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HOSPITALITY -  CHORA -  MATRIX -  CYBERSPACE

I rin a  A ristarkhova

“Telo” (BODY)-
1 ) External physical forms o f hum an and in general, any live organisms
2) Corpse
3) Something material, substantial, sensible, tactile, and visible, that occupies enclosed 

space
4) Separate object (subject) in space. ... Noteworthy: the multiplicity of meanings the 

word “telo ” had in ancient Russian and old Slavic languages, taken from pre- 
Slavonic: “substance, ” “material being as opposed to spiritual, ” “image, ” “outlook, ” 
“representation, ” “idol, ” “doll, ” “human body. ” I f  the meaning “something sub
stantial, material, and thus enclosed spatially, limited by certain edges and having 
form ” is oldest, then we can relate it to another nest o f roots, based on Slavic affili
ation: “Vblo ” as “soil, ” “ground. ” Compare with Latin tellus: “hard ground, ” “soil”. .. 
Some connect “telo” (body) with “ten (shade)” (body gives shade!), though the ety
mology o f shade is no clearer. In  a new vein, but not convincingly, Makhek ex
plains this word, by approximating “telo” with the Greek xeXoÇ: “end, ” “target, ” 
“limit, ” “duration. ”
“Choromy “spacious (with many rooms) and wealthy house/home ”... Semantically 

compare ôo/JoÇ -  “house, ” “temple, ” and бгџсо -  “building. ” ... Etymology -  unclear.
“Choronit” -  “to conduct a ritual of burial. ” ... Came from choroniti -  “to keep 

away, ” “to conceal. ’’Etymology -  unclear. (Historico-Etymological Dictionary of 
M odern  Russian L anguage. V olum e 2. C hernykh, P. Ya. 1999)

“A house has some similarity with a tool, but, rather than a sort of thing or instru
ment or implement, it is the condition for all human action and reference. Ay a place 
where I  can withdraw and recollect myself, it is characterized by intimacy. ... The inti
macy and familiarity proper to a home presuppose that it is already human, although -  
in this stage o f our description — it is not yet necessary to introduce the metaphysical 
relation of one human to the absolute Other. It demands a certain femininity ’. ” (Adriaan 
Peperzak, 1993)

“The urge to virtual realities o f any kind relies on a constant domestic space,
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whether proximal or distant. The space o f domesticity, configured as ‘real’ space, is still, 
already ready, the spatial envelope o f the cyberventuring subject who explores the public 
space o f the net or the virtual space of simulation. With his body, that hunk o f pulsing  
meat, in his comfortable, safe, warm, uninterrupted, timeless space, he can project him
self anywhere, into anything. ” (Jennifer B loom er, 1997)

Hospitality o f the idea o f Home and its Foundation

W hat is the re lationship  betw een m atrix  an d  chora, betw een body w ithin 
body, betw een body and  space? This re la tion  is th ro u g h  hom e, hom e as a 
space o f hospitality, a space tha t u ncond itionally  welcom es -  a t least, in  the 
W estern philosophical tradition . D errid a  po in ts o u t th a t etym ologically the 
term  “hospitality” is re la ted  to the n o tio n  o f “hostility” since the  ro o t o f  the 
form er, hospes is allied to an  earlier ro o t o f  the  la tter, hostis, which in te rest
ingly m ean t bo th  “stranger” an d  “enem y.” T hus hospitality , as in  hostilis, 
s tran g e r/en em y  + potes, “(of having) pow er,” cam e eventually to m ean  the 
power the host had  over the s tra n g e r/e n e m y .Jo h n  C aputo , in an  in teresting  
com m entary  on D errid a’s no tion  o f  hospitality  no tes th a t “the  ‘h o s t’ is som e
one who takes on  o r receives strangers, w ho gives to  the  s tran g e r even while 
rem ain ing  in  con tro l.” (Caputo, 1997, p. I l l )  It is clear th a t the  “h ost” is in a 
necessary position o f pow er insofar as h e  (she?) circum scribes the  p aram 
eters w ithin which the  needs and  com forts o f  the  s tran g e r/en em y  is a tten d ed  
to. In addition  to this circum scrip tion, th e  h o s t’s “pow er over” the  stranger, 
D errida suggests, results from  his (her?) ow nersh ip  o f the  prem ises th a t is 
thus offered  up. Given the fact th a t hospitality  is d e p e n d e n t on  ow nership 
before it is offered hospitably to th e  o th er, D errid a  argues, an  essential ten 
sion is bu ilt into its structure. This is because it is difficult to give over to the 
o th er w hen you con tinue to own. T h e  aporia  fo r the  giver is the  tension o f 
w anting to give b u t also having to have w hat is given away, fo r it is having th a t 
makes possible the giving. D errida says th a t this aporia , which cou ld  well para
lyze any efforts at hosting the other, is exactly w hat needs to be worked th rough  
ra th e r th an  be denied. In  fact, hospitality  is only possible w hen one  resists 
this paralysis by moving towards w hat D errid a  calls a “hospitality beyond hos
pitality,” w herein the very im possibility o f  a hospitality  based on  ow nership  as 
lim it-condition is pushed  to /a t  the  limits. In  having erec ted  its possibilities 
on their very impossibility, D errida claims, hospitality, like deconstruction , is 
a to come (avenir). T he aporia  o f  hospitality  to come is constitu ted  by o n e ’s 
inability to know entirely or surely its specific qualities and  as such, it is to be 
struggled with performatively.
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However, this idea o f  receiving, unconditional receptivity of receptacle is 
fundam entally  d iffe ren t (politically and  ontologically) when applied to chora 
an d  to th e  fem inin ity  o f  the  hom e. It can be struggled with performatively only 
in  th e  case o f th e  h o st (a m em b er of the  com m unity). However, when we deal 
with hostess, with sexual d ifference, the situation changes dramatically, as the 
n o tion  o f perform ativity is an th ropom orph ic , as least for D errida and Levinas. 
W hat has to  be left b eh in d  in th e ir analysis is the question o f the “awareness” 
and  “consciousness” o f  those who perform  hospitality. It is assumed. Unless 
o ne  is raising th e  issue o f Fem ininity, Divinity o r Animality, the situation of 
perform ativity an d  responsibility  is assum ed to belong  to a hum an  subject.

Femininity, before hum an , gives itself up  to receive a hum an, to welcome 
“all h um an  action an d  re ference,” w ithout ... being, being in the house, or 
outside it, o r anywhere else except inside the hum an himself. W hat (outside 
the an th ro p o m o rp h ism  o f the who) can be w ithout being? W hat can welcome 
w ithout owning? W hat can receive w ithout asking o r letting som eone else to 
give? W om an, an d  -  anim al. Two ultim ate alterities, which that give m eaning to 
any O th e r sense o f o therness, closely related to each other, and  both  serving as 
a passage and  a vehicle in to  which every o ther has to be reduced to becom e the 
o ther, an d  th rough  w hich every m an  has to pass in order to com e to his G od(s).

A ccording to D errida, hospitality, as it is conceived by Levinas, is primarily 
an d  essentially tied  to  sexual difference, and  its very possibility depends on it. 
F u rth erm o re , the  (c o n c e p t/m e ta p h o r of) W om an underm ines any claim on 
safe ow nership  since she serves as a pre-condition  for the hospitality and  wel
com ing o f the h o m e fo r its po ten tia l o r actual owner. In this case, fundam en
tally, th e  m aster o f  th e  p roperty  is always already in a situation o f being received 
a t his own hom e by so-called fem in ine alterity, understood  as a fem inine wel
com ing being. H ere  D errida  an d  Levinas, and  an o th e r in te rp re te r of Levinas, 
P eperzak, are all qu ick  to  stress th a t this “fem in ine b e ing ,” or “fem inine 
alterity ,” has n o th in g  to  do  with em pirical wom en. T hat is, the actual pres
ence o f a w om an in  a given house does n o t determ ine o r underm ine the 
fem in ine  essence o f hospitality.

Thus, fo r Levinas, hospitality  is necessarily associated with the question 
o f W om an, essentially, b u t w ith o u t reference to  empirical women themselves. Be
fore em bark ing  on  a c ritique o f Levinas’s no tion  o f hospitality, it would be 
useful to ou tline som e im p o rtan t constitutive elem ents o f hospitality for both 
Levinas an d  D errida.

First o f all, hospitality  is ab o u t welcoming. It can be a word o f welcome, a 
w elcom ing smile, a w elcom e u n d ersto o d  in its u tm ost openness and passivity
-  openness to the  o th er, a smile at the threshold  o f the house, unconditional 
accep tance o f the  o th er. Second, hospitality is abou t receptivity, an ability of

29



I r in a  A r is t a r k h o v a

reason to receive, to  be “m ore passive th an  any given passivity.” T h e  ow ner is 
being received in his own house; h e  is b e in g  w elcom ed th ere  p rio r to any 
language p roper, p rio r to linguistic com m unication . T h ird , hospitality  de
m ands discretion. It is m anifestation an d  w ithdraw al o f th e  face; in d irec t com 
m unication; at the sam e tim e it is a silen t d iscre te  p resen ce  w ithou t transgres
sion o f the inferiority to exteriority. F u rth e rm o re , hospitality  is m ore than  
discrete, it is also intimate. H ospitality is ab o u t com fort, it is ab o u t serenity  o f 
being “a t hom e” with oneself. T hus it is abso lu te  “defenselessness,” a con
scious an d  enjoyable vulnerability o f feeling  in  a to tal refuge a t hom e with 
oneself. This feeling  o f being  a t h o m e w ith o n ese lf re fers  necessarily  to 
m em ory, though  here  w ithout any psychoanalytic gesture, b u t u n d ersto o d  as 
recollection: the recollection as a re la tion  to th e  language o f the  host, a recol
lection o f m eaning. And o f course, follow ing from  all previous form ulations, 
Hospitality is posed th rough  Habitation. This re la tio n  to hab ita tion , to  hom e, 
to the in teriority  o f the  house, is a re m in d e r  o f the  se lf  s re la tio n  to its own 
corporeality, in som e sense, since “th e re  is n o t yet the  ‘y ou’ o f the  face, b u t 
the ‘th o u ’ o f familiarity.” (Levinas)

W hat is of special in terest fo r us h ere  is how  th e  split betw een com m unal 
and dom estic is m ain tained  by Levinas’s discussion o f hospitality, and  D errida 
does n o t seem to question  the separation  e ith er. If  the  o th e r  o f the com m u
nity is also fem inine, “wom an as o th e r  par excellence," she does n o t have any 
place in  the  sphere o f com m unity. She silently p rep ares  a g ro u n d  fo r it, only 
to (p re ten d  to) disappear. T hat is why it does n o t com e as a surprise w hen the 
po in t o f en trance o f “W om an” in to  this d iscourse on  hospitality  occurs: with 
the w ord discretion: “the o th er whose p resen ce  is discreetly an  absence, with 
which is accom plished the hospitable welcome par excellence w hich describes the 
field o f intimacy, which is the W om an. T h e  w om an is the  cond ition  fo r reco l
lection, the interiority  o f the H om e, an d  in h ab ita tio n .” (Levinas, cited  in 
Derrida, 1999, p .36)

T he build ing  up  o f the first “com m unal g estu re ,” “com m unal em bryo,” 
starts a t this point, fo r the figure o f “the  W om an,” in  D e rrid a’s term s, allows 
for the n ex t term  to com e in, th a t of, “rapport o r re la tio n ,” as the  I-Thou o f “a 
silent language,” o f “an u n d ers tan d in g  w ithou t w ords,” o f “an  expression in 
secret.” This is n o t yet the com m unity  p ro p e r; it is a rehearsa l o f  com m unity, 
it is a kind of p repara tion , a bu ild ing  o f a flesh on  w hich com m unity  will be 
able to stand  and  to flourish. This re la tio n /ra p p o r t  betw een fem in ine alterity 
or hom e, and  the ow ner/m ascu line  subject, does n o t yet have a d im ension  o f 
height tha t is so im p o rtan t fo r Levinas. It lacks h e ig h t since W om an does n o t 
have a face in this house. She is too  discre te  an d  silen t to possess such quali
ties. Actually, this is h e r role -  to lack heigh t, “h e ig h t o f the  face.”
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D errida  rem in d s us th a t Levinas called “fem inine alterity” as fundam en
tally one  o f the m odalities o f  w elcom ing, and  she provides a silent refuge and 
asylum. In  D e rrid a ’s words: “If  the  at hom e with oneself o f  the dwelling is an 
‘a t hom e with o n ese lf as in  a lan d  o f asylum and  refuge,’ this would m ean that 
the in h ab itan t also dwells th e re  as a refugee o r an  exile, a guest and  not a 
p ro p rie to r. T h a t is the  hum an ism  o f this ‘fem inine alterity,’ the hum anism  of 
the  o th e r w om an, o f th e  o th e r  (as) woman. If woman, in  the silence of her 
‘fem in ine b e in g ,’ is n o t a m an, she rem ains h u m an .” (D errida, 1999, p. 37)

As was discussed, th e  term s o f ow nership create a contradiction, an im
possibility o f hospitality: how can one give away w hat one owns, if one wants 
to co n tin u e  to be  hospitab le. We see now that D errida seems to resolve this 
p ro b lem  o f ow nership  with help , with a hospitable hint, from  a position of a 
“fem in ine b e ing ,” w ho does n o t own the place, b u t provides hospitality to 
hospitality  so th a t it may exist. T hus hospitality was beyond hospitality; it was 
im possible since it co n trad ic ted  the term s o f ownership. It was impossible 
un til its reso lu tion , o r its b irth , th ro u g h /b y /in  “fem inine alterity,” that, as 
D errida  an d  Levinas m ain tain , is ephem eral and  om nipo ten t, passive and 
fundam en ta l, silen t an d  hum an , m etaphorical and  energy-producing, all at 
the  sam e time. This non-em pirical fem inine, h au n ted  by m aternal imaginary, 
b rings us, naturally, to th e  questions o f the com m unity, legal, ethical, and 
general tran scen d en ta l d im ension  o f height, that is, o f God: “Hospitality thus 
p recedes property , an d  this will n o t be w ithout consequence, as we will see, 
fo r the  taking-place o f the  gift o f  the law, fo r the extrem ely enigm atic rela
tionsh ip  betw een refuge and  the  T orah, the city o f refuge, the land of asylum, 
Jerusa lem , and  the  S inai.” (D errida, 1999, p. 45)

As we shell see in a m om en t, this kind o f understand ing  o f sexual differ
ence, w hen fem ininity  o r W om an is disem bodied and  ontologically em ptied 
to perfo rm  a p articu la r function , being a “sym ptom ” of a m an ’s p ro jec t/io n , 
is developed  by H egel in his conclusive discussion o f com m unity.

T h e  H eg e lian  n o tio n  o f  com m unity , especially th ro u g h  his use o f 
Sophocles’ Antigone, has established the dialectic between the divine law (fam
ily, hom e, the law o f fem ale g e n d e r /  w om ankind) and  the  hum an law (city, 
com m unity, state, the law o f m ale g en d e r/m an k in d ). H egel’s general argu
m en t is well known and  can n o t be rehearsed here in detail. W hat is required, 
however, is to ou tline the  grip o f the Hegelian system on sexual difference, for 
as m any claim, it is still in  full force in W estern though t and  culture.

W om an plays a crucial ro le  w hen she follows h e r  family duties and de
fends its divine law; she p resen ts  herself as a challenge to h um an  law, to com 
m unity  an d  the state o f m en  who aspire to transgress the family and  its laws. 
H er challenge, in effect, p roduces the conditions for (hum an) m an ’s law to
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exercise an d  rep roduce itself. H um an  law, in  the  m o m en t o f its b irth , negates 
the Family and  its laws, in o rd e r to establish itself. T hus, on  the  n ex t stage, it 
produces it to repress it, to negate it as its worse enem y.

In H egel’s words: “Since the com m unity  gets its subsistence only by break
ing it u p o n  family happiness and  dissolving self-consciousness in to  the  u n i
versal, it creates itself o n  w hat is rep resses [erzeugt es sich an dem, was es 
unterdrückt] and w hat is a t the same tim e essential to  it -  w om ankind  in gen
eral, its in n e r enemy. W om ankind -  the  e te rn a l irony  o f  the  com m unity  -  
alters by in trigue the  universal p u rpose  o f g o v ern m en t in to  a private e n d .” 
(Hegel G.W.F., cited in Žižek, 1995, p. 148)

Kelly Oliver in h e r recen t book  Family Values provides a de ta iled  accoun t 
of H egel’s position on femininity. A ccord ing  to  h er, “H egel calls w om ankind 
the everlasting irony o f the com m unity  because th e  fem in ine th rea t is neces
sary to sustain the com m unity. ... W ithin  H eg e l’s scenario , the  com m unity  is 
possible only by virtue o f the sacrifice an d  repression o f the fem in ine.” (Oliver, 
1997, p. 48)

However, while challenging the  State, w om an does n o t p roperly  com pre
hen d  h e r act, since for herself, she is simply and naturally p erfo rm in g  h e r  fam 
ily duty. In  a fashion som ewhat resem bling  th a t o f  Levinas’ a rg u m en ta tio n  
regard ing  the hospitality o f feminine being, H egel denies w om an th e  level of 
highest ethical agency -  conscious eth ical ac tion , since the  realm  o f the  Fam 
ily is the realm  o f the unconscious, irra tional desires and  duties based on 
blood relations. W om an, especially sister (A ntigone), is p ro p e lled  to act by 
blood ties, no t o u t o f ethical consciousness, an d  this is a crucial p o in t for 
Hegel: “T h é  fem inine, in the form  o f the  sister, has the  h ighest intuitive aware
ness o f w hat is ethical. She does n o t atta in  to consciousness o f it, o r  to  the 
objective existence o f it, because the  law o f th e  Family is an  im plicit, in n e r 
essence which is no t exposed to the daylight o f  consciousness, b u t rem ains an  
in n er feeling and  the divine e lem en t th a t is ex em p t from  an  existence in the 
real w orld.” (Hegel, cited in Oliver, 1997, pp. 46-48)

P araphrasing Kelly Oliver, one  m igh t suggest th a t it is because w om an is 
(som ewhat blindly) b o u n d  to hom e th a t m an  can escape hom e an d  en te r  
com m unity. (See Oliver, p. 46) Slavoj Žižek transform s H eg el’s position  in to  
alm ost “hero ic  fem inism :” “It may seem  th a t H egel simply ascribes to wom an 
the narrow ness o f a private p o in t o f  view: w om an is the  com m unity ’s ‘in n e r 
enem y’ in so far as she m isapprehends the  tru e  w eight o f the universal p u r
poses o f public life, and  is capable o f  conceiving o f them  only as a m eans o f 
realizing private ends. This, however, is far from  b e in g  the en tire  p icture: it is 
this sam e position o f society’s ‘in n e r  en em y ’ th a t ren d ers  possible the  sub
lime ethical act o f exposing the in h e re n t lim itation  o f the  stan d p o in t o f so
cial totality itself (A ntigone).” (Žižek, 1995, p .148)
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Again -  w om an is assigned a h igh  destiny, -  to expose som ething about 
the  social com m unity , to m ake it possible. W om an has to feel p roud , no  mat
te r a t w hat cost to  herself. In  fact, it is n o t even h e r conscious decision, as Hegel 
points out, th en  again (as in the case with hospitality as femininity par excellence)
-  how to take cred it fo r it, if it seems to be the m atter of an  “unconscious wit
ness,” whose fate an d  destiny is to serve a h ig h er order. W hich she is unaware 
of.

Kelly O liver used  a few texts by Luce Irigaray, who had extensively written 
o n  the  H egelian  dialectic o f sexual difference and  its operations within the 
com m unity  to suggest a sustained  critique o f the H egelian system. H er m ain 
p o in t is th a t th e re  are n o t two genders in H egelian dialectic, bu t only one is 
playing d iffe ren t roles in the  desire to give b irth  to himself, appropriating  
m atern a l and  fem in ine  w hen and  how he finds it necessary. This leaves him 
with a feeling o f e te rn a l guilt, b in d in g  m en together in th e ir drive to forget 
a n d  exclude w om en from  the  com m unity, from  fraternity  (see D errida’s The 
Politics o f Friendship).

In  h e r  fu n d am en ta l volum e Speculum, O f the Other Woman, Irigaray sug
gested  th a t H egelian  system o f  sexual difference weaves itself into a tautologi
cal web, in its co n sum ption  an d  assim ilation o f the fem inine: “ What an amaz
ing vicious circle in a single syllogistic system. W hereby the unconscious, while 
rem ain ing  unconscious, is yet supposed to know the laws o f the conscious
ness -  w hich is p e rm itted  to  rem ain  ignoran t o f it -  and  will becom e even 
m ore repressed  as a resu lt o f failing to respect those laws.” (Irigaray, 1985, p. 
223)

T hus fem in ine is n o th in g  m ore  than  the other of the same, th a t is, the nega
tio n  o f the m asculine, p ro d u c ed  by him  to atta in  a h igher o rder of com m u
nity an d  eth ical re la tio n  to god. A nd the constan t rem in d er o f h e r only fuels 
his obsession to  negate  h e r  once and  again. In the essay “T he Female G en
d e r” (See Irigaray, 1993) from  the  collection Sexes and Genealogies, Irigaray 
evaluates the  ac tion  o f  A ntigone as an  anti-woman gesture, since in fulfilling 
h e r family duty, p ro tec tin g  “th e  h o m e,” A ntigone no longer servers h e r female 
gender, b u t “is w orking in  the service o f m en and their pathos. ... She already 
serves the state in  tha t she tries to wipe away the blood shed by the state. The 
fem ale has been  taken along, taken in by the passage o u t o f divine law, out of 
the law o f natu re , o f  life, in to  m ale hum an law. A ntigone is already the desexu- 
alized representative o f the other o f the same. Faithful to her task o f respecting and 
loving the hom e, careful n o t to po llu te  the hearth  flame, she now perform s 
only the  dark  side o f th a t task, the  side n eed ed  to establish the m ale o rd e r as 
it moves toward absolute affirm ation .” (Irigaray, 1993, pp. 110-111)

This “dark  side” o f w om an as function  sustains and allows m an ’s ethical
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consciousness. Irigaray and  Oliver w ould p robably  agree with Žižek, th a t we 
do n o t have the two, b u t only the one in  o u r cu ltu re ’s claim  o f sexual differ
ence1 -  at least, in a H egelian, L acanian o r  even Levinas’s universe; two m o
dalities o f the same voice (Žižek, 1995), “two functions, two tasks, not two gen
ders." (Irigaray, 1993, p. 120)

Thus m an seems to live off w om an, however insisting on h e r  non-living, 
on  h e r com m unal absence, state o f eth ical unconsciousness and  ontological 
nothingness. “T here  is no  w om an,” only m others, wives, sisters, o r  whores. 
(See Žižek, 1995) This violent in s is ten ce /e ra su re  in tu rn  leads to the  “eterna l 
anxiety o f the com m unity,” which is tran sferred  back o n to  its O thers, tha t is, 
still on to  itself. O ne could  even argue it is this generic  crim e th a t m akes the 
com m unity of m en possible at all, th a t un ites m en  in to  com m unity, th a t is, 
th rough  “solidarity-in-guilt.” If w om an is O th e r par excellence, th en  every O th e r 
is to be (secretly and openly at the  sam e tim e) killed, every O th e r does n o t 
exist, if the com m unity o f  m en  is still to  be he ld  together.

It has been  suggested, following D errida, th a t the n o tio n  o f hospitality 
can serve as an in tervention  that could  allow us to sustain an d  nourish  h e te ro 
geneous elem ents within com m unity  w ithou t e lim inating  them . However, 
D errida’s no tion  o f hospitality, following Levinas, seem s to  exclude fem in ine 
otherness as em bodied  and  living difference, thus once again denying tha t 
the living and b reath ing  fem inine O th e r  is a h e te ro g en eo u s m em b er o f the  
com m unity o f m en and  w om en, w om en and  m en . We have analyzed the  
H egelian notion  o f com m unity an d  its im plications for the  fem in ine  O th e r 
that are largely in tune with those o f the  hospitality  o f Levinas and  D errida. 
T he nex t question tha t arises w ould be  o f how we can in ject back a living 
fem inine O th er in to  com m unity, if we w ant it to be w elcom ing to  the living 
and  em bodied  O thers, allowing it to practice heterogeneity? A nd w hat espe
cially interests us: do  net-com m unities have m ore  p o ten tia l th an  flesh com 
m unities in relation to a re-form ulated  n o tio n  o f  hospitality, o r  not?

Injecting hospitality into this generic  com m unity  w ould n o t a lte r its h o 
m ogenizing logic, if wom an (once again) is n o t w elcom ed th ere  as w om an, 
bu t only as a “fem inine d im ension always already a t h o m e.” Fem ininity  m o d 
eled for m en and  by m en, to carry o u t a sm ooth  passage in to  a h e tero g en eo u s 
com m unity of m en, w ould n o t wash o ff “solidarity-in-guilt” fo r this fem ininity  
o f hom e is invited on  one condition: to be a fem ininity o f an  im agined woman. 
But if “em pirical w om en” are n o t n eed ed  (w anted?) to form  a p art o f such

1 “If it were possible to symbolize sexual difference, we would have n o t two sexes bu t 
one. ‘Male’ and ‘fem ale’ are not two com plem entary parts o f the W hole, they are two 
(failed) attem pts to symbolize this W hole.” (Žižek, 1995, p. 160). This W hole is “the whole 
of Man,” “the full identity o f Man.” (Žižek, 1995, p. 159)
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new h ete ro g en eo u s com m unity , th en  w hat k ind o f heterogeneity  are we talk
ing  about? Especially since sexual d ifference is supposed as the  founding  p re
co n d itio n  for any com m unity  an d  of any hom e.

Matrixial Economies

“The Matrix is everywhere, i t ’s all around us, here, even in this room. You can see 
it out o f your window, or on your television. You feel it when you go to work, or go to 
church or pay your taxes. It is the world that has been pulled over your eyes to blind you 
from the truth, ... that you like everyone else was bom into bondage ... kept inside a 
prison that you cannot smell, taste or touch. A prison for your mind. A Matrix. ” (From 
the  movie “T he M atrix”)

“Imagine men to be living in an underground cave-like dwelling place, which has 
a way up to the light along its whole width, but the entrance is a long way up. The men 
have been there from childhood, with their neck and legs in fetters, so that they remain in 
the same place and can only see ahead of them, as their bonds prevent them from turn
ing their heads. ” (Plato, Republic, 514 a, b)

“What is Matrix ? Simply ... the ‘big Other, ’ the virtual symbolic order, the network 
that structures reality fo r  us. ” (Žižek)

T he m atrix  has b een  etym ologically fram ed in Indo-E uropean  cultures 
as th a t from  w hich everything else com es in to  being, often  in endless progres
sion, an d  this m ean in g  has b een  variously developed an d  expressed in its 
re la tionsh ip  to th e  term s m o th er, m aternal, m aterial, wom b, and  p regnan t 
anim al. However, defin itions from  the movie M atrix and  Žižek’s article with 
the  sam e nam e are seem ingly em pty o f any references to the m o ther and the 
m aternal body, following P latonic tradition . In its m ost recen t usage the m a
trix has b een  iden tified  with cyberspace and  anything th a t escapes linearity 
(like in  m athem atics).

M ichelle B oulous W alker, in h e r impressive book Philosophy and the Ma
ternal Body nam es it “T he philosophical fantasy o f self-generation, ... which is 
a specifically m asculine im aginary  structured  by a desire to displace the ma
terna l in  o rd e r to speak b o th  in  an d  from  the m o th e r’s p lace .” (Walker, 2000, 
p. 28) D errida w ould agree with h e r absolutely, as this passage refers to the 
n o tio n  o f “ch o ra ,” an d  h e re  d istinction  betw een m atrix an d  chora is b lurred  
th o u g h  it has to be rem em b ered . D errida does n o t make this apparen t, as 
m a trix /u te ru s  is absen t from  his discussion on C hora. He treats P lato’s refer

2 “The M other and  receptacle of all created and visible and in any a way sensible things 
is not to be term ed earth , o r air, o r fire, o r water, o r any of their com pounds, or any of the
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ence to the  M other and  receptacle as m etaphoric , w ithou t b ring ing  it so far 
as to take them  literally.2

T he cave in Plato stands for  worn b / m atri x (in terestingly  eno u g h , m atrix  
here is translated  as w om b), and  the  fact th a t P lato uses a d iffe ren t m etap h o r 
for m aternal “invisibility” can n o t be ignored . Irigaray, who has w ritten ex ten
sively on  b o th  P la to ’s discussion o f the  Cave in  th e  Republic an d  his discussion 
o f C hora in Timaeus, writes on this passage o f the  Cave: “A lready th e  p risoner 
was no  longer in a wom b bu t in a cave -  an  a ttem p t to provide a figure, a 
system o f m etap h o r fo r the u te rin e  cavity. H e was h e ld  in a p lace th a t was, 
that m ean t to express, th a t had  th e  sense o f b e in g  like a womb. We m ust 
suppose th a t the wom b is rep ro d u ced , rep ro d u cib le , an d  reproductive by 
m eans o f pro jections.” (Irigaray, 1985, p. 279)

T he idea of visual percep tion  as a privilege over the  darkness o f the wom b 
(and w hat is darkness if there  is w arm th?) has received a g reat deal o f  criti
cism as the ocularcentrism  o f W estern  though t. Less a tten tio n  has been  d e
voted to the  fact th a t it does n o t only re la te  to “t ru th ” b u t fundam entally  to 
the m ovem ent “o u t” to light ra th e r th an  m ovem ent “in to ” darkness. In o rd e r 
to bring  things “o u t,” pregnancy is d e tach ed  from  the  em b o d ied  space, be
com ing “m ore visible and  usable” as an  illum inating  m etaphor. However, we 
have to be careful, o f course, n o t to collapse th e  eth ical in to  ontological. 
D errida and  Levinas both  try to avoid such collapse. T he question  arises w hen 
they insist tha t it is necessary to ban  (em pirical) women from  the horizon  o f 
tho u g h t an d  their discourse while position ing  sexual d ifference o f hom e and  
chora as fundam ental to the th ird  genre . F u rth erm o re , it is fem in ine b u t 
d ifferent from  the split betw een “chaos an d  cosm os,” “m yth an d  logos.” H ere  
both  D errida and  Levinas com e dangerously  close to  F reud  an d  Lacan (“u n 
conscious”), and hence, exit th e ir search  fo r th e  eth ical d im ension , as the 
form ulated  “dream ” o f h o m e /fe m in in e  places, it is outside o f the  question  o f 
the ethics o f  sexual difference.

Shuli Barzilai in her recen t book Lacan and the Matter o f Origins writes th a t 
pregnancy in  Lacan’s la ter works becom es associated exclusively with visual 
perception , with imaginary identifications. From  G estalt theories Lacan as
sumes a defin ition  o f pregnancy th a t was e loquen tly  fo rm ed  by Piaget: “G ood 
forms are p reg n an t because they are sim ple, regu lar, sym m etrical.” It also 
designates the force and  stability o f  a privileged field  o r structu re , which fo r 
Lacan ultim ately is defined  as a re flected  im age. (See Barzilai, 1999, p. 5)

As Shuli Barzilai points out, p regnancy  becom es associated with visual

elements from  which these are derived, but is an invisible and  formless being which re
ceives all things and in some mysterious way partakes of the intelligible, and is most in
com prehensible.” (Plato, Timaeus, in W alker, 2000, p. 13).
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p ercep tio n  n o t only on  the  level o f m etaphoric  analogy, b u t also on  “literal 
(physiological) an d  figurative (psychological) levels.” ... H ere  in particular 
Lacan draws on  “L eo n ard  H arrison  M atthew’s research on  ‘Visual Stimula
tio n  an d  O vulation  in  P igeons.’” (Barzilai, p. 133) His research  shows how 
the  act o f  one p igeon  seeing  an o th e r pigeon o r a m irro r im age can stimulate 
ovulation. Barzilai stresses th a t fo r Lacan this process is n o t m odeled on the 
acts o f m ating  o r m aternity . H e presents it as som e kind o f Im m aculate Con
cep tion  th ro u g h  w hich a fem ale p igeon  can lay eggs from  seeing her “lover” 
in the  m irror.

T h e  n o tio n  o f  m atrix  is used  in  association with the term  pregnancy, with 
years becom ing  m o re  an d  m ore elevated to the  realm  o f Symbolic, though 
Lacan con tinues to exp lo it it as an  engendering  and  foundational m etaphor. 
L acanian usage o f M atrix is linked  to the general desire to self-production, to 
en g en d erin g  onese lf by onese lf alone, giving a “tru e” b irth  o u t of life in the 
P la tonic cave. Barzilai concludes tha t in this process “m atrix disappears from 
the w orld o f m o thers an d  en ters  in to  that o f m irrors and signifiers.”

In  re cen t years th e  n o tio n  o f the  M atrix has becom e d om inan t in figura
tions o f  cyberspace. It seem s as if it is the m ost desirable, the m ost contem po
rary an d  fitting equation . I w ould argue that the challenge today is to re in tro 
duce the  m aternal as an  em bod ied  en co u n te r with difference, and  no t a m eta
p horica l one. We im agine cyberspace as a collection of home-sites, matrices, 
shelters th a t are p ro tec ted  by th e  keys -  passwords.

T h ere  are at least th ree  associations tha t currently  opera te  between no
tions o f  cyberspace an d  the  m atrix  tha t makes the last so app ropria te  for rep
resen tations o f th e  form er:

B oth are seen as infin ite an d  ever expanding, where expansion is itself 
th e ir  func tion  (as in  m athem atics, w here the initial m atrix form s the basis for 
serial an d  cum ulative developm ent, o r in con tem porary  cybertheory and 
cyberpunk  lite ra tu re  w here cyberspace is often  assum ed to be limitless and 
fully im aginary, to be  filled with any desirable co n ten t) .

T hey are supposed  (and  w anted?) as em pty spaces, passively waiting to be 
filled and  occup ied  -  a fact th a t also lends to its being conceptualized as vir
tual vis-à-vis real. I t  is sim ply “o u t th e re ,” w ithout having its own place, though 
providing a place fo r everything. As D oug M ann and  H eidi H ochenedel de
fine it, afte r B audrillard, “it is a desert o f the real in which hyper real simulacra 
satu ra te  and  do m in ate  h u m an  consciousness,” it is “a m ap w ithout territory.” 
Being ap p ro p ria ted  by p hallocen tric  imaginary, m atrix has becom e an empty 
space to  be filled w ith any co n ten t, psychological, scientific, artistic, or philo
sophical theorizations. It no  lo n g er belongs to a body m arked  by sexual dif
ference; it ra th e r serves self-productions betw een (spiritual) fathers and sons.
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Ultimately, bo th  have been  d isem bodied . C yberspace has b een  invented  
as being  now here and  everywhere, as so m eth in g  w hich has n o  co rpo rea l ref
erence o r geographical location. It is a place o f u ltim ate  escape, w here we can 
explore o u r desires, anxieties and  fears to becom e m ore stable, no rm al and  
health ier. O f course, the  body hau n ts it, fo r it feeds on  th e  body, w hich m ust 
be forgo tten  or silenced, o r overcom e.

T hese characteristics imply th a t the  m atrix ial th e re fo re  is in d iffe ren t to 
d ifference, tha t its infinite openness does n o t im pose barriers o n / to  en try  
and partic ipation . A nd also partic ipa tion  is u n d e rs to o d  to  be free  an d  on 
equal term s. T he m atrix  provides a sense o f lim its an d  spherical closure to 
the limitless borderless im aginary o f  cyberspace; it alm ost serves as a saviour 
to the n o tio n  tha t w ould otherw ise be  in  d an g e r o f falling in to  no th ingness. 
Thus my o th e r d isagreem ent with Sadie P lan t an d  o thers w ho ce lebrate  a 
subversive strategy o f m imicry and  sim ulation  o n  the  p a rt o f  the  fem ale g en re  
and com puters: it  is n o t the M atrix th a t sim ulates cyberspace as som e place 
that invades a m an -  it is cyberspace th a t is in jec ted  with the  n o tio n  o f the 
M atrix as a grounds for its self-reproduction. T h e  con cep tio n  o f cyberspace is 
gendered , for it sim ulates the M atrix w ithou t m others, once again partak ing  
from  the  m aternal while im agining an d  fix ing it as a m ere orig inal to m ake 
copies from .

T here  is tension between the generative (as abstract) vs. m aternal (as 
em bodied) in definitions and  rep resen ta tio n s o f th e  m atrix  in  cyberspace. 
T he appropria tion  o f the corporea l m atrix  an d  its re la tion  to  m atern a l body 
and  subjectivity th rough  scientific, ph ilosophical an d  aesthetic reductions and  
ab s tra c tio n s  in  W este rn  c u ltu re  h as b e e n  in s tru m e n ta l  in  p ro d u c in g  
cyberspace, fantasizing it as “self-reproducing” m atrix-perfect M ega-com puter 
o r Mega-ideology. In  fact, these dom estications o f  the n o tio n  o f  the m atrix, 
to disarticulate it from  its re la tionsh ip  to em b o d ied  sexual d ifference, are the  
m atrixial as m atricidal econom ies o f cyberspace.

T he hospitality o f the m atrix as space, as “first” hom e, is never really ana
lyzed o r raised. It especially handicaps o u r fu tu re  en co u n te rs  with “artificial” 
m atrices th a t chemically, technologically an d  even psychologically all try to 
mimic an d  rep roduce m aternal space. W hat is “m aternal space?” Spaces o f 
femininity? Home? Matrix? Domesticity, intim acy, w arm th? W hat is the  rela
tion betw een w om an’s body as space an d  spaces th a t she inhabits? This is a 
fundam ental question for any co n cep tio n  o f space an d  place, even as m atri
cidal and  som atophobic as o u r ph ilosoph ical trad ition , more so in o u r ph ilo 
sophical tradition.
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Unconditional Receptivity o f Chora

O n e m ajo r quality th a t is shared  by hom e and  chora is n o t their belong
ing to the  realm  o f the  fem in ine , as som e m ight expect. For the fem ininity of 
bo th  hom e an d  ch o ra  is n o t a quality b u t a necessity, o r necessary conse
quence. This b o n d  betw een the  hom e and  chora is unconditional receptivity. 
Flospitality is a p a r t o f b o th  so essentially tha t in  som e philosophical elabora
tions on  ch o ra  an d  h o m e we can in terchange them  w ithout disrupting the 
drive o f the  a rg u m en t (a n o th e r in terchange w ould be with “m atrix,” though 
usually a h id d en  o n e ) . Certainly, this no-where condition  o f chora and  hom e 
(th ro u g h  its singular un iqueness) is particularly beneficial when applied to 
the  WWW. In fo rm atio n  (and  th e  technologies th a t facilitate its flows) has 
been  v isu a lized /im ag in ed /d esc rib ed  and  even im plem ented  in the tem po
ral-spatial term inology o f  a big bang, a collapse in to  a dot: as technological 
tim e was supposed  to lapse in to  an  instant, a m om ent, a point; a technologi
cal space in  its own tu rn  was supposed to shrink, geography lose its signifi
cance. Instead  o f  m aking time-space disappear, this m ovem ent o f thought 
an d  effort has m agnified  techno-tim e to eternity  and  im m ortality through 
liberating it from  linearity and  a collection o f “virtually indestructible” records, 
while space has never b een  im agined  to be so expanding  as in its technologi
cal incarnation . M acro (cosm os) and  m icro (atom ) are peacefully welcomed 
to g e th er in  the house o f in fo rm ation , rep resen ted  by the W orld Wide Web. 
T he W eb th a t is as W ide as th e  en tire  W orld. A sphere o f m atter crossed over 
by threads o f in form ation. D epend ing  on how we position the W orld in WWW, 
w here the W orld is -  inside o u r im agination o r transform ing into the entire 
Universe.

However, this u n co n d itio n al receptivity o f chora is two-fold and can never 
be simply assum ed: ch o ra  has a spatial dim ension, and hence the sense o f a 
hom e, a m atern a l touch , a body, creative interiority  w ithout limits, inverted 
inside-out o f itself a t any m om en t. Ju st like in hospitality, unconditional wel
com e goes h an d  in h an d  with the  law, the responsibility, the system. T heir 
in terp lay  and  co n stan t tension  m akes ethics possible. Ethics is somewhere, a 
by-product o f the  tension betw een “unconditional hospitality and, on the o ther 
hand , the  rights an d  du ties th a t are the conditions of hospitality.” (Derrida, 
2000, p. 147) H ospitality an d  the  receptivity o f the  chora seem  to be in line 
with discussions on  interactivity, especially in relation  tö user-centered  p rod 
ucts. In an  interactive artw ork o r a com m ercial product, as m any have noted, 
responsibility is p u sh ed  o n to  the u ser/b u y er/v isito r, and  it grows with the 
degrees o f freedom  an d  n u m b er o f choices. It is a fake, on the one hand, and 
n o t at all, on  the  o ther.
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As D errida suggests, “Chora receives” all the  in te rp re ta tio n s  o f h e r  with
o u t receiving them , and  w ithout receiving any th ing  fo r herself. She does n o t 
possess anything as h e r own. She “is” n o th in g  o th e r th an  th e  sum  o r the  p ro 
cess o f w hat has ju s t been  inscribed “o n ” h er, on  th e  subject o f  h er, on  h e r 
subject, righ t up  against h e r subject, b u t she is n o t the  subject o r  the  present 
support o f all these in terp retations, even th o u g h , nevertheless, she is n o t re 
ducible to them . Chora is n o t tha t chaos o r G aia from  w hich everything com es 
to light. She should n o t be reduced  to “the  an th ro p o m o rp h ic  fo rm ” (th a t is, 
o f a wom an, m other, nurse). “And yet, to  follow this o th e r figure, a lth o u g h  it 
no longer has the  place o f the nurse b u t th a t o f the  m o th er, k h ö ra  does n o t 
couple with the fa ther, in o th e r words, with the  parad igm atic  m odel. She is a 
th ird  g en d e r/g en u s; she does n o t b elong  to an  oppositiona l couple, fo r ex
am ple, to that which the intelligible parad igm  form s with the  sensible becom 
ing and  th a t looks ra th e r like a fa th e r /s o n  co u p le .” A ccording to D errida: 
“T he ‘m o th e r’ is supposedly apart. A nd since it’s only a figure, a schem a, 
therefore one o f these determ inations w hich khöra receives, khöra is no m ore 
o f a m o th er than a nurse, is no  m ore th an  a w om an. This triton genos is n o t a 
genos, first o f all because it is a u n iq u e  individual. She does n o t b elong  to  the 
‘race o f w om en’ (genos gynaikön). Khöra m arks a p lace ap a rt.” As she is left o u t 
o f law, she does n o t belong  to the realm  o f ethics, she is privileged to be left 
ou t o f law, bu t it also gives h e r no  place an d  we canno t, it m eans, have a 
re lationship  with her, especially daughters. She is space, khöra, always virtual, 
always that p ro found  philosophical an d  scientific zero, no th ingness. So, Khöra 
marks a space apart, the spacing w hich keeps a dissym m etrical re la tio n  to all 
th a t which, “in herself,” beside o r in  ad d itio n  to herself, seem s to m ake a 
couple with her. “In  the couple ou tside o f  the  couple, this strange m o th e r 
who gives place w ithout en g en d erin g  can n o  lo n g er be considered  as an  ori
gin. S h e /i t  eludes all an th ropo-theo log ical schem es, all history, all revela
tion, and  all tru th . Preoriginary, before an d  outside o f  all generation , she no 
longer even has the  m eaning  o f a past, o f a p re sen t th a t is past. Before signifies 
no  tem poral anteriority. T he relation  o f in d ep en d en ce , the nonre la tion , looks 
m ore like the re la tion  o f the interval o r th e  spacing to w hat is lodged  in it to 
be received in it.” ( See D errida, 1995)

Visualized Receptivity: Nothingness — 0  — Interval

Chora marks space apart. She is as an  interval, as a spacing in-between, an  X 
th a t can take any form  it receives. This is the  in tegra l p a r t o f  leaving m arks, o f 
writing, an d  o f language as a w hole -  em pty spaces an d  silences, th a t can add
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m illions to  one  single n u m b er o r open  up a space to listen. A few have in
sisted th a t “W om an Conceals N o th ing” -  tha t was the m ain secret. She (chora) 
does n o t exist a lth o u g h  she gives a place for everything existing. W hat does it 
m ean  -  to be n o  th ing, to non-be; are Being and  th ing  so distantly-closely 
related?

Ironically, o u r  re la tio n  to n o th in g  is n o t one  o f “X” o r a sum -  n+n+n...
-  how D errida  writes o f chora, th a t she is an “X ” tha t can take any form , any 
letter. But n o th in g  has b een  positioned  as zero -  “0.” And I propose to think 
o f CHORA n o t as X, b u t as “0 ,” following o u r historical re la tion  to the no th 
ingness. In The Book o f NothingJo h n  Barrow traces how only 4 cultures in the 
h istories o f civilizations know n to us, have had  a concept o f “0,” -  Egypt, 
Babylon, Mayan an d  Ind ian  civilizations. T h eir rep resen ta tions of “0” varied, 
th o u g h  all o f them  conceived o f  “zero” to signify a space left in-between o ther 
num bers, space o u t - ju s t  like in D errid a’s in terp re ta tions o f chora. They have 
developed  d iffe ren t im ages o f zero, rem arkably all resem bling a shell, or a 
circle, o r a h a lf circle. As if the em pty space tha t signifies m ultiplication has to 
con tain  a space inside itself to rep resen t the  space/in terval it substituted.

G reeks and  R om ans d id  n o t have zero, th a t’s why R om an num bers do 
n o t have it. L ater W estern  cu ltu re  adop ted  the Arabic num erical system that 
was borrow ed from  India. In d ian  civilizations d id  n o t only see zero as a space 
to  signify a num erica l system, b u t developed a com plex relation to it as a 
n o tio n  o f N oth ing , b o th  ph ilosophical and  theological. Zero, sunya, m eant 
“atm osphere , e th e r , im m ensity  o f space, a po int, a sky, com plete and a ho le,” 
am ong  o th e r m eanings. Barrow writes tha t Indians had  a conception o f no th 
ing as a generative space, an d  n o t only as a disappearance (as in the Greek 
tra d itio n ) . However, in  W estern  trad ition  noth ingness and  em ptiness contin
u ed  to  be trea ted  with suspicion and  fear, even though zero was adop ted  for 
calculations in th e  early M iddle Age. It w ould be im portan t, however, as 
D errida  w arned us, n o t to collapse chora into G reek conceptions o f Gaia or 
chaos (“a n o th e r” fem in ine).

For Kristeva, ch o ra  belongs to the sem iotic and  m aternal, pre-symbolic. 
We do n o t have space h e re  to elaborate  on it fu rther, though I would like to 
stress th a t h e r  analysis o f  ch o ra  is sim ilar to th a t o f  D errida as she also insists 
th a t it does n o t re la te  to “real w om en.” M other’s body in Kristeva’s work serves 
the  p u rpose  o f d isru p tin g  p a te rn a l logos, and  disappears in to  m etaphorical 
workings o f sym bolic an d  sem iotic. M. B. W alker claims, “T here is a slide 
betw een the m atern a l an d  the  m o th e r tha t is largely absent from  Kristeva’s 
work on  ch o ra .” (W alker, 2000, p .145)

Irigaray discusses the  issue o f chora bo th  in  Plato and  Aristotle. W hile in 
Speculum, O f the Other Woman she relates chora to  the  issues o f visible, sensible
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and  in te llig ib le , an d  to its “v irg in ity” (fo llow ing P la to  an d  la te r  H egel, 
H eidegger and  D errida), she explicitly takes the  n o tio n  o f Interval in  relation  
to chora in h e r essay “Place, Interval, A R eading o f A ristotle.” (Irigaray, 1993). 
First of all, Aristotle connects cho ra  to m atte r (this was criticized by m any as a 
deviation from  P la to ’s no tion  th a t is n o t m a tte r o r  any ontology). Irigaray 
writes: “if the m atrix is ex tendable, it can figure as the  place o f p lace .” O f 
course being  aware that chora has been  nam ed  as the  place o f place too, Irigaray 
brings back the re lationship  betw een em b o d im en t, place an d  m atrix. M an 
canno t separate the first and  the last p lace, an d  th a t leads the  philosophical 
tradition to downshift both  in its re la tion  to the u n ique m o th er and  the un ique 
God. As such, this split still has to be  resolved. As fo r “w om an,” writes Irigaray, 
she is place, and  therefore , w ithout p lace -  like chora. She is receiving with
out being  received, w ithout interval fo r herself, w hich w ould allow h erself to 
be received in a place. As a consequence, we have infinity the  w ithout possi
bility o f  arresting  the fall. (Irigaray, 1993, p. 38) This is a highly political ques
tion, especially for discussions o f cyberspace an d  sexual difference. Infinity 
w ithout th e  possibility o f arresting  th e  fall -  fo r a w om an only. W om an re
mains the  con ta iner fo r the world, since she is no th ingness. However, being  a 
con ta iner for the world and  for the  child  (son), she does n o t becom e a con 
tainer for herself, endlessly falling in to  m etap h o rs o f chora, m atrix, abyss, 
m ultiplication, etc. “T he womb, fo r its part, w ould figure ra th e r as place. 
Though o f course what unfolds in the  w om b unfo lds in the  func tion  o f an 
interval, a cord, tha t is never d o n e  away with. H ence  perhaps, the  infin ite 
nostalgia for that first home? T he interval can n o t be done away with.” (Irigaray, 
1993, p. 38)

T he discourse o f chora thus plays fo r ph ilosophy  a ro le  analogous to th a t 
which chora “h e rse lf’ plays for th a t w hich ph ilosophy  speaks of, nam ely, the 
cosmos form ed or given form  accord ing  to  the  parad igm . “It is o u t o f this 
cosmos th a t will be drawn figures fo r describ ing  chora: receptacle, im prin t- 
bearer, m o ther o r n u rs e .... Philosophy can n o t speak direcdy ab o u t th a t which 
they approach , in the m ode o f vigilance o r o f t r u th . .. T he d ream  is betw een 
the two, n e ith e r one n o r the o ther. Philosophy ca n n o t speak philosophically  
o f th a t which looks like its ‘m o th e r,’ its ‘n u rse ,’ its ‘recep tac le ,’ o r  its ‘im print- 
bea re r.’ As such, it speaks only o f  the  fa th e r an d  the son, as if the  fa ther 
en g en d ered  it all on  his own.” (D errida, 1997, p. 30) H ence: N ostalgia th a t 
finds its ultim ate em bod im en t in th e  virtual reality. Why? “Because this ap 
p aren t nostalgia-free zone is, in  fact, n o th in g  if n o t nostalgic, a repression  o f 
‘hom e-sickness’ so extrem e tha t som eth ing  is n o t qu ite  being  covered u p .” 
(Bloom er, 1996, p. 164)

Universe, m aternal body and  cyberspace are  conceived as closed vessels,
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the  recep tac le  o f all e lem ents. T h ere  is still no  escape in o u r notions of 
(cyber)space from  this nostalgia, this longing fo r the first (W oman) and  last 
(G od) hom e, while b e in g  left speechless. This would be possible, however, if 
in te rp re ta tio n s  an d  figurations o f  cho ra  included  the ethics o f the m atrix as 
the  first h o m e /sp a c e  o f w elcom ing. Philosophical tradition  has to welcome 
w hat it does n o t know  yet; w elcom e first and wait, in o rd e r to sustain an in ter
val w ithou t red u cin g  chora to cosm ology o r the  ontology o f “0 .”
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