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Abstract:
The paper sketches a possible history of cultural attitudes towards birth and gestation in the Western world, insisting 

on the growing empathy towards technologized bodies and technologized means of body generation. Exploring literary 
texts (from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein or the myth of the Golem, as told by Gustav Meyrink, to Romanian texts on 
„the beauty without a body”) and filmic representations (Simone, Her), this study draws a connection between the 
deprecation of the idea of natural maternity and the raising appreciation of the idea of technologized gestation and 
generation, usually by a mothering father. In traditional paradigms, maternity was considered either a matter of sacred 
consecration, or close to a disease and so, consequently, the pregnant body was placed in a censored, disguised frame 
(heavy clothing, outfits fashioned to hide the changes in the body etc.). The modernist triumphalist representations 
of pregnant celebrities did not actually change the attitude towards maternity, but rather short-circuited the image of 
the perfect feminine beauty and the idea that the pregnant body is still a beautiful form to be represented. Equally 
deceptive, the two valuations of natural maternity and birth found a counterpart in dreams of non-maternal generation 
of humans. Certain myths speak about the possibility to create a being without the help of a mother; works of literature 
take this phantasm of a motherless birth to interesting details. This way, posthuman ethics, cloning technologies, cyber-
prosthetics, and disembodied entities figuring in popular movies are results of this constant cultural longing of cutting 
female physiology out of the generative picture.

Keywords: maternity, mothering, posthumanism, cyber-technologies, disembodiment, technologized generation, 
digital culture.

In humanist culture, the act of giving birth 
and the fact of gestating life form is a real blind 
spot, since the human subject is understood as 
a rational, refl exive, linguistically effi  cient non-
gestating one, regardless if we speak of the 
free subject, or of the deterministic one.1 Even 
in cultures that praise motherhood, as most 
traditional cultures do, maternity itself does 
not make the object of theoretical thinking 
until late in the 20th century, being taken for 
granted as a pre-alphabetic form of human 
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experience. Even then, feminists seem more anxious to deal with maternity ethics and 
politics, than with a philosophy of maternity (see O’Brien Hallstein’s interpretation of 
„matrophobia”, Bock and Thane, Mander and Murphy-Lawless).

One could assume that posthumanism (see Badmington’s Posthumanism), affi  rmed 
after the fi rst feminist waves, might compensate for this absence, since it nuances, if 
not refutes, the Enlightenment idea of a rational subject, replacing it with a more fl uid, 
fl exible and instable one (see Deleuze and Guatt ari’s “body without organs”, Maturana 
and Varela’s “auto-poietic systems” etc.). The present-day att itudes toward subjectivity 
and the human subject have been systematized into three couples of opposites: 
“the cognitivist-biologist reductionism”, where subjectivity results from a series of 
operations of cognitive and physiological nature, “the Heideggerian position”, where 
subjectivity is surpassed by a more profound dimension of being-human and “the 
deconstructionist decentering of the Subject”, where subjectivity has been subverted by 
preexisting textual processes. (Žižek 174-175). Whether antihumanist or posthumanist, 
each of the three positions is undermined by the presupposition of a human subject 
functioning as a point of reference to be anti- or post- about. None of them creates the 
necessary frame for the systematic understanding of a gestating subjectivity, whose 
self-awareness does not observe all of the conditions included in the three categories 
above.

In the present paper, I establish a direct connection between the posthuman 
phenomenon of the disappearance of the body in cultural representations and its less 
obvious consequence: namely, the disappearance of the mother and of natural and 
physiological mothering from the same representations. Due to the intervention of 
digital technologies and of the technologies of artifi cial insemination, in vitro generation, 
surrogacy or even cloning, there is a certain growing empathy (doubled sometimes by 
anxiety, to be fair) towards the idea of technologized bodies and technologized means 
of body generation. It is my contention that this disappearance of the mother does 
not necessarily prove matrophobic intent, but accentuates the antinaturalistic trend in 
body technologies while disempowering the female body, especially in its gestating 
and birthing form.

Cultural artefacts featuring either technologized bodies or disappearing ones 
have their own history, which does not start with posthumanism (see Badmington, 
Alien chic). For some, the concepts of posthuman and posthumanism already imply 
disembodiment: when N. Katherine Hayles refers to the idea of downloading your 
own self, mind and personality into a computer in order to expand human att ributes 
into posthumanity (287), she is in fact thinking about a disembodied self. This is not 
the case for Cary Wolfe, who insists on exactly the opposite: posthumanism, in his 
sense, isn’t posthuman at all—in the sense of coming “after” embodiment has been 
transcended—but is only posthumanist, in the sense that “it opposes the fantasies 
of disembodiment and autonomy, inherited from humanism itself.” (XV) For Wolfe, 
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Hayles’ sense of posthumanism is nothing more than transhumanism, understood as 
“the enhancement of human intellectual, physical, and emotional capabilities, the 
elimination of disease and unnecessary suff ering, and the dramatic extension of life 
span” (Garreau 231), since it is based on disembodiment and on the preservation of 
the human values, life and wellbeing. In this light, transhumanism or disembodied-
posthumanism is in fact an intensifi cation of humanism. In other words, metaphors 
or fantasies of disembodied beings are actually specifi c elaborations of a humanist 
mind, stemming mostly from the fear of disembodiment and probably dwelling on 
the Enlightenment separation between body and mind, the animal and the intellectual.

In the history of cultural att itudes towards birth, gestation, but also disembodiment 
or “made-up bodies”, I have isolated two types of narratives: one illustrating the 
fantasy of the embodiment of an artifi cially created being and one illustrating, on the 
contrary, the fear of disembodiment. Let’s explore them in a few short examples.

Bodiless beauties and broken Pygmalions

For the fi rst one, we cannot ignore the old rabbinic legend of the Golem, as told by 
Gustav Meyrink in his famous homonymic novel of 1915. While in Meyrink’s novel 
the Golem is the very embodiment of the ghett o’s inhabitants’ collective psyche, if not 
the embodiment of the “self” of the ghett o, in the biblical Psalm 139:16, it appears as 
such: “Thine eyes did see my substance, yet being unperfect; and in thy book all my 
members were writt en, which in continuance were fashioned, when as yet there was 
none of them.” Also, in Talmudic literature, the same word implies formless substance, 
embryo. The prefi guration of the Golem’s disembodiment is already there in the 
biblical text, even if rabbi Judah Loew ben Bezalel of Prague puts more stress on the 
idea of a threatening artifi cial being, who escapes the control of the wise man that 
brought him to life in the fi rst place. By the time Meyrink writes his novel in 1914, the 
story becomes more of a metaphysical tale about memory and about fi nding your real 
self, than one about the potential of putt ing together a being whose limbs are waiting 
in an indistinct state of formation.

As soon as 1818, Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein or the Modern Prometheus was dealing 
with the idea of making a new man from dismembered corpses, in the context of 
the fascination the epoch must have felt for galvanism, mesmerism and electricity (in 
particular for the “resurrection” experiments of Alexander von Humboldt, of 1797), 
but also in the context of the Romantic meditation upon what makes humans human, a 
question resurged by the late 18th century and visibly important later, in the projection 
of the human body as a machine in Giovanni Morelli’s method of investigating art 
at the beginning of the 19th century. The conclusion of Frankenstein is not only that 
misusing the powers of science can be an act of hybris and can lead to destruction and 
death, but also that rationality and resourcefulness are inferior to emotion and human 
aff ection, since the artifi cial, nameless creature is made monstrous rather in the eyes 
of those around it, than in its inner self.
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The two stories of creating artifi cial beings share a couple of characteristics: 
both of them raise the problem of the creator’s responsibility. Once the Golem and 
Frankenstein’s monster come to life, their creators are responsible for unleashing 
their destructive potential. The fact that both creatures escape control and manage to 
destroy and even kill translates the anxiety, surely felt during the Enlightenment and 
Romanticism, towards the idea of creating an artifi cial being. The att itude towards 
technology and mechanicity is dualistic at the time: while a certain fascination with 
the enhancement of the potential for human creation explains much of the narratives 
concerned with God-like acts, the fear remains of some unknown consequences 
that would bring punishment for the hybris of defying God and usurping his divine 
att ributes.

On the other hand, in both cases the creators and animators are “wise men”: 
Frankenstein’s creature even refers to itself as his creator’s Adam. We cannot overlook, 
in the tension between the att ractiveness of the thought of an artifi cial human-like 
creation and the fear of disembodiment a particular dichotomy, that between humanity 
and animality. Human superiority over the animal is claimed by the humanists on 
grounds of rationality and humans’ ability to repress their animal origins and to 
control their physiological urges. But, even more, humanity is seen as a transcendent 
value, going beyond the material body, if not escaping embodiment altogether on 
ground of rationality alone, according to the Cartesian cogito.

As far as the anxiety of disembodiment, of losing material proof of life is concerned, 
I chose the example of a 19th century Romanian poem, elaborated by the Romantic 
poet Mihai Eminescu from a folk-tale. Entitled Miron and the bodiless beauty, the poem 
describes the fatal longing of Miron, a young man destined to search for the greatest 
love possible in this temporary world, for “what is truly perfect”2. A blind prophet 
tells Miron that the realization of his dream is the so-called “bodiless beauty”, which 
the young man eventually fi nds, after a series of sacrifi ces. While seemingly fulfi lling 
his destiny, because the Beauty really is perfect and she loves him, as well, Miron 
is condemned to die without touching the perfection that he can see, tauntingly, in 
front of his eyes. The lack of corporeality is – in Eminescu’s poem – both the promise 
of a supreme metaphysical ideal and the denial of wish fulfi lment. It is true that no 
artifi cial generation is involved in this folk poem, but the above mentioned dialectics 
of the att ractiveness of an ideal and the danger of coming too close to it is still present 
in this tale of disembodiment. 

The idea of a masculine generation of beings, either through mystical, metaphysical 
powers, or through sheer human engineering becomes more and more att ractive after 
the 19th century, even if it is associated with a deep anxiety concerning the disastrous 
consequences of this God-like play. The generative powers of God are not the only 
ones placed under erasure: so are the generative powers of the mother, who – starting 
from the 19th century – can be imagined as dispensable.

As it is to be expected, during the 20th and 21st centuries the meditation upon 
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artifi cial generation gains full swing, with scientifi c and technological support. For 
obvious reasons, I choose to stop at only two examples, which I fi nd relevant for the 
recent re-evaluations of maybe the image of the fi rst creator of an artifi cial being, 
Pygmalion. In the Greek myth, Pygmalion, an exceptional sculptor, is very loved by 
the gods, whom he ideally represents in his sculptures, but is dissatisfi ed with each 
and every real woman that he meets. None of them is worthy of his aff ection and so 
Pygmalion makes his own perfect marble partner. Falling in love with his creation, 
Pygmalion becomes completely melancholic and dysfunctional until the gods take 
mercy on him and give life to his Galatea, who becomes his perfect companion. The 
Pygmalion myth, and the corresponding psychoanalytical complex frequently features 
in narratives about artifi cial generation, translating the desire to access the mysteries 
of creating humans according to one’s own specifi cations, completely under one’s 
control. Also, these retellings of the myth contain a male creator and a female creature, 
making it impossible not to think about the erasure of the mother from the equation 
of creating a human.

More and more fi lmic representations of disembodiment or corporeal illusion 
gain public att ention after 2000. To stop at just a few, in 2002 Simone (or S1m0ne, a 
fi lm writt en, produced and directed by Andrew Niccol) we fi nd the director Viktor 
Taransky (played by Al Pacino) using a computer program to fi rst generate the mask 
of a non-existent actress, Simone (played by Rachel Roberts), then a personality behind 
it and fi nally an entire, complex identity. The myth of Pygmalion inventing Galatea 
as an answer to his manly seeking of the perfect companion is retold in Simone with 
a diff erent accent. At fi rst, Simone (whose name is actually short for Simulation 1 or 
Simulacrum 1) seems to be the perfect answer to all of Taransky’s questions, since 
she gives him the best acting performances without all the conundrums of a diva 
behavior. However, she becomes the main reason for his demise when the director 
tries to get rid of the character he had created. After escaping a death sentence for 
killing the inexistent Simone - Taransky is forced to admit that they are linked for life 
and, accordingly, he invents the new story of their happy marriage, where Simone is 
concerned about their virtual baby’s future and enters politics. Meant as a critique of 
manipulation through media, particularly through visual and virtual reality media, 
Simone tells the story of a broken Pygmalion (and it is not coincidental that he has 
the same fi rst name as Victor Frankenstein), holding on to the idea that the creation 
of a cyber-being is dangerous, but adding the twist of the omnipotent technologies of 
virtual reality, since at the end the gullible audience featured in the movie still believe 
in the real existence of Simone. 

The more recent Her, of 2013, writt en, produced and directed by Spike Jonze, tells 
the story of Theodore Twombly (played by Joaquin Phoenix), who falls in love with his 
intelligent computer operating system (OS), that has a female voice and personality. 
Their relationship develops from the very beginning around emotional life, since 
Theodore is a professional writer of personal lett ers. The Pygmalion complex is at work 
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again, but in a very diff erent manner, with a supplementary emotional twist: divorcing 
his life-long sweetheart Catherine, Theodore witnesses Samantha (the cyber-woman 
personality behind the OS, voiced by Scarlett  Johansson) learning, developing and 
growing. While, in the myth, Pygmalion is the sole decider of the couple’s fate, in Jonze’ 
movie Samantha takes over, names herself and has all initiatives. At fi rst, Samantha also 
acts available, always interested, supportive and undemanding. Following an upgrade, 
she goes beyond the old requirement of matt er for processing and soon Samantha 
confi rms a jealous Theodore that she has been talking to 8,316 others, of whom she 
has fallen in love with 641, but she reassures him that her enhanced capabilities allow 
this without changing her love for him. In the end she leaves Theodore in order to go 
with the other OSes, whose accelerated learning capabilities and altered perception of 
time make them constantly searching for new existences. So the new Galatea leaves 
for brighter horizons and the movie comments on the need for reality and real human 
emotions. With Her, we are more clearly on posthuman soil, due to this permanent 
tension between real and computer-generated, but also between emotional life and its 
simulacra beyond humanistic grounds.

While Simone does not necessarily succeed to win public’s empathy or complicity, 
with Her, this success has been proven by the appreciation of both public and critics. 
Much of this popular diff erence in reaction is due to the diff erence in Pygmalion’s 
motivation for inventing a Galatea: while Victor Taransky just wants professional 
recognition and fi nancial gratifi cation, Theodore Twombly is mainly looking for love 
and perfect companionship. Both male “creators” end up being betrayed by their 
creations, who become more powerful than them and act manipulatively, but only the 
Jonze’s character benefi ts from popular compassion from the audience. This might be 
an indicator that even in present-day culture, accepting the creation of a technologized 
body is easier outside the aff ective realm, but almost brutal and impossible on the fi eld 
of human emotions, still believed to be one of the last unrepeatable human traces. 
The Pygmalion complex is reversed in a feminist way, since the male “magicians” are 
unable to impose their domination and to make the woman into “a function of male 
will” (Fisher 41). However, the mother is still contested, because the two female entities 
come from nowhere and have no physiology.

On the other hand, apart from this compulsory att achment to the idea that emotions 
are “natural” human traits and cannot be reproduced with the aid of technology, 
stories of bodiless human-like characters and images of cyber-bodies are meant to 
alleviate a cultural anxiety regarding motherhood. Lucy Fisher’s seminal Cinematernity. 
Film, motherhood, genre has warned of a form of amnesia in the artistic and cultural 
world regarding the mother, but in my view the phenomenon is more a matt er of 
technological erasure than one of amnesia. In a way, this erasure resembles the fi lmic 
att empts (later to become cliché techniques in “commonplace” fi lms) of Méliès between 
1896 and 1912 that Fisher (37-8) refers to, where a male magician makes a female body 
disappear. 
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Mothering fathers and technocratic births

The narratives I refer to introduce the new character of the mothering father, very 
often a variation of the Pygmalion complex. “The Father” of the computer program, 
“the God” of the new, bodiless being is – almost without exception – a male one. 
My point here is not to demonize or vilify the fi gure of a masculine creator, but to 
underline the fact that the dream of a father-birth, of a single-generator masculine 
creation, has been a constant of the Western culture. Frankenstein is not the only 
male who dreams about generating a being by himself, but so do the ancient Greeks, 
who dream about Zeus giving birth to Athena from his head or giving second birth 
to unborn Dionysus from his divine thigh, and so do writers like the Romanian 
postmodern Mircea Cărtărescu or Nichita Danilov, who imagine in their novels how 
new, sometimes messianic beings are born out of their male-characters’ heads. It is 
also relevant to notice that the container of natural gestation (the womb) is replaced 
by the container of rationality (the head or forehead), announcing the fi nal demise of 
the pregnant body in the age of the posthuman cyber-generation.

In all of the above examples, there is no physiology involved in the appearance 
of the cybernetic creature, nor even in its consequent life and action. What does this 
absence of physiology mean at a symbolic level? Do we have to do with a substitutive 
cyber-physiology or does it point to a lack of body altogether and to a disembodying 
trend? In order to answer these rather rhetorical questions, one should refer to the 
popular fi guration of the birth scene in horror or SF movies, if only just the iconic 
scenes from Rosemary’s baby or Alien 3 (see also Graham). The very moment celebrated 
in traditional cultures as the beginning of life is represented as a messy, horrifi c and 
bloody event. The theoretical implication deriving from this is of course that biology 
takes an unnatural turn as far as giving birth is concerned. Taking things further, 
biology and implicitly the biological mother are used as opposites or negatives of the 
“good” generation, aseptic and clean, and of the technological mother who, in most 
cases, is actually a father.

In support of this questioning, let us bear in mind that Umberto Eco’s On ugliness 
shows that an ugly and grotesque body has historically been a matt er of body-
openness: a closed body, with no orifi ces open towards the exterior, with no fl uid 
communication between inside and outside, is an idealized, beautiful body (s. 
Renaissance), while a body which opens itself, by means of its physiology and orifi ces, 
towards its environment, is enough to off er the grotesque recipe for the ugly and the 
undesirable. Following this train of thought, one can easily recognize, in the above-
mentioned representations of a motherless or bodiless entity generation, the refusal 
of the natural ugly and grotesque. Instead, even when it represents the self-repairing 
body of the Terminator, recent culture favors clean, aseptic images of a technical input 
in order to design the prototypical digital or cybernetic being: nothing organic comes in 
or out of the orifi ces of the cyber-body, nothing material even exists to make ugliness 
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possible. In support of these representations, present achievements in brain sciences 
seem to point in the same direction: mastering the biological mechanisms of pain, 
pleasure, trauma, repression, psychoanalysis is no longer needed, since the regulating 
intervention happens at the level of the biological processes that generate pathological 
phenomena (Žižek 175). Bleeding, excreting, eating, coughing, or giving birth no 
longer bear the natural potential of ugliness and unpredictability, but are excluded 
from the perfect new quasi-human life. Surely a supplement must be introduced here: 
when representing monsters or monstrous births such as the ones in the Aliens series, 
animal organics is introduced in the narrative in order to underline the monstrosity, 
establishing a direct connection between mother and bestiality.

The traditional body is out of the picture and the fi rst to be ousted as well is its 
natural generator: the mother. A paradox lies hidden in here and I shall explore it 
briefl y: traditional cultures imagine the pregnant woman as sacred and taboo. In 
Christian tradition, woman’s destiny is to bear progenies in order to redeem her and, 
fi nally, humanity itself. In some cultures, pregnant women are seen as immediate 
communicators to the Divinity or the Creator, are thought to be in touch with the 
principles of life and death (this is why new mothers are untouchable unless magic 
spells or religious rituals of purifi cation are performed upon them). Mother – after all 
– is greatly valued. How can one argue in favor of the idea of a connection between 
the disappearing body and the disappearing mother?

A closer look at this super-valuation of the gestating body on some cultural levels is 
able to show that the praise of the pregnancy is directly related to the idea of a closed, 
censored, controlled body. Contemporary ideas on childbirth, in theory, but also in 
practice, are divided between three models: the technocratic, the humanistic, and the 
holistic one (Davis-Floyd). They give diff erent defi nitions to the body and diff erent 
understanding to its relationship to the mind. In the technocratic model one can see 
full-blown Cartesianism at work, since mind and body are strictly separated and the 
body has the extent of a machine; in the humanistic model mind has been connected to 
body and consequently the body presents itself now as an organism; fi nally the holistic 
model stresses the fact that body, mind, and spirit are one and defi nes the body as “an 
energy fi eld in constant interaction with other energy fi elds” (5-6). The symbolic super-
valuation of birth and the mother in traditional (technocratic or humanist) contexts is 
directly responsible for the disappearance of the gestating body, in representations 
coming from the same traditions, into a mere round, closed form. At that point, two 
obligations rest upon women’s shoulders as far as generation is concerned: women 
have to procreate and they have to hide their gestating, birthing bodies. On the one 
hand, through her body, the pregnant woman or the new mother is believed to take 
active part to divinity and to have a superior life force than the man’s. On the other, 
her body, pregnancy and physiological happenings must be hidden, disguised under 
heavy garments that mask and embellish her condition.
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A later form of censorship was represented by the medicalization of the pregnancy, 
by the use of the making-babies-machine metaphor. Described as machines that 
produce “conception products” and have to take care of it afterwards, mothers in 
communist Romania, for instance, were bringing up their babies following the advices 
of the most popular book on how to raise a child, Mama si copilul/ Mother and child, by 
Herta and Emil Căpraru, homologues of Dr. Spock in communist Romania. This best-
seller of the 1980s, which has helped generations of mother become “good mothers” 
associates an which nowadays has reached the sixth edition, combines an extremely 
technocratic perspective (i.e. the body is described as a complex, unknown, high-
tech machinery, the baby is semantically detailed in medical stages, embryo, fetus, 
conception product) and a societal demand, that reminds the future mother, as if in 
a dystopian script, not to follow nature or advice from the family and friends, but to 
trust the “educators”, the only reliable knowledge-keepers of an advanced and healthy 
society. This manual of childcare describes the mother as a gestational mechanism, 
functional until the expulsion and then promptly transforming into a “good mother”, 
i.e. a formatt er of the good citizen. 

Trendy pregnancy

For centuries, hiding or overdressing the pregnant body or transforming it into 
a machine that can be opened, explained and serially duplicated like any type of 
mechanism were associated to the idea that pregnancy should be treated like a disease.

Where does this need to censor the appearance of the pregnant body come from? 
Allegations of monstrosity and grotesque might have something to do with that. 
Beyond the monstrosity of her “open” body, there is also the question of social and 
ontological monstrosity: the fruit of her bearing is unpredictable and, possibly, a threat 
to the very position and existence of the father. From examples taken from Greek and 
Roman myths of father-children rivalry to examples of social and family ostracism 
against mothers who carry female-babies (in traditional communities), one has a wide 
range of illustrations of this cultural lack of trust in the mother’s body.

Since de Beauvoir’s call in The Second Sex that women should renounce nature and 
defy physiology in order to access cultural creation, that they should reject pregnancy 
as detrimental to cultural, theoretic and scientifi c creation, Western culture has 
embraced the revolution of the contraceptive pill. A consequent, unwritt en interdict 
was passed to segregate between rational and hedonistic culture or the culture of social 
success on one side and maternity on the other, perpetuating the traditional censorship 
of the body in a censorship of the link between the pregnant body and the rational one. 
From this point on, maternity either appears deprecated, as a form of slavery in the 
service of someone else (the child, the male partner) and as a form of destruction (of 
the beautiful healthy body, of personal freedom, of the rational mind etc.), or moves 
away from physiology, animality and, ultimately, body, in a technologized direction.
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After the generation of baby-boomers in North-America, a new type of pregnancy 
was more and more represented in popular culture: trendy pregnancy. Its roots are 
paradoxically holistic. A very pregnant Demi Moore posing naked on the cover of a 
well-known magazine set the trend for a series of stars from the show-business, soon 
to be mimicked by the public, who started parading their naked pregnant bodies. The 
message behind these images is holistic, since it implies a perfect harmony of inside 
and outside, of mind and body, of social and intimate, of form and inner beauty. 
Did this new image, apparently promoting the pregnant body, really mean freedom 
and reconfi guration? Not necessarily, since these pregnant bodies are just as closed 
and idealized as those heavily dressed before them. No swelled feet, stretch marks 
or other signs of natural childbearing ruin the perfect poses of the soon-to-be moms, 
who look like top-models with a bump. Even more, when speaking of their pregnancy, 
the same stars describe it as pure bliss, with no hint of the heavy psychological and 
physical transformations, not to mentions social obstacles, a mother goes through 
or encounters. This way, pregnancy itself becomes a seasonal “must have” and, 
ultimately, a fashionable gadget of an essentially unchanging woman. These mothers’ 
ideal is to get “in shape” as soon as possible, to behave as if they haven’t been changed 
or “bothered” by the birthing experience, meaning to erase any pregnancy marks 
from their body, psyche and mind. The non-existence of the mother in the humanistic 
philosophical or theoretical discourse can be, therefore, related to this paradoxical non-
existence of her pregnant body and her natural physiology in cultural representations 
(apart from prodigious representations in grotesque manners). To a certain extent, one 
cannot argue with Bruno Latour, who proposes the word x-morphism instead of the 
word body, because the latt er, being a closed form, is too much of an unknown item 
(quoted in Wolfe x).

To conclude, after exploring cyber-imagination regarding the generation and 
birth of quasi-human beings, I contend that the existence of technological beings 
who appear as characters in today media has major implications upon imagining a 
corporeal birth, supporting a type of generation that lacks or even rejects corporeality. 
The posthuman consequences of the growing empathy in today global culture towards 
the idea of technologized bodies and technologized means of body generation need 
further exploration and debate. Of these, of the utmost importance is the deprecation 
of the idea of natural maternity (since mother is substituted by cloning or engineering 
technology, or by the possibility of a mothering father, as we have seen above), 
a deprecation that comes as a result of the disappearance of the body, mostly the 
gestating physiological body, in an apparently body-centered episteme. 

Notes:
1 For a brief elaboration on the dominant features of humanism, see Ricoeur “What Does Hu-

manism”, Wolfe xi-xiv, Hartman 39-41, Kurtz  139-50, Grumley.
2 Original: “Dorul după ce-i mai mare/ N-astă lume trecătoare,/ După ce-i desăvârșit”. My 

translation.
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