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EMANUEL COPILAS!

Ovidiu Anemtoaicei proposes in this book a very complex, coherent and
provocative intellectual project. The central premise from which this
endeavor starts is that within gender studies, the valorization of man’s
corporal experience appears less or not at all in comparison to the
valorization of women’s corporal experience. Thus, hegemonic
masculinity, and partially also minoritary masculinities (gay, queer etc.)
is mostly construed as gender, at the discursive, social level, and less as
a body, as immanent bodily experience that is not accessible to any
exterior ethical positioning. But the sex-gender distinction (biological-
social), a central one in feminist theories, is one that mostly hides the
repressed corporality of social becoming and thus frustrates men,
making them less capable to overcome Western hegemonic masculinity
(white, heterosexual, bourgeois), and less capable to overcome the
representational discourse so much embedded in the European
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philosophy, a discourse that articulates, strictly within language, several
hierarchical dichotomies that are factually inexistent (mind-body,
reason-emotion, biology-culture).

Centering their discourses around their own corporality, feminist
theories appealed to emotions and non-rational experiences in order to
affirm a new, empathic, non-hegemonic and plural form of ethic.
Perceiving their corporality especially as vulnerability, respectively as a
discursive ornament and reverberation of the ideology of hegemonic
masculinity, and less as personal formative experience indispensable for
a non-dominant relation with the exterior world — men focused first of
all on masculinities, and therefore developed violent-integrative
discourses, which cannot measure alterity unless they interiorize or
suppress it altogether. Overcoming this impasse is conditioned by
becoming aware of the constitutive, permanent and dynamic reciprocity
that exists between body (individual) and society, understood here as a
field of competing discursivities: “neither the body to be seen in terms of
social construction and neither society in terms of corporal construction,
but more like a permanent interaction of distinct and irreducible
ontological dimensions through which bodies and social structures
produce subjects and their social actions” (39).

The insistence on recovering the founding corporality, which
would somehow escape discursivity inscribing, in the same time, an
insurmountable ontological separation between the specificities of man’s
bodily experiences, respectively the specificities of women’s bodily
experiences, leads the author to the idea of the necessity of a
phenomenology of “sexual difference”. This concept is used in order to
accentuate the becoming of corporality not only from an exterior
perspective, as something initially lacking shape, molded, traversed and
inscribed at a later date by contingent discursivities — but first of all from
an inside perspective, as a manifestation of an incommensurable and
still constitutive rest for the social trajectory of each of us. We think with
our bodies more than we think our own bodies; all the somatic processes
we are not aware of or, at best, we minimize, produce major influences
over cognition and can be dissociated from it only in an arbitrary way.
Consequently, to be a man and to be a woman, among other sexual
identities, is not reduced only to exterior social conventions, to socially
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constructed genders, but implies intersexually incommunicable experiences,
which transform the sexual difference from a normative into an ontological
problem and lays the foundations of a new gender self-understanding, a
concept that Anemtoaicei does not abandon, within a bodily diachrony
of interiority that is socially recuperated and revalued.

This kind of problematization, which owes a lot to feminist studies
(94-95), renders Anemtoaicei close to Heideggerian ontological phenomenology,
a fact which is pretty evident throughout the whole volume. Husserlian
phenomenology, apparently too ideologically neuter and too individualistic
(without slipping however into psychologism — see Husserl 2001) lacks
the assertivity of the Dasein self-positing, his power to overcome that
state of ontological thrownness and the fall into self-opacity, in the
depoliticizing banality of every day — as all these promising incisivenesses
appear in Heidegger. Moreover, Husserlian phenomenology is, according
to the author, to indebted to Kantianism and to the metaphysical discourse
of Western philosophy, in order to utilize Heidegger’s terminology, thus
remaining anchored in conceptual binarities that cause fake factual
disjunctions, but also in the Enlightenment project of a universal
emancipatory subject — the “empire of purposes’, as Kant used to name
it, of the self-producing teleological rationality — a project which, from
the deconstructivist feminist perspective adopted by the author, is
inextricably linked to hegemony, patriarchalism and colonialism. I will
return to this aspect latter.

Next, the antiracism-feminism analogy is brought into discussion,
starting with the idea that the transformation of the white race in a
benchmark of hegemonic invisibility in relation to which the other races
appear as forms of deviance bears the risk of fetichizing, even if from a
new, critical perspective, the dominant racism, maintaining its pretention of
centrality unaltered. “Analogously, within studies of men and masculinities,
there is a persistent presupposition that ‘men/masculinities’” were the
invisible norm, and, from here, the necessity of making men visible as a
social category or to name men as men through various discursive
practices. How this visibilisation of men gqua men should work, in a
different form, in order not to narcissistically re-center or reproduce the
attention given to men/masculinities in the academic space?” (97-98).



152 REVIEW

Very interesting and inspired is the generous analysis of Luce
Irigaray’s brand of feminism, an author not so well known in Romania.
Anemtoaicei draws massively from the philosophical discourse of
Irigaray, using concepts like the “masculine phallo-morphic imaginary”,
the “phenomenology of sexual difference”, the “ontology of the anal”,
“self-affection”, “umbilical cord” or “respiration”. The logic of
patriarchalism prevailed until now because it has symbolized the man’s
body as being sexually neuter. The naturalization of the masculine
imaginary and the cultural codification of this particularity eluded from
arriving to presence has placed in a secondary position the other bodies
and their afferent symbolics. It is precisely this motif for which
psychoanalysts like Sigmund Freud or Jacques Lacan refer to the
masculine as a unitary, universal and self-identic project in which the
female body is condemned to be nothing more than a perpetual
phantasma, an object of dominant and consuming sexual desire. But the
sexual difference exists and produces consequences even if it sublimated
and/or hidden, and so it must be critically evaluated accordingly. But
minority bodies, the symbolics excluded from the patriarchy must
affirm themselves only dialectically, through permanent reference to the
other-men and the opposite; the historical hegemony of patriarchy does
not annul men’s right to exist, an existence that is of course non-
repressive and non-devouring. As I will further point out, it is precisely
in this point that Anemtoaicei follows Irigaray to the least extent.
Furthermore, the “ontology of the anal” represents the opposite of the
image of the conquering phallus and the rediscovery of masculine
corporality through the prism of penetrability and subjugation. By
becoming aware of their own vulnerability, respectively of the fluidity of
their own bodies, opposed to the fixed, identically-acquisitive
representation that exists in psychoanalysis, (white) men can become
more empathic, more careful and more able to take into account
minority bodies and voices, and they also can overcome the coercive and
lacking real ontological alternatives universalism that they have
imposed, through the philosophical discourse of modernity, upon the
whole world. In this way, they can show affection, understanding and
acceptance of their own bodies as elements of improvable contexts, not
as specters of those contexts. The acceptance of self-affection both as
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somatic and as cognitive process erodes hegemonic masculinity by
allowing men to reinvent his corporal identity in non-intrusive and non-
violent ways, as part of a social whole in the process of becoming, not as
a simulated whole coercively projected upon all parts. Self-affection
induces the possibility of authentically breeding alongside the other, the
symbolic separation of man from his mother’s body, until now very less
known and constantly repressed, and the replacement of the aggressive
phallus with the image of the umbilical cord based on reciprocity,
understanding and affection. This phenomenological rebirth of men’s
corporality is equated with a form of growing up, of becoming aware of
the responsibilities and overcoming the spoiled infancy that eventually
entails a dominant and opaque arrogance: the hegemonic masculinity.
Placed into perspective, the phenomenology of sexual difference is both
an ontology, a new way of living and assuming present beingnesses as
reflections of an authentic rediscovery of being.

The closeness to Heidegger, by now obvious, is refreshed by the
associations Irigaray makes between the “forgetting of being” and the
forgetting of the original fluids in which life begins, by respiration as a
form of becoming aware of the autonomy of the men’s body with
reference to the external environment, respectively by living as a specific
tactic of the Dasein to cope with the radical and anguishing state of
radical indeterminacy, living that is extrapolated by Irigaray with the
primary living inside the mother’s body, in the womb in which fluids
protect and develop life.

Finally, “man becoming” is completed with the help of the
philosophy of Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari who, even if they don’t
take the sexual difference as a tenet, but only as an effect of social and
historically construed genderization, advance useful concepts like the
“nomadic subject” or “rhizome-thinking”, both critical in relation with
dialectic. Individual becoming is no longer considered a process, but
more likely a sum of a disparaged series of accidents, while the rhizome-
thinking replaces the “arborescent thinking” based on a well-defined
trajectory, in favor of a multiplicity of “levels of immanence”, in which
thinking itself loses its privileged position within knowledge and
becomes, along sensibility, imagination or memory, a simple human
faculty. Starting from here, Deleuze and Guattari propose the hypothesis
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of the “organ-less body” which escapes the hegemonic signification and
hierarchization of organs in order to affirm itself as a plethoric vitality
centered on the refusal to be inscribed in fixed, dichotomic formulas,
thus preparing the way for the “woman-becoming”, which represents
“the point of departure for changing the model of subjectivity that
dominated Western thinking” starting with the minority corporal
becoming “in order to make possible the freedom from oedipal
subjectivity, from the ‘standard-Man’, from the centrality of a fiction”
(313). The schizophrenia produced by capitalism through economic
deterritorialisation doubled by repressive, police-like reterritorialization,
has as a corporal pendant the oedipal anguish through which individual
psyche is colonized by remorse, fear and shame, without being able to
take into account major structural problems. The solution for overcoming
this existential frustration is permanent consumerism, the desire of
unlimited possessiveness. In this way, capitalism’s schizophrenic production
of itself becomes complete (Deleuze, Guattari 2000). This cycle can only be
interrupted by re-taking into possession of a non-hegemonic corporality,
based on reciprocity, self-affection and on “woman-becoming”.

In conclusion, “Since, throughout history, men understood their
process of subjective individuation through ruling/using/apprehending
the world, the neighborhoods and the others as instruments, then ‘man-
becoming’ must be seen as a permanent self-affection, which, of course,
must not be confounded with self-eroticism. Because self-affection
presupposes also a rethinking of the way in which we sexually interact
with others. The reciprocal desire among others, as an almost limitless
desire of intimacy, can be cultivated through self-affection, that is
through a manner in which the other is not objectivized, fragmented
into corporal pieces or violently consumed for libidinal self-satisfaction
(as the bodies of women were for men in our histories). Eros would not
be than Thanatos, the death of the other, but a way of approaching the
other respecting its embodied presence as alterity” (348-349).

Dense, seducing and captivating, Anemtoaicei’s argumentation is
not without some major inconsistencies. I would begin with the
minimalist approach of Husserl’s phenomenology and with the huge
differences between Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology. For
an endeavor that presents itself as phenomenological, this is surely a
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limitation. Then, Heidegger is presented in an ideologically aseptic way;
maybe here resides the reticence to place him against Husserl, because
the metaphysical anchorage of the Husserlian phenomenology and its
dependence on the modern philosophical discourse would have come out
too pregnant, along with Husserl’s appreciation of the Enlightenment
and its universal, critical subject, a commitment that Heidegger openly
rejects. But how other than through common normative action can we arrive
to the solution proposed by Anemtoaicei? However, the Heideggerian
phenomenological project is based on radical individuation (Heidegger
2008). Of course, the Heideggerian Dasein is not necessarily individual,
neither community, but their meeting point, permanently fluctuating
between the ontic and the ontological sphere. However, even if it refers to
the individual subject or the social group it belongs to, the individuation
indubitably affirms the preeminence of the part over the whole, its
determination to seize the “moment” in order to emancipate itself from
the sedimented burden of historical and intellectual traditions and thus
become an authentic existence, freed from the decadence of the present.
The author seems aware of this difficulty: “It is not enough for men to
learn to retreat, but is necessary to identify ways for articulating this
retreat as an affirmation of their becoming as men, in order to plenary
contribute to the construction of a new culture based on the sexual
difference” (346). I am afraid that this deepens, not resolves the dilemma.
Furthermore, the author seems to appeal to dialectic in order to overcome
this impasse, after it tries along the whole book to distance himself as
much as possible from this philosophical method. Affirmation through
retreat is not only counterintuitive. It is impossible. To advance together
while some go back may indicate the engagement for a moral and ethical
rebirth, but betrays in the same time the absence of a precise direction.
Coming back to Heidegger, we find out that the Dasein is founded
on the distancing with reference to others, not on being close to them.
Distancing, the premise of an authentic reaffirmation, is covered by the
modalities through which each of us belong to the others and thus
confirm their power to drag us down. The diffuse power of all of us
upon everyone, the “impersonal it”, as Heidegger calls it, is the
equivalent of the state of decay, of the abandonment of self-reinventing
within the daily banality and alienation. The present is therefore a
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regress, not a progress, even if Heidegger is careful enough to mention
that he does not consider this fact a fatality with theological implications,
but a situation meant to encourage transformative action (Heidegger 2008).

Finally, the daily decay, underlined by the state of ontological
thrownness, induces a state of fear, which for Heidegger can be
overcome only through determination and through seizing the moment,
the historical conjuncture favorable to action, opposed to the daily
“presentification”. In order not to miss out the moment, the Dasein must
assume itself as a “being-for-death” and leave aside the guilt that resides
in conscience and which obstructs the unhindered affirmation of itself
by appealing to the legitimacy of some different existential projects that
may have to lose from this attitude. “Human consciousness” is therefore
a mere defeatist and counterintuitive invention. The guilt produced by
the anguish of ontological indetermination makes conscience possible,
and this prevents us from saying “no” to others for our own benefit
(Heidegger 2008). In other words, the abstract invention that we call
consciousness is never present within effective action: in the fear of
nothing, of the ontological contingency to which the Dasein responds in
different social ways, we are already guilty towards one another for
accepting the present regress. Its assertive and radically individual
overcoming cannot make us guiltier towards one another than we
already were in the first place. In this way, the guilt steaming out of
consciousness is nothing but a treacherous and pernicious manifestation
of the impersonal “it”, a means of perpetuating present alienation and to
unallowably continue the opacity of the Dasein towards itself.

Just as in the case of Nietzsche, guilt miraculously disappears
when we simply cease to consider ourselves guilty of something and
thus open the possibilities of the Dasein’s “creative violence”, a violence
unrestricted by regrettable forgeries like consciousness, humanity, the
universal. “Violence-doing, the human being disturbs the calm of
growth, the nourishing and enduring of the tireless one. Here the
overwhelming does not hold sway in self-devouring wildness but as
that which, without toil and without tiring, from out of the superiority
of the calm of great riches, ripens and dispenses what is inexhaustible
and rises above all impatience. The violence-doers break into this sway,



REVIEW 157

year by year they break it up with plows and drive the toilless earth into
the restlessness of their toiling” (Heidegger 2000, 164).

This long excursus into Heideggerian ontology has to role of
pointing out the susceptibility of any emancipatory project that
constitutively embodies, even if selectively, Heideggerian ideas. How
can Anemtoaicei edify an ontological phenomenology of the corporality
of man by appealing to Heidegger while conveniently ignoring the
assertiveness, the structural violence and the renouncement to any kind
of democratic solidarity that the affirmative action preferred the latter
presupposes? How can we affirm a non-hegemonic corporality of men
by endorsing a radical and ostentatious detachment from the universal
on the presupposition that it is irremediably tarred by the camouflaged
particularity of the intersectionality between patriarchalism/capitalism?
To detach ourselves from something apparently compromised in order
to construe something more integrative presupposes a democratic
processuality, not an assertiveness that seems to bring back the centrality
of masculine dominance that the author criticizes so convincingly along
the entire book.

In fact, the methodological and in the same time epistemological
problem has deeper roots, which can be discovered within the dispute
between normative and deconstructionist feminism. Surprisingly enough,
the author does not mention this polemic at all, although it is a central
one for understanding and ideologically situating the methodological
demarche that it proposes. Without getting into details, which can be
found in an interesting book (Benhabib, Butler, Cornell, Fraser 1995),
normative feminism is centered on the Enlightenment tradition of
emancipating oppressed groups, which is undermined by the “death of
the subject” and of the great metanarratives as they appear in the
deconstructionist projects. But the progresses obtained until now in this
direction have always had an universal message: renouncing
universalism, even a “mild” one, as a form of hegemony irremediably
compromised by patriarchalism, capitalism or colonialism can erode the
capacity of political action and implicitly the possibility of a democratic
position. Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe have convincingly pointed
out the relation between radical, non or post-hegemonic democracy, and
universalism (Laclau, Mouffe 2001). Of course, Anemtoaicei seeks to elude



158 REVIEW

the shortcomings of deconstructionism by endorsing phenomenology,
but the similarities between Heideggerian ontological phenomenology and
deconstructionism are, except the philosophy of the subject, categorical.

Furthermore, renouncing to edify a new democratic universalism
leaves the problem of capitalism untouched, otherwise rarely mentioned in
the text. How it would be possible to recover a non-hegemonic corporality
of men in the context of placing into parentheses the structural
inequalities produced by capitalism is a question that is not explicitly
posited in the book in order to elude the inconvenient of a response that
would necessitate a substantial rethinking of its argumentation.
Unfortunately, it has been too often proved that this kind of supra-
structural grievances related to identity matters are, in the absence of
framing the critique of patriarchy within a larger critique of capitalism
and vice-versa — very easily recoverable by the dominant discourse.

Last but not least, I consider that absorbing the distorted Kantianism
from the philosophy of will proposed by Arthur Schopenhauer would have
been beneficial for the author’s phenomenological effort. Schopenhauer
extrapolates the Kantian concept of the thing in itself, transforming it
from a limit of human knowledge into a promise of radical personal
renewal, which becomes intelligible at the level of intellect with the help
of representations. What else is the “embodiment” of the corporality of
men proposed Anemtoaicei but the metaphysical will of creating itself
out of itself within the apparently unusable ruins of the surrounding
reality, a will inherent to any human action? And how condemned is it
to fail every time in the absence of dialectic and universality?

Kant did not think the thing in itself as an obstacle in the path of
human knowledge, but as a somatic and cognitive limit of the same
human knowledge, without giving it too much consideration. If we
would accept the body and its will to revolt against knowledge, the
“mind” and arbitrary dualities as being this thing in itself that we can
access only through its consequences, not through its effective presence,
I do not see how could we avoid the conclusion of resorting to the
intelligible, meaning discourse, as a certain, even if unavoidable limited
way of gaining access to the body. I also do not see how this
phenomenological rest which eludes thinking and expressing and which
is placed by Deleuze on the same level with memory, imagination and
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sensitivity — as if these were not also forms of thinking — can constitute
itself in a durable premise of deconstructing hegemonic masculinity by
subordinating the intelligible. Thinking is a function of the body
through which the body becomes accessible to itself in a mediated and
never definitive way. I do not know to what extent it would be helpful
to celebrate and to stress the unthinkable of the body in the detriment of
what is already given to us through thinking. In other words, the
individual is more society than society is individual, in the same way
sex is more gender than gender is sex, because the individual
understands itself only through the society that he was born in,
respectively the societies he latter embraced voluntarily or not.
Otherwise, the argumentation proposed by this book remains a solid,
courageous and singular one, even within the cultural and activist
environments from Romania.
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