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Olga Pek(ová)’s examination of the socio-linguistic-symbolic contract and its 

determinations of gender at the intersection between literary innovation and 

developments in feminist theory over the course of the last 50 or so years is insightful 

and necessary. As a student of literature and critical theory, and as a practicing poet 

and performance artist, Olga Pek(ová)’s focus on gender and the problematics of 

“postgender” has been consistently refined and has achieved a pertinent articulation 

in her choice of thesis topic, particularly in relation to the work of Brigid Brophy, 

Jeanette Winterson & Vanessa Place.  

 

Of these three, Place is contemporary; a Conceptualist poet working out of New York 

in frequent dialogue with Kenneth Goldsmith and broadly involved in a resituating 

of key Warholian and Duchampian tropes in the context of gender and the status of 

“sex” in the formation of legal and cultural identity. Winterson is a writer whose 

reputation is well-established and who (here) represents something like a feminist 

mainstream within the TLS tradition. Brophy is an “experimental” writer whose 

work is usually grouped with that of other, and likewise neglected, British 

experimentalists such as Ann Quin and Christine Brooke-Rose, and could be said to 

work in the Joycean (rather than, say, Woolfian) tradition of linguistic innovation. 

 

The theoretical focus of the thesis, drawing upon developments stemming largely 

from Deconstruction, is the question of the “debiologising” of the categories of 

“man/woman” within a general destabilisation of the culture/nature dichotomy, 

which is in turn given a broader placement within a genealogy of postmodernity. 

The principle concern here is with the articulation of “trans” identities: an 

articulation of the liminal and “labile” vis-à-vis a deconstruction of “identity” as 

such. Putting aside questions of the efficacy of contextualising this articulation 

within a genealogy of postmodernism, to what extent does the pluralism implied by 

the project of articulating the “trans” necessarily accede to a recuperation by the old 

dualities – as merely a relativising and multiplying of unitary “systems” of identity? 

i.e. by acceding to the status of a category (one among many, or one in place of 

another) within a field of differentiations whose terms have simply been switched? 

 

Here is the same question phrased otherwise: does something “like” accounting for 

all possible configurations of difference across the “gender” spectrum tend to 

anything other than a kind of “category fever” – the sort of excess that undermines 

the project of A Thousand Plateaus, for example (were we to translate gender into 

machinic terms)?  This pluralist/empiricist fallacy is – as Olga Pek(ová) is well aware 

– still active within such generalised terms as “trans” (which may be conceived as a 



kind of shorthand for all possible “difference” across the arbitrary scale of “gender”: 

all possible differences and hence all possible singularities – a notional infinity 

bounded by equally arbitrary, but notionally absolute concepts “male” and “female,” 

etc.). This is a classic deconstructive problem, and it is part and parcel of the 

discussion here of transgender and the transsexual body, as well as “postgender” 

and “postsexuality,” and of the ways in which these terms (necessarily) signify. 

 

One question that is touched upon at several points but might benefit from further 

elucidation is this: to what extent can Lyotard’s topo-tropoligical conception of the 

“post” in “postmodernism” be taken as informing the logic of the “post” in 

“postgender” and “postsexuality”? Does the immanence implied by the former (in 

Lyotard’s reckoning) inform the sense of a “searching” by or within postmodernism 

for its, so to speak, “reflection” in “postgender”? Is one somehow the fantasy of the 

other? Or its “destining”? A return of an “originary” trans (post/modo, in which the 

modo is elided into gender)? A metaphoric (so to speak) insemination, or invagination, 

of “discourse in general” (which has, in any case, always been trans/gendered) by a 

certain “post-ology” [is it really a “possibility of progress that isn’t teleological”?]? 

 

It would have been interesting to get more of a sense of the broader cultural 

landscape out of which the work of the three authors under consideration emerged: a 

sense of how the terms of the gender “debate” weighed up in the late sixties, in 1993 

and 2013. Areas under contest in the late sixties clearly inform the prehistory of 

literary aesthetics like Conceptualism nowadays, which also means that 

terminologies are imbued with their own, we might say, cultural unconscious, their 

own self-consciousness and their own posture towards the contextual shifts that have 

come to complicate/complexify them. Social, juridical, economic, technological and 

cultural frameworks have all changed over this period and have established 

multifarious networks of precedent – many unimaginable in 1969; some which could 

be taken for granted in 1993; some which in 2013 faced being negated. Perhaps a final 

question could be this: if postmodernism can be defined as a symptom – or even as 

an essential characteristic – of late capitalism, is the “postgender” discourse etc. 

merely a corollary to this socio-economic phase of western culture in its tendency 

towards globalisation? 

 

My recommendation for this thesis, dependent upon the candidate’s performance in 

the defence, is a grade of excellent.  
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