cynthia Enloe discusses how the concept of geasler systematic social construction
is far from being “natural” or innate: “Those likayself who believe that militarism is
separable from masculinity are especially inteceste conscription. If all cultures
constructed ideas about manliness such that swidgievas part and parcel of any man’s
proving his manliness, then governments’ consaipefforts would be a lot easier” (53).
Enloe also strongly suggests that “it takes trerneedamounts of power to shape and
constrain artificial notions of masculinity and femmnity” (qtd. in Welling Hall 254). These

artificial notions bring about a very stratifiedcsety, where gender notions are legitimized by
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and constructed around biological differences, Itegu in false dichotomies and social
injustice. Through the perspective of biologicatedminism, which is often the basis upon
which the gendering of all areas of life is con@dgtwomen and men are assigned their
cultural roles based on their physical constitutibarmones or some other component of
physiology. In this sense “nature’ is often usesl a political tool to justify social
stratification between men and women” (Bernardo Bhdphy 32). Judith Roof proposes
that if “we consider gender a cultural rather tinatural phenomenon, and in addition see it
as multiple rather than singular, widely variedt@asl of typological and oppositional, then
we might alter the institutional and cultural fotimas that depend upon the naturalized
alignments of gender, heterosexuality, and patmngdr¢53). By considering gender a cultural
phenomenon, Le Guin challenges this gendering desobased on biological determinism,
deconstructs “nature” and strips down the layergeofininity and masculinity to see what

hides beneath them.

For Gethenians, gender is “no absolute categarlyydther something that must be
viewed as flexible and fluid” (Call 92). This flutg and flexibility in Le Guin’s thought-
experiment result in a plethora of social and galtuamifications. To begin with, as there is
no fixed gender, there are also no fixed gendesrdDne can be both a mother and a father at
different periods in their lives which means thaabng and rearing of children is a shared
responsibility rather than being just the respafiitof a woman: “No physiological habit is
established, and the mother of several children Ineathe father of several mord’gft Hand
91). At one point, Genly Ai has difficulties in cgmehending this extent of Gethen’s
androgyny: “He was so feminine in looks and manthat | once asked him how many
children he had. He looked glum. He had never bame He had, however, sired fout’eft
Hand 48). Also, the sexual cycle demmerand someris conceptualized as a menstrual

cycle, so Le Guin “uses a significant female exgmae to explain the sexuality of her
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characters” (Palen-Yanik@lu 108). She makes other slight emphases on theléem
principle, such as remarking on how “the descené¢d&oned from the mother, the ‘parent in
flesh™ (Left Hand92). The feminine principle is also visible in thenstruction of one of
Gethen’s religion, the religion of Meshe. Througholobe book, various characters often
exclaim “By the breasts of Meshe!” (116), “By Me&hdits!” (146) or “By the milk of

Meshe!” (139), giving the whole religion a feminiogertone.

Furthermore, the absence of a fixed gender rendesslete other psychological
implications in the upbringing of a child: “A childas no psycho-sexual relationship to his
mother and father. There is no myth of Oedipus ont&y” (Left Hand94). Oedipus complex
is structurally impossible because it lacks its immssic condition — the law of the father.
Having in mind, for a brief moment, the Freudiaedty of the murder of the primal father
and the prohibition of incest that lies in the veayndation of the Oedipus complex, it is easy
to see how on Gethen, no such thing would ever conw existence. The lack of the
prohibition of incest results in it being accepg&blincest is permitted, with various
restrictions, between siblings, even the full sigf of a vowed-kemmering pairl’¢ft Hand
92). Without the repressive law of the father, ¢her nothing to taint their sexuality, hence
there are no rapes or wars on Gethen. Here Le @iuarts the reader’s attention to the
problematic question of consent that Call regasla arucial aspect of both the feminist and
anarchic traditions (93), calling Gethenians “pi@sty anarcho-feminists”. “Feminists use
consent to draw clear ethical boundaries aroundadexactices. Anarchist use consent more
broadly, to distinguish ethical political action®r unethical ones” (93). The absence of
unconsenting sex can be found in their physiolagys simply not possible to have sex

without explicit consent and “mutual invitation€ft Hand94).

The absence of war can also be ascribed to thatteyeluidity. Even though “they

kill one another readily by ones and twos; seldomtdms and twenties; never by hundreds
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and thousands”, the people of Gethen are not famwith the concept of war. If one is to
think of war as a quintessential men’s activityelfed by hormones and repression of sexual
desire (Pejen-Yanikglu 106), then the Gethenians lack both of thoseditimms. Even
though they experience the rise in their hormonelteat the height of thkemmerstage, it
does not last long enough for them to engage inl@amy-term aggression. As for the sexual
repression, there is no such thing on Winter: .) there is less coding, channelling, and
repressing of sex there than in any bisexual spdieknow of. Abstinence is entirely
voluntary; indulgence is entirely acceptable. SéxXear and sexual frustration are both
extremely rare” [(eft Hand177). Adding to this, in a society where everyabiologically
the same, there are no women who are valued fardbaity to give birth and prolong the
species, or men who are considered expendabledrs. W fact, there is no division of any
kind at all: “There is no division of humanity intstrong and weak halves,
protective/protected, dominant/submissive, owneitteth active/passive. In fact the whole
tendency to dualism that pervades human thinking beafound to be lessened, or changed,

on Winter” (Left Hand94).

War, as well as unconsenting rape, are structuraijyossible on Gethen because
there are no conditions to bring them about. Tlasae for this lies in the subversion of their
sexuality and a much more prominent “articulatiémo alternative feminine principle” (Call
93) that Le Guin considers to be anarchic: “Thende principle’ has historically been
anarchic; that is, anarchy has historically beamiified as female. The domain allotted to
women — ‘the family’, for example — is the areaoofler without coercion, rule by custom not
by force” (Le Guin 11-12). This anarchic femininengiple is, by definition, more orderly,

and does not, by its nature, seek warfare.

To destabilize our concept of fixed gender idesiteven further, Le Guin introduces

the concept of perversion. What is for the Gethenia “permanent hormonal imbalance
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toward the male or the female” (Left Hand 64) is @&enly Ai “normal”’. By presenting the
readers with a radically different perspective,&@in defamiliarizes that which is taken for
granted and brings about a sense of Suvin's “civgniestrangement”. Gethenians are
disgusted by and scared of the idea of being itate ®f permanerkemmey only because it
is so different from their own state of “normal’al® regards them as “heterophobs” that
have a “profound fear and distrust of fixed, bingender identities” which is irrational in the
same degree as our own world’s homophobia (94), lmdg different in general. In a

conversation with Genly, the king of Karhide viyidixpresses such heterophobia:

'So all of them, out on these other planets, arggermanent kemmer? A
society of perverts? So Lord Tibe put it; | thoubktwas joking. Well, it may
be the fact, but it's a disgusting idea, Mr. Ai,dahdon’'t see why human
beings here on earth should want or tolerate amirdgs with creatures so

monstrously different’. [(eft Hand36)

A small percentage of Gethenians have this kindoomonal imbalance and they are treated
the same as minority groups on Earth are treafBdey are not excluded from society, but
they are tolerated with some disdain, as homossxai in many bisexual societies, the
Karhidish slang for them ikalfdeads They are sterile” Lieft Hand 64). By exposing her

readers to such a radical shift in perspectiveGugn manages to challenge not only fixed

gender identities, but the concept of “normality’general.

Genly's own personal journey through forming megfuh relationships to others as
well as himself in the course of the novel is algoy important in showing his change in
perspective regarding the fluidity of gender onlt@et In the beginning of the novel, he has
many difficulties with keeping in mind that the Gehians are not strictly male or strictly

female. His deep-rooted heterosexist views prevent from acknowledging them as
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androgynous: “Though | had been nearly two yearSvamter | was still far from being able
to see the people of the planet through their oyasel tried to, but my efforts took the form
of self-consciously seeing a Gethenian first asaa,rthen as a woman, forcing him into those
categories so irrelevant to his nature and so gasém my own” (eft Hand12). However,
through his friendship with Estraven, Genly is gasingly able to notice the plurality of
identities inherent to a Gethenian’s nature: “ArghWw then again, and for good, what | had
always been afraid to see, and had pretended rs&tetan him: that he was a woman as well

as a man”l(eft Hand248).

When Genly shares mindspeech with Estraven, he amddor all eradicates the last
remnant of his heterosexist views, and discovetsnrself a potential for bisexuality that, Le
Guin suggests, is possibly inherent to everyoneuasan beings (Pe&n-Yanikglu 112). Of

the moment of Genly revelation Le Guin writes:

But it was from the difference between us, not frone affinities and

likenesses, but from the difference, that that loame; and it was itself the
bridge, the only bridge, across what divided us.=oto meet sexually would
be for us to meet once more as aliens. We had éalich the only way we

could touch. We left it at that. | do not know iewvere right. (248-249)

It is in this moment that Genly gets a glimpse dfatv“humanity” looks like beneath the
artificial notions of femininity and masculinity.rém that moment on his change is
permanent and visible in his anxiety upon seeirgyfliends from Earth after a long time:
“But they all looked strange to me, men and womeell as | knew them. Their voices
sounded strange: too deep, too shrill. They wéw & troupe of great, strange animals, of

two different species; great apes with intelligepés, all of them in rut, in kemmer.. et
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Hand 296). Genly in the end, through his journey of-sglareness, comes a step closer to

the pure “human” identity that lies beneath thestayof social constructions.

2.3. Feminist Criticism

Even thoughThe Left Hand of Darkneswas revolutionary in its subversion of
gender, it also received a lot of criticism thated a question whether the novel does it
successfully. What is most often criticized in tregard is Le Guin’s use of the male pronoun
in depicting the Gethenians who are supposed tbdte male and female. She was also
obviously fully aware of the possible implicatioas she was in the process of writing the
book because she deals with that early on in tlok Beelf: “Lacking the Karhidish *human
pronoun’ used for persons in somer, | must say, ‘fee’ the same reasons as we used the
masculine pronoun in referring to a transcendedt das less defined, less specific, than the

neuter or the feminine” (94-95).

After the backlash of the feminist critics, Le Guaiterated her argument in her text
“Is Gender Necessary?” in which she writes: “I caéithenians ‘he’ because | utterly refuse
to mangle English by inventing a pronoun for ‘he/8h(14-15). Both of Le Guin’s
arguments are problematic and lead to a male-cedotgading of the novel: “But the very
use of the pronoun in my thoughts leads me conitint@forget that the Karhider I am with
is not a man, but a manwomari’eft Hand 95). Le Guin addresses this even in her first
version of the essay: “One does not see Estravennmasther, with his children, in any role
that we automatically perceive as ‘female’. andé¢fme, we tend to see him as a man. This
is a real flaw in the book” (15). In her apologetewritten version of the same essay, “Is

Gender Necessary? Redux”, she regrets deciding ugiog the masculine pronoun, and not
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a genderless invented one: “If | had realized hbe pronouns | used shaped, directed,

controlled my own thinking, | might have been ‘abesr” (15).

By seeing the masculine pronoun as “generic” pdiatthe lack of will to question
the patriarchal order or “rock the boat”. Lookingck on it in her twenty-fifth anniversary
edition of the book, in which she switched in sacthapters from “he” to a neutral version of
“e, es, enself’, she remarks: “I've never seenlsarty how | was controlled, when | wrote
the book, by the hidden force, the real dominan€¢hat false-generic he” (292). Instead of
advocating the women’s language, Le Guin turnsigddanguage of the oppressor (Barr 113),
and by the time she builds stronger and clearemistrpositions than at the time whé&he
Left Hand of Darknessvas published, she is left to “writhe in deservadery as the
feminists told me off and the masculinists pattedhmead” (qtd. in Hammond Rashley 24).
This patting on the head becomes clear in the ngstiof some male critics, like James W.

Bittner, agreeing with Le Guin’s decision to useale protagonist:

Although feminists have criticized Le Guin for clsomgy a male protagonist,
she was, | think, right to do so, for the dialeaicthe romance (and science
fiction estrangement) almost make it imperativee 8hooses a male, she says,
‘because | thought men would loathe the book, woodd unsettled and
unnerved by it (...) Since the larger percentagscsénce fiction readers are

male (...) | thought it would be easier for therthiéy had a man (...)". (25)

In the eyes of feminist advocates, states Bars,ithall wrong because “women should learn
the Truth about themselves and their world by mguwowards the female self; Le Guin

arrives at this Truth by moving away from hers¢ff13).

Furthermore, the whole story of the novel is toldough Genly Ai's male

perspective, “tainted” with explicit notions of howasculinity and femininity should look
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like, acquired through social conditioning of hisvro dichotomized world. What this
masculinising of the gaze does is this: in hisratdons with the people of Gethen, Genly
always first sees the male. This, in turn, connexthe concept of “androgyny as misogyny”
that points to the fact that androgyny is usualigppsed and validated by men for men, a
“masculine ideal” (Weil 151) that constructs “fensied men, never masculine women” (qtd.
in Van Leeuwen 62), which is also the cas@e Left Hand of Darknes¥an Leeuwen also
argues that “within the dominant androcentric siogtiaicture woman functions as tBeher,

as object against which the masculine subject dsfitself and as that human quality which

the masculine psyche needs to incorporate intth ittsbecome whole” (63).

In The Left Handthe female principle functions precisely as s@ther and is the
object of, what Van Leeuwen calls, gender canrgbéibn (64) — the consuming of the
female principle solely for the purpose of becominghole being. Genly Ai approaches to
each Gethenian as a male and then paints theinif@itgj upon seeing glimpses of it, in a
negative light. For him, the femaleness of the @meilns is always something vague,

irrational and not to be trusted, a part of therabter that even repulses him:

Thus as | sipped my smoking sour beer | thought #taable Estraven’s
performance had been womanly, all charm and tadtlack of substance,
specious and adroit. Was it in fact perhaps thfs fupple femininity that |
disliked and distrusted in him? For it was impoksito think of him as a
woman, that dark, ironic, powerful presence nearimthe firelit darkness,
and yet whenever | thought of him as a man | feliease of falseness, of

imposture: in him, or in my own attitude towardmRi(Left Hand 12)
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By saying that he cannot think of Estraven as a amimecause of his “powerful presence”,
Genly implies that women do not possess such a.thAso, in his sensing of a certain

“falseness” when thinking of Estraven as a man,lismreferring to the female principle.

At other times, Genly’s remarks on the femalenddha Gethenians goes to the very
sexist extremes: “There was in this attitude somgtfeminine, a refusal of the abstract, the
ideal, a submissiveness to the given, which rathepleased me”Left Hand 212). To
Estraven’s question “Are they mentally inferiorggarding women on Genly’s homeworld,
he replies with “I don’t know” (235). In a world sadvanced, which is a part of the

intergalactic brain trust, it is difficult to belie that such deep-rooted sexism still exists.

The feminine traits are described in such a negdight through Genly’s eyes that
they serve as a principle against which the ratiand superior nature of the male principle
is defined. Each time they are brought up, the aphere is disturbed by their anarchic and
destabilizing nature, therefore requiring the nmlaciple to stabilize them once again. Even
though she tries to depict a society where dichasrare eradicated, Le Guin still finds it
hard to let go of the concept of tiiher that works against women. This is evident in a
conversation between Genly and Estraven: “Ai brdpdad after some time he said, ‘You're
isolated, and undivided. Perhaps you are as olit@gdewholeness as we are with dualism.’
‘We are dualists too. Duality is an essential,tigf? So long as there myselfandthe othel”

(Left Hand 234).

Lastly, another Le Guin’'s oversight lies in th@mmering during which the
Gethenians form physical relations that are alneastusively heterosexual. Homosexuality
exists on Gethen, but is a rarity and is frownedrugHowever, in “Is Gender Necessary?

Redux”, Le Guin regrets this decision:
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| quite unnecessarily locked the Gethenians interbsexuality. It is a naively
pragmatic view of sex that insists that sexualrmmag must be of the opposite
sex! In any kemmer-house homosexual practices wadlidourse, be possible
and acceptable and welcomed — but | never thowgéxplore this option; and
the omission, alas, implies that sexuality is regekuality. | regret this very

much. (14)

3. ANGELA CARTER — THE PASSION OF NEW EVE

3.1. The Gothic and the Grotesque

Angela Carter'Passion of the New Eve a novel that, in a true postmodern sense,
resists definition. It fits quite easily into futstic dystopias, fantasy, satire, the Gothic and
the picaresque, along with elements of the Baldmingrotesque, carnivalization and
intertextuality. In its core, it is a postmodernvabthat utilises all of these genres and modes,
but in order to most successfully analyze the moltic of gender, this thesis will base its

emphasis on the Gothic and the grotesque.

Carter's novel employs many elements of the gratesghich is a literary genre that
can be traced back to Rabeld&argantua published in 1532. However, the term took shape
with Bakhtin’s interpretation of Rabelais in hisdkoRabelais and his World1965). The
grotesque relies on the exaggerated depictioneobtidly, usually playing up the elements of
disgust, excessiveness and exaggeration and ermpigashe “grotesque body as open,
protruding, secreting” (Johnson 43). Bakhtin alsdes about the grotesque body as a body

that is “constantly active, exceeding its margmd$ody in the act of becoming. It is never
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finished, never completed,; it is continually budteated, and builds and creates another body

(19). To Bakhtin, it has a positive value:

In grotesque realism, therefore, the bodily elenmisndeeply positive. It is
presented not in a private, egotistic form, sevdreth the other spheres of
life, but as something universal, representingtlal people. As such it is
opposed to severance from the material and thdybombts of the world; it
makes no pretence to renunciation of the earthpdependence of the earth
and the body (...) all that is bodily becomes grasel exaggerated,
immesurable. This exaggeration has a positive, riagsecharacter. The
leading themes of these images of bodily life adility, growth, and a
brimming-over abundance (...) The material bodiiyngiple is a triumphant,

festive principle, it is a ‘banquet for all the Wair (19)

On the other hand, Johnson states that it carhale® a second, post-Romantic, more modern
but also more negative meaning that refers to tescriptions of alienation, hostility and
inhumanity” since “its meaning is preoccupied wigBues of rejection and revulsion” (43).
Carter uses the grotesque in precisely this waggtrg not only bodies but also a narrative
as a whole that is exaggerated, pointing to modewxieties of the politics of the body, sex
and gender, more specifically, to the desire feirttability, as Davis Rogan asserts in her
essay “Alien Sex Acts in Feminist Science Fictiomhis desire for stability, in the end,
produces “alien, alienating bodies” (451). To ratto Bakhtin, he also makes this connection

between the body and the world:

(...) the grotesque body is not a closed, completei, it is unfinished,
outgrows itself, transgresses its own limits. Ttiess is laid on those parts of

the body that are open to the outside world, thatie parts through which the
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world enters the body or emerges from it, or thfowghich the body itself
goes out to meet the world. This means that thghesis is on the apertures
or the convexities, or on various ramifications afi$hoots: the open mouth,
the genital organs, the breast, the phallus, thbetlg, the nose. The body
discloses its essence as a principle of growth hviexceeds its own limits
only in copulation, pregnancy, childbirth, the thsoof death, eating, drinking,

or defecation. This is the ever unfinished, eveating body. (26)

Carter’'s bodies are equally unfinished and eveaitorg. The constant flux that brings about
their growing “otherness” separates and aliendtesntfrom the familiarity of the social
conventions. Those bodies, as Davis Rogan describeth exceed their imitations and
undergo transformations that estrange human désine its notional basis in biologically

configured sexual identity” (452).

The Gothic also employs the element of excess,edlsaw transgression, as explained
by Fred Botting in his bootsothic (1996). What he means by excess is the “over-anoel
of imaginative frenzy” (3) that results in exagderhdescriptions of characters and feelings.
Gothic fiction’s primary goal is to provoke feelm@f horror and terror (Botting 10), and it
does so through transgression and the concepthefstblime’. For Donna Heiland “the
sublime experience is at the heart of the goth#}"as it describes the “disruptive, irregular,
transgressive energies” (5). Sublime toys withribgon of the loss of the self that happens
during a process when there is an encounter betveeéperceiving subject and an

overwhelmingly powerful object” (Heiland 33).

By employing transgression, “the Gothic literatgees beyond the limits of what is
commonly accepted” (Olson 6). This can refer togimeple use of the supernatural in order

to produce the feelings of horror and terror; hogretwransgression holds the potential to do
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much more than just that. By stepping on and gdegond social conventions, it can
become “a powerful means to reassert the valussaéty (...) transgression, by crossing the
social (...) limits, serves to reinforce or undeglitheir value and necessity, restoring or
defining limits” (Botting 7). In this sense, the @iz was, in its beginnings in the 18

century, an important vehicle for women to expréssr opinions on the matters on which
they were, in other areas of life, silenced (Ol4d@h From that it grew in the ?O:entury to

be entangled in postmodern writing, mixing of theniggs and providing criticism to the

political and social aspects of the patriarchaluzel Horner and Zlosnik explains this:

In the 1970s and 1980s, a number of women nove(isisfound in the

traditions of Gothic the potential for writing tregressions that changed
patriarchal assumptions and expectations in tleetVagntieth-century context.
In Gothic’s hybridity they discovered ways of opsiup parodic spaces to
comic and liberating effect. Through self-reflexisad parodic writing they
challenged the scripts of femininity as they measidée themselves through

religion, culture and fiction itself. (116)

Angela Carter'sThe Passion of the New Efits into this kind of postmodern parodic Gothic
writing that is a “double play, a postmodern minmgk of Gothic horror which is itself
theatrical” (Pi-tai Peng 101). Carter inflates tBethic and grotesque elements to the point
where they burst into the reader’s face, forciranito take a step back and acknowledge that
the world depicted in the novel is fully carnivad and distorted. The carnival “creates a
cathartic alternative to established values andninga” (Wisker 120) thus enabling Carter to
engage in an indirect discussion of some of thenibgrissues in society like sexuality,

gender identity and its performativity.
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3.2. Gender as Performance

ThroughoutThe Passion of New Ev€arter deals with the question of gender perfdikntga

— whether the construct of gender is somethinguhadit or merely acquired through culture
and then performed. Published in 1977, it refléctster's radical feminism for which she
was nicknamed “the avant-garde literary terroristfeminism” (Makinen 20). It also
interconnects greatly with the works and theoriésludith Butler, Simone de Beauvoir,
Hélene Cixous and Toril Moi. The deconstruction dtriarchal ideologies and the
restrictions it poses on women Carter boils dowenefurther from the question of gender
performativity to the question that Susan Rubireoén articulates as: “Is there such a thing
woman’s body, woman’s sexuality? Is there suchiagttas woman, or, for that matter,
man?” (44). Furthermore, it also expands on thect&n of a natural gender identity made
by Simone de Beauvoir who writes$®cond Sethat “one is not born, but rather becomes, a
woman” (273). Through various gender metamorphas@he Passion of New Ev€arter
describes the process of gender acquisition anddm@acan learn how to become a woman,
thus rejecting the idea of an innate gender idgn8he also challenges the very notion of
“Woman” as a norm, because “to her, the idea offfN@ a nonsense in itself” (Botescu-

Sireteanu 133).

According to Suleiman, Carter’s fiction goes aggitise logic of ‘phallic discourse™
that is characterized by “linearity, self-possessibe affirmation of mastery, authority, and
above all of unity” and, as such, fall into theegmiry of feminine discourse (49). What

characterizes such a text are two elements:

First, it is a text that celebrates love betweermen (...) lovers are not
‘enigmas’ for each other — do not represent ‘theedtfor each other, which is

always the case between a man and a woman — hut#rer, in a relation of
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absolute reciprocity in which the notions of ‘giginand ‘receiving’ have no
place (...) In the perfect reciprocity of this teda, there is no place for an
economy of exchange, or of opposition between eoes. The lovers are
neither two nor one, neither different nor the samg un-different. Second,
this text celebrates a state of being, and a farmoommunication, in which

binary oppositions become nonpertinent. (49-50)

New Eveembodies both of these elements and speaks irgadge that is rid of patriarchal
binary oppositions between male and female. HélEix®us also advocates this moving
beyond oppositions such as culture/nature, head/Hather/mother, activity/passivity that
have its foundations in the basic opposition betwesale and female through which
patriarchy creates its meanings (Brosch 9). Towi M Sexual/Textual Politicexposes the
underlying problem with these oppositions: “For aidghe terms to acquire meaning (...) it
must destroy the other. (...) In the end, victwyeguated with activity and defeat with
passivity; (...) the male is always the victor” $)0The reason for this lies in the fact that
male experiences and male roles are usually linkegositions of power, for which there
only exist cultural oppressive reasons. Hencetdha “gender” same to existence to refer to
“the psychological and sociological categoriesrmasculinity’ and ‘femininity’, as opposed

to biological ‘maleness’ and ‘femaleness™ (qtd. Bmosch 9). One refers to biological sex
one is born with, the other to an artificial cufilrtraining, or in other words: “The
‘gendering’ of a person is an arbitrary processciWwhiransforms genital fact into cultural

fiction” (qtd. in Brosch 9).

Judith Butler in “Performative Acts and Gender €tation” writes about gender
performativity. According to Butler, gender is nat fixed construct, but in constant
movement: “Gender is an act which has been rehd#arsech as a script survives the

particular actors who make use of it, but whichuregs individual actors in order to be (...)
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reproduces as reality once again” (526). Howevegnde Trevenna makes a distinction
between Carter's theatrical gender acquisition Hat tof Butler's performativity in that

“Carter, unlike Butler, stresses that the acquisitand performance of gender identity is
overt and self-conscious” (269), which brings Heser to the statement by de Beauvoir how
one becomes a woman, rather than being born asCamter chooses her battleground to be
the woman'’s body, challenging notions of an inmaxetermined femininity, or masculinity

for that matter, and she does so through the ctemsaof Eve and Tristessa, as will be

discussed in the next section.

3.3. Images of Femininity

The Passion of New Ewtarts off with firmly setting a misogynistic untiene to the
narrative. Before setting off for New York to teagha university, Evelyn takes a girl to the
cinema to see a movie by his favourite Hollywoottess, Tristessa. When the girl performs
oral sex on him in the darkness of the cinema, \Evean only see her as being nothing more
than on object like the rest of the trash on tloerfl “When she perceived how Tristessa’s
crucification by brain fever moved me, the girl wivas with me got to her knees in the dark
on the dirty floor of the cinema, among the ciga&reinds and empty potato crisp bags and
trodden orangeade containers, and sucked me Niiv(Eve5). Evelyn does not even
remember her name, and the reader is forced tdheeenly as a nameless and faceless
gaping mouth. Carter firmly entrenches Evelyn riffbin the first sentence of the novel in
the position of an “arch-misogynist” character (€&ed18). This position further deepens
when he meets Leilah in New York, a city engulfgdviblent anarchy where murder, rape
and every other imaginable monstrosity is quitealiddere again, Evelyn’s male gaze is that

of objectification as he describes the women he:seg..) and a special kind of crisp-edged
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girl with apple-crunching incisors and long, gleamiegs like lascivious scissors ..Ngw
Eve 6). New York is, therefore, “conceived as a phabkotric world where woman is
subjugated to violation” (Zirange 2). However, N&wrk is also a site of woman’s revolt
that is portrayed as equally violent. A group ofméde activists that go by the name of

“Women” patrol the city and bring terror to its reahhabitants:

As the summer grew yet more intolerable, the Woraksio furthered their

depredations. Female sharp-shooters took to snfpamg concealed windows

at men who lingered too long in front of posterssaie blue movie theatres.
They were supposed to have infiltrated the hoowdrs paraded round Times
Square in their uniforms of white boots and minisk there were rumours of
a kamikaze squad of syphilitic whores who donafeobshetal enlightenment
for free to their customers out of dedication te ttause. They blew up
wedding shops and scoured the newspapers for mardanouncements so

that they could send brides gifts of well-honedraz(New Evel3)

From this city full of both male and female violenemerges Leilah, the “profane essence of
the death of cities, the beautiful garbage eatslieéw Eveld). Again Evelyn’s male gaze
doesn’t allow him to see anything beyond what is»gleep. He sees her as a grotesque
conglomerate of bodily parts, heels, fur, legs paple lipstick. She is the black “Other” for
Evelyn who denies her speech and even humanitgtaothly endowing her with animalistic
descriptions: “(...) her speech contained more sixpations than sentences for she rarely had
the patience or the energy to put together subyech, object and extension in a ordered and
logical fashion, so sometimes she sounded more dikeemented bird than a woman,

warbling arias of invocation or demandgw EveL5).
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Leilah embodies the theme of the “masqueraderoini@ity” that can be understood
as “a set of conventions relating to appearanckaweur and roles that women adopt in
patriarchal society to comply with the expectatiansl desires of men” (Snircova 10). The
grotesque aspect of the masquerade of feminingty iin the dichotomy that is presented
through Leilah’s ritual of “putting on her face”a-discrepancy between a woman'’s real face

and the mask she puts on:

(...) the transformation of the grubby little budhavslumbered all day in her
filth; she was a night-blooming flower. But, unlikeflower, she did not grow
beautiful by a simple process of becoming. Her beaas an accession. She
arrived at it by a conscious effort. She becamerdiesl in the contemplation
of the figure in the mirror but she did not seermt® to apprehend the person
in the mirror as, in any degree, herself. The otélé Leilah had a concrete
form and, although this form was perfectly tangiie all knew, all three of
us in the room, it was another Leilah (...) sheugha into being a Leilah who
lived only in the not-world of the mirror and thbecame her own reflection.

(New Eve24)

Her transformation from the garbage eater to atifagubut artificial, creature of the night
forces the readers to acknowledge a problematiecaspf patriarchal culture — that a
woman'’s body is considered more worthy when deedrgitirough a time-consuming ritual.
Moreover, Evelyn’'s gaze is not on Leilah, but omr heflection in the cracked mirror,
alienating her even further. The mirror signifiesvaman’s self being “split into two. A
woman must continually watch herself (...) Her asemse of being in herself is supplanted by

a sense of being appreciated as herself by anaiBerfjer 46).
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Evelyn’s egocentrism and disregard for Leilah hescits height when he decides to
leave her after her disastrous abortion. He sét®othe desert, to “find that most elusive of
all chimeras, myself’New Eve34). What he finds there is the city of Beulalg, thatriarchal
womb-like city whose creator is Mother, the Greatrkeide, the Grand Emasculator and the
Castratix of the Phallocentric Univerddeiv Eve46). Mother is a grotesque embodiment of
womanhood, a living prehistoric Venus figurine, eitg of femininity with an exaggerated
belly, exaggerated genitals and multiple breastkther has made herself into an incarnated
deity; she has quite transformed her flesh, shaihdsrgone a painful metamorphosis of the
entire body and become the abstraction of a napunatiple” (New Eve46). She has become
“a powerful matriarch frighteningly outside the tah of the male gaze and hence the
Lacanian law of the father” (Welby 10). With theotgsque figure of Mother, Carter delivers
criticism to radical feminism, essentially sayinigat there is no difference between a
matriarchy, sprung from the liberating tendenciesmf the patriarchal culture, and a
patriarchy. Ironically, Mother’s ultimate goal, temove the masculine from the reproductive

equation, “derives its logic from the very thingeshk attempting to overturn” (Jennings).

Mother has only one thing in mind for Evelyn — tartsform him into a woman and
impregnate him with his own seed. He becomes Ev@Jlayboy center foldNew Everl), a
realisation of all his male sexual fantasies: “lswiae object of all the unfocused desires that
had ever existed in my own head. | had become my masturbatory fantasy. And — how
can | put it — the cock in my head, still, twitchadthe sight of myself’New Everl). Eve is
now a woman, but only biologically. Psychologicalshe is still Evelyn, a man with a
masculine sexual gaze trapped inside a female bddy.bring about her complete
transformation, Mother starts educating Eve in rthle of a woman through playing tapes
with the virgin and child theme, listening to nusstales, showing images of cats and kittens

and so on. The process is reminiscent of Beauvstiatement how one is not born, but rather,
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becomes a woman: “No biological, psychologicaleoconomic fate determines the figure that
the human female presents in society; it is ciatian as a whole that produces this creature,
intermediate between male and eunuch, which isridbestas feminine” (273). However, it

proves unsuccessful.

Eve’s psychological transformation into a womann® completed until she is
captured and held prisoner by Zero, a savage aitedth seven wives, embodying the
parody of radical patriarchy in the same way Motberbodies the parody of matriarchy.
Through the raping of Zero and his wives’ lessom$iow to be a woman, Eve becomes one:
“The mediation of Zero turned me into a woman. Mates peremptory prick turned me into
a savage woman™ew Evel04). Eve learns her lessons on womanhood, bgisetg on
those aspects of womanhood that Carter deems wegathe passivity strengthened by the
patriarchal culture and the anger that comes frowhich results in equally discriminating
positions that ultimately consume themselves. Eilso aontinuously experiences the
alienation of the female identity as she feels epd®oted loss of self, as if she is watching
her own former self raping her current self, intdizing both the oppressive view and the

view of the oppressed:

And more than my body, some other yet equally ésdgoart of my being
was ravaged by him for, when he mounted me (feltimyself to be, not
myself but he; and the experience of the cruciek laf self, which always
brought with it a shock of introspection, forced ta&know myself as a former

violator at the moment of my own violatiotNéw Eved8)

After this, Eve encounters Tristessa, the objechaf male fantasies, when she is
brought along on Zero’s hunt for the missing Holbpdl actress. Tristessa embodies the

concept of the perfect woman for Eve(lyn), so itcibutes even more to the issue of gender
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performativity when it is revealed that she isaetfa man in drag. Judith Butler stresses the
importance of drag irGender Troublestating that drag makes us “see sex and gender
denaturalized by means of a performance which aubeis distinctness and dramatizes the
cultural mechanism of their fabricated unity” (138)istessa’s femininity is, like Eve’s, not

innate but rather performed and learned, whichaksvgender as being a social and cultural
construct and an illusion. By creating the charactelristessa, Carter explores how society
produces what is considered to be feminine. Upodirig out Tristessa’s true identity, Eve

says:

That was why he had been the perfect man’s womariiaddl made himself the
shrine of his own desires, had made of himseliothlg woman he could have
loved! If a woman is indeed beautiful only in s & she incarnates most
completely the secret aspirations of man, no worndstessa had been able to
become the most beautiful woman in the world, abegotten woman who

made no concessions to humanityeyv Evel25)

The reason why Tristessa’s cover-up was so suaddesfso long is that he internalized and
projected his deepest desires and, literally, becéinem, which “reveals a latent male
subjectivity” (Trevenna 273). Tristessa shows tlessibility for any individual to perform

other genders than the one that has been presdjbi@ society at the moment of birth. In a
true Foucaultian sense, identity and therefore dgeidentity is fluid and adheres to the

individual choice.

After the mock wedding of Eve and Tristessa, thegsammate their “marriage”,
which depicts a unification of bodies that are beyaender and results in a grotesque

merging and, consequently, dissolution of idergitie
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(...) yet we peopled this immemorial lonelinesswatl we had been, or might
be, or had dreamed of being, or had thought we weseery modulation of
the selves we now projected upon each other’s fiesdlies — aspects of being,
ideas — that seemed, during our embraces, to beetlyeessence of our selves;
the concentrated essence of being, as if, outesfetiiathomless kisses and our
interpenetrating, undifferentiated sex, we had makde great Platonic
hermaphrodite together, the whole and perfect b&ingvhich he, with an
absurd and touching heroism, had, in his own ss&dk aspired; we brought
into being the being who stops time in the selftitzd eternity of loversNew

Eve144-145)

Even though it is tempting to read this as a coteptissolution of identity in which it is
impossible to tell where one gender or sex endsth@dther begins and even though this
passage “attests to the monstrous potentialitieth@fhybrid body for feminism” (Davis
Rogan 454), the blurring of the boundaries betwewle and female is never entirely
possible inThe Passion of New Evierom the ambiguity of Eve’s and Tristessa’s bediad
identities emerges the fact that “the conflict begw genders can by no means be settled”
(Vallorani 368). Hybridization is possible, butigt still a hybridization of a dichotomy, and
The Passion of New Ewioes not delve deep enough to explore the pasgibfl a neutral
identity not tainted by social constructs of genblet rather settles on the fact that gender is
performative. Eve(lyn) comments on this: “Masculered feminine are correlatives which
involve one another. (...) But what the nature @fsouline and the nature of feminine might
be, whether they involve male and female (...) thdt not know. Though | have been both

man and woman, still I do not know the answer &séhquestions. Still they bewilder me”

(New EvelL46).
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4. CONCLUSION

During the period of the second-wave feminism, eber of female writers emerged
who produced works of science fiction and fantdsst tallowed them to use alternative
settings to which they translated all of the issties the patriarchal society produced. In
these alternative settings, they dealt with thasdlpms, providing commentary to some of
the burning issues regarding gender, sexualityfamdle identity. In this thesis, I've decided
to take a closer look on Ursula K. Le GuifBe Left Hand of Darknessd Angela Carter’s
The Passion of New Eveoth of which, each in its own way, deal primauilith the issue of
gender and sexual identity. Le Guin explored thacept of androgyny in her work of
science fiction, from which women were for a lonmd excluded, either as writers or
characters. Even though she was slow to fully aciegpinist tendencies in the seventies, Le
Guin nevertheless utilizes the potential of scieficion as “what if” literature to flirt with
androgyny as a vehicle for gender subversion. Sévsed her book as a “thought-
experiment”, in order to see if there is a purentdg, a “humanity” and a context shared by
men and women alike, that lies underneath the lsocisstructs of feminine and masculine.
Her experiment proved to be more unsuccessful tiwnfailing to show that underlying
humanity and remaining stuck in the reiterated igatinal constructs due to her own
standpoints at the time. Carter, on the other haad, much more radical than Le Guin and
aligned herself much more with the feminist strantishought in the tim&'he Passion of
New Evewas written. It is a postmodern work of Gothidifo that employs many elements
such as the Bakhtinian carnivalization, intertektyaand the grotesque. Through
exaggerations and overt theatricality, her Gothadenis deeply carnivalized and forces the
readers to take a step back and take nothing atvalcie. This allows her to deal with the
issue of gender performativity that is central The Passion of New Evelrhrough

exaggerated undefined bodies in constant mover@amter points to modern anxieties of the
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politics of sexuality and gender. She rejects tteaiof a natural gender identity, but rather
expands on the idea that gender is something shagrformed and not fixed. However, as is
the case with Le Guin, Carter's own thought-expenitris not entirely successful. Although
she shows us the potential for the dissolution medging of the genders, she does not go
deep enough to see what lies beyond the perforityat¥ gender. Much has been written
about bothThe Left Hand of DarknesdThe Passion of New Evand although they may
not be entirely successful in conveying their mgesathey nevertheless remain important

pieces of feminist fiction.
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6. ABSTRACT

This thesis analysebBhe Left Hand of Darknedsy Ursula K. Le Guin and@he Passion of
New Eveby Angela Carter. After introductory discussiomswomen in science fiction and
the Gothic and the grotesque, it takes a closds twothe concepts of androgyny and gender

performativity. It utilises gender theories of fdmavriters such as of Simone de Beauvoir,
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Judith Butler, Héléne Cixous and Toril Moi for thealysis of the two novels. The thesis
asserts that gender is not a “natural” construtilaocio-cultural artifice constructed around
biological differences and. therefore, resultsalsé dichotomies and social injustice. In these
two novels, gender is subverted through androgynyhe Left Hand of Darknesand

transgressive bodies ifhe Passion of New Ev&he conclusion, however, shows that the
subversion of gender is not entirely successfditiher of the novels, but nevertheless raises

consciousness on the issues of gender, sexuatitidantity.
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