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Abstract

Critically examining the Lacanian and Althusseribeories of the subject, this thesis
explored the theoretical problems and methodolbgiemnises of a converged version
of both theories. The central argument the prethesis seeks to demonstrate is that the
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic provides a more pahensive and effective account
of the process of the subject formation than alpy®ychoanalytical or structuralist
Marxist analysis of the term. After a critical syuaf the way the subject is positioned
between language and ideology in contemporarycatitheory the thesis proceeds to
investigate the subject-object relation in the €sietn and Hegelian subjects.

Conceived of as the convergence of lack angmad the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic focuses on the close affinity betweenltheanian notion of linguistic
alienation and the Althusserian concept of ideaalinterpellation. The subject’s
alienation with what is called in the thesis ‘idegitcal signifier’ is considered as the
result of direct and dramatic modes of interpeadiatin both language acquisition
process and the mature phase. The major theorptiEalises of this model include the
following: first, identity functions through, anabause of, the ‘inter-subjective
dialectic’ and an ‘intra-subjective lack.” Identity never fully constituted because of
this antagonism, and thus remains ‘incomplete.o8dly, the subject is ideologically
constituted through language. The mechanism thredigbh both language and
ideology construct a subject never permits theeailgnjoying a state of full identity
with ideological signifiers. Thirdly, the subjecidentity is represented in the language
exposed to and, later, reproduced by him/her.

In order to demonstrate a practical readingutsjectivity formation in terms of this
critical approach the present research appliesJatnes JoyceA Portrait of the Artist
as a Young MaKi1916). The process of the subject formation lenkanalysed through
the subject’s alienation/interpellation by the ISA$so, the inter-subjective dialectic
between different subjectivities of the subjeatisntity has been investigated. The
thesis demonstrates that identity reconstructipneseented in the novel is a complicated
and ongoing process, which begins with disillusieninmgoes through materialization
of epiphany, and ends with inventiveness in languadis process has been
represented as a move from ideological to non-a@gohl subjectivity through artistic
creativity. The exploration of the aesthetics ofgaage is crucial to the analysis of the

reconstruction of Stephen Dedalus’ identity in th&appens in and through language.
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Chapter One:
The Problem, Argument, and Framework:

An Introduction

1.1 General Overview

If we review the major developments of what is galte referred to as literary theory
in the past few decades, we will immediately find that there has occurred a major
change in our attitude towards the concept of sihigiect.’ Different approaches in
literary theory, such as psychological and sociglalgare widely concerned with the
definition of ‘the subject.” Having grammatical,csological, psychoanalytical and
political meanings, ‘the subject’ is distinctly sdered in contemporary literary theory
from myriad critical points of viewlulian Wolfreys in higritical Keywords in Literary
and Cultural Theory (2004)rites:

Regardless of its function within particular discgms, it has to be admitted that the idea of
the subject is immediately complicated, irrecoratifadoubled in any initial utterance, if

one acknowledges that by this word one indicatid®ebneself or another (singly or
collectively) ... It is possible, for example, to aeof the psychoanalytic subject, the
individual subject, the subject before the law (Bgdvhich laws one becomes subjected),

or the national, supposedly collective subject.

The definition of the subject becomes more “pboated” when we consider the
distinguishable treatment of the term in the sulegaries of a particular discipline or
different socio-political systems. For examplefatiént schools of psychoanalysis
demonstrate different definitions of the term amehce, provide a wide range of
examples of and approaches to ‘the psychoanalytiest.” Furthermore, as far as the
political designation of the term is concerned, oae grasp the different definitions of
the subject in that each political system haswis particular version of the subject. For
example, the rights of an Iranian citizen in trenlan Constitution are manifestly
different from those of a British subject in thentext of the British juridico-political

system.

! Julian WolfreysCritical Keywords in Literary and Cultural TheariNew York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2004, p. 232.
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A major part of the significance of the subjectiitical theory goes back to Jacques
Lacan’s psychoanalytic analysis of the term. A degtdollower of Freud, Lacan,
however, tried to deprive Freudian psychoanalysang humanistic designation. The
humanist assumptions that underpin such commorsesias “the free will of man,”
“my independent thought” and “he has a stable dtarawere called into question by
those indebted to his Structuralist reading of Br&u psychoanalysis. Lacan’s
frequently-quoted “the unconscious is structurkd & language” is often used as a
short-hand for his re-valuation of the unconsciasi® system based on and according to
which the subject thinks, acts, and fancies intard@ned way.

Applying an anti-Cartesian approach, Jacquesh &arther sought to develop a new
approach towards the concept of the subject asslgpthe entry of the child into the
Symbolic order by means of language. Lacan’s thieatly designed and
experimentally based account of the ‘subject’ hasgd central to critical theory. His
idiosyncratic treatment of such terms as the undons, desire, and the Name-of-the-
Father has paved the way for a genuine understgdithe structure of the
unconscious of the subject.

The infant, in Lacanian psychoanalysis, expeesrihe first recognition of itself
when it looks at its image in the mirror. The ‘roiristage’ in the development of the
unconscious mind provides the infant a false congef its self in that the infant
imagines that the image it sees in the mirrorsioiher. The subject thus enters the
Imaginary, which is a psychic phase in which thigject begins to falsify his ‘self’

simply because he/she identifies it only by anddlgh the ‘other.” Lacan writes:

the mirror stage is a drama whose internal pregausbes precipitously from insufficiency
to anticipation—and, for all the subject caughimuthe lure of spatial identification, turns
out fantasies that proceed from a fragmented inoh¢fee body to what | will call an
“orthopedic” form of its totality—and to the fingldonned armor of an alienating identity

that will mark his entire mental development wiifia structure?.

Therefore, the subject’s first identification ohtiherself is based on an “assumption”
that will mark his/her “entire mental developmer8tich a development is later more
determined by the Symbolic order to which the stthigexposed. Language plays the

instrumental role in the Symbolic, and the uncomseimind becomes subjected to it.

2 Jacques Lacan, “The Mirror Stage as Formativehefl tFunction as Revealed as in Psychoanalytic
Experience,” in Jacques Lacdtgrits, trans. Bruce Fink, New York: W. W. Norton, 20@6,78.
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On the other hand, borrowing the term ‘subjigom Lacan, Louis Althusser
presented a new approach towards the constitufittheosubject’ that was based on the
immanent relationship between the subject and adgolFor Louis Althusser, the
subject was located within the framework of differeleologies that determined his/her
identity. He presented a new definition of ideolakygt critically rejected our long-
believed understanding of ideology as ‘a set ofrabsbeliefs and ideas.’

In his classic essay, “Ideology and Ideologitate Apparatuses,” a frequently
discussed chapter of Hienin and Philosophy and Other Ess§1/869] (1971), he
pointed to the concrete existence of the ideasdewlogy in different economic
systems. The economic system of a capitalist sMdifieisser maintained, reproduced its
own conditions of production, and in order to filllsuch a condition, throughout its
produced ideologies, reproduced subjects who \ithately participate in the
processes of production.

Althusser’s essay was an attempt to explagtbcess in which the subject became
subject to ideology. Human beings, in Althussepsimn, become repressed by
different ideologies of the state from an early.agleology, which is present
everywhere in such a system, plays its decisiveirothe formation of the subject’s
beliefs, actions and practices. Althusser arguaswihere only a single subject is

concerned,

the existence of the ideas of belief is materidhat his ideas are his material actions
inserted into material practices governed by malteituals which are themselves defined

by the material ideological apparatuses from wietive the ideas of that subjéct.

Thesematerialideologies that dominate the subjects of a cagiitsiate are, according
to Althusser, permanently produced by two main &gpaes of such a state: the ISAs,
Ideological State Apparatuses, and the RSA, thae@essive State Apparatus. The
ISAs include the family, the school, the church #melmedia, and the RSA embodies
such institutions as the police, the prison, amdciburt. The individual in a modern
capitalist state is subjected to these two appseaturhe subject, from this point of
view, is constituted and reproduced by these idpo#d and repressive apparatuses.
The essay was highly influential in the devetent of theoretical explorations of

both the ideologies of the modern socio-politigatem and the mechanisms behind the

% Louis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essalyans. Ben Brewster, New York: Monthly Review $xe2001,
p. 114.
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constitution of subjects. Althusser’s essay, asrdwdBennett and Nicholas Royle
argue in theiLiterature, Criticism and Theor{2004), seeks to demonstrate that
“ideology is bound up with the constitution of thebject.* Furthermore, Terry
Eagleton, explaining the theme of Althusser’s essdysLiterary Theory: An
Introduction(1983), writes: “How is it, the essay asks, thainlan subjects very often
come to submit themselves to the dominant ideotogie¢heir societies — ideologies
which Althusser sees as vital to maintain the posfer ruling class?”

Offering genuine and influential investigatianto the identity of the subject, both
Lacanian and Althusserian frameworks of thoughtevggnificant developments in
critical thought from the mid 1950s to late 19M&ereas the psychoanalytical theory
of the Lacanian school is mainly concerned withitleatity of the subject through the
analysis of language and the unconscious, thetstalist Marxist theory, particularly
in its Althusserian form, is critically involved e question of the constitution of the
subject by ideology. An investigation of the coastion of identity through an
exploration of the interrelationship between anaagilanguage, ideology, and the

subject is still a major concern, and disputed |@nol of contemporary critical theory.

1.2 Statement and Development of the Problem

Critically studying the Lacanian and Althusseriameeptions of the subject, | will
investigate their treatment of and relation torttegor manifestations of the modern
subject including the Cartesian and Hegelian stjelcwill then explore the question
of the possibility of the convergence of the Laearnand Althusserian theories of the
subject as well as the theoretical problems inwbiveany unified version of the two.
Considering the ‘Lacanian-Althusserian dialect’'paioviding a model in the analysis
of the subject’s identity, the thesis argues thateéxploration of this dialectic provides a
more comprehensive account of the process of thiectuformation than a purely
psychoanalytic or structuralist Marxist analysidlod term.

The thesis approaches this dialectic as aarifierspective for the analysis of
subjectivity construction and representation. Tiaectic is, first of all, applicable to
different phases in the development of subjecuiticlg both the infantile and mature
years. Furthermore, it investigates the subjeehfteo different aspects that are its

relation to both language and ideology. Also, ihgs into consideration the relation of

* Andrew Bennett and Nicholas Royle (edkijerature, Criticism and Theon8 ed., London: Longman
and Pearson, 2004, p.173.
® Terry Eagletonl.iterary Theory: An IntroductionOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983, p. 149.
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the subject to both the individual and the soaml,dhus, focuses on language as the
realm where they meet.

Apparent similarities of both Lacanian and AkBerian theories of the subject
constitution have led a number of scholars to synepmbine them. On the contrary,
recent studies and theories on the relation oSgmabolic to ideology, and the lack both
language and ideology are based on, have raisee sloatienging questions for
Lacanian-Althusserian approaches to the identityhhefsubject. Exploring examples of
simplistic combinations of the Lacanian and Altrersan models of subjectivity, the
present research also evaluates those theoregasinents that have critically
approached the question of the convergence ofrnottels.

There are frequent references to the similaftiyacanian and Althusserian theories
in a great deal of introductory work on literarydagultural criticism. A recent example
is Leigh Wilson’s “Psychoanalysis in Literary and Quél Studies” irModern British
and Irish Criticism and Theor§2006) in which she refers to the significance of

language to both Lacan and Althusser:

... what both Lacan and Althusser focus on theircstmalist rereadings of Freud and Marx
is the determining function of language in creatibthe subject. Whereas previous cultural
criticism from the left struggled with the notiohsubjectivity, a renewed psychoanalysis
and renewed Marxism seemed to offer a coherentytteddhe relation between the

individual and the socidl.

Being part of an introductory essay, the above afiat does not provide an
investigation into the problems and concerns raggrthe immanent relation of
ideology to language. As | shall demonstrate, ihthe salient limitation observable in
most introductory guides to contemporary theory eniictism in that they simply refer
to the similarities of both Lacanian and Althusaeriheories, sometimes simply
conflating the two, without critically investigatirthe problems involved in drawing
them together.

In addition to the simple unification of Altheex and Lacan’s models of subjectivity
in introductory work, there have also been mordapth attempts at classifications and
comparisons of both models. For example, bothredfeadical critiques of modern

capitalist system. Althusser criticized the wayaaitalist State makes us subject to the

® Leigh Wilson, “Psychoanalysis in Literary and @uétl Studies,in Modern British and Irish Criticism
and Theory, Julian Wolfreys (ed.), Edinburgh: Edirgh University Press, 2006, p. 170.
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ISAs and RSAs, and Lacan had the same attitudesisdénse that he was influenced by
Kojéeve whose reading of Hegel was itself influenbgdviarx’s materialist critiques of
capitalism. Another manifest similarity is Althusseusage of the term
‘overdeterminism,” which is reminiscent of its Fdtan designation. This term was first
used by Freud to describe the representation afrikem-thoughts in images in two
different ways: condensation and displacement.usisler, too, employed the same term
to describe the effects of the contradictions ichgaractice on the social formation as a
whole.

While Lacan considered the unconscious asuatsie, Althusser considered social
formation as a structure consisting of a numbetbér structures. The structuralist
foundations of both Lacanian and Althusserian modékubjectivity have caused
reductionist comparisons. Moreover, both LacanAltitlsser presented their model of
the subject as not only different from but alsdlirect opposition to the Cartesian
subject. Whereas the Cartesian subject was cemibdrent, and certain, Lacan and
Althusser provided an account of the subject tbasered it de-centred and
fragmented. The subject, in Lacan and Althusserpiknger an autonomous decision
maker as it was believed to be in Descartes.

However, these apparent similarities are radilgg in that they give birth to
problematic critical responses and may make thelacignore the essentially different
bases on which they are established. Some sch@aesconsequently interpreted both
Lacan and Althusser’s critical perspectives in f)aréines. These scholars have
actually presented an oversimplified version ofghablem mainly because their aim
has been merely the classification of critical perdives. These works, though
seemingly helpful for new readers, are really galiwing and oversimplifying the
problem.

A good example of such treatment is that mledliby Mary KlagesLiterary
Theory: A Guide for the Perplex¢d006). She believes that the “acquisition of
language is the process of becoming a subjechdthr Althusser and Lacad.”
Furthermore, whereas Klages considers Lacan astaSPwicturalist, Andrew Bennett
and Nicholas Royle in their editédterature, Criticism and Theor(2004) classify
Althusser as a Post-Structuralist, foo. contrast, Leigh Wilson, as seen above, regards
the works of both of Althusser and Lacan as “stradist rereadings.” The easy

conflation of Althusser and Lacan is symptomatiadfroader attempt to divide

" Mary KlagesLiterary Theory: A Guide for the Perplexddndon: Continuum, 2006, p. 134.
8 Andrew Bennett and Nicholas Royle (edkiderature, Criticism and Theoryp. 172.
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theoretical positions into neat compartments, oftéh a limited exploration of the
foundations and structures of competing positiéithusser, for example, is variously
categorised as a Structuralist MarXistrevisionist Marxist’ a Post-Structuralist, and

a Neo-Marxist. These competing classificationsvaltoitics to make analogies between
theorists, yet in doing so produce radically comuisad accounts of each theoretical
position'? While many have been happy to conflate these heoretical positions,

other critics have been more circumspect in theadysis. In an interview with David
Mclnerney on her book, Caroline Williams refersAlthusser’s relation to Lacan and

Lacanianism as a “complex matter.” She states:

Althusser clearly recognised a certain affinityisen Lacan's own project to read Freud
and his own symptomatic reading of Marx, as welhasformer's own intellectual
marginalization and his own. His published corregfamce with Lacan (1963-1966) is
certainly indicative of this. Althusser even offér@ seminar on Lacan in 1963-4 and was
actively involved in Lacan's arrival at tEBeole NormaleHe was deeply interested in the

latter's work at this tim&

As Williams goes on to say, “Althusser’s distanaanf Lacan” was to be “strongly
marked” in the latter phase of their intellectutd.|Apart from this later ‘distance,’
Althusser’s framework of thought was epistemololiycdifferent from Lacanian theory
in that while Lacan was influenced by Hegel, Althersattempted to purify Marx from
all Hegelian colours.

As | shall demonstrate later in the thesis, a nuroberitics attempted to employ
both theories in their analysis of the subjectlyeapplications include the readings

presented by Terry Eagleton, Stephen Heath, and ®alcCabe. Whereas they have

° Mary KlagesLiterary Theory: A Guide for the Perplexqul 131.

10 peter BarryBeginning Theory: An Introduction to Literary andi@iral Theory 2" ed., Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2002, p. 165.

1 See Madan Sarupn Introductory Guide to Post-Structuralism and fosdernism2™ ed., Brighton:
Harvester Press, 1993. Chapter Three.

12 Another example of approaching Althusser and Lacahe same vein happens in Hans Bertens’
Literary Theory: The Basic®003). Here he not only argues that there isndlai methodology followed
by both Lacan and Althusser but also attemptsad mne of them based on and by the help of the.othe
Attempting to solve the questions posed in Althdssatitude towards the origin and ‘influence’ of
ideology, Bertens simply refers to the Lacaniamitteat “the processes that we go through when we
grow up leave us forever incomplete.” More inteiregly, while elaborating on ‘Lacan’s psychoanalytic
model’ in another part of his book, he refers tthAkser’s view that “ideology gives us the illusibat it
makes us wholeFans Bertend, iterary Theory: The Basi¢cdondon: Routledge, 2003, p. 163.

13 caroline Williams, “Althusser and the Persistenttéhe Subject, Borderlands Vol. 4, No. 2, (Spring
2005). Available fromhttp://www.borderlands.net.au/vol4no2_2005/willianmerview.htm[Accessed
14 January 2009]
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pointed to the impact of both Lacan’s and Althu'sseireories and the similarities of
both theories, they have not particularly focusedh® possibility of a unified adoption
of both theories and their accounts hardly unifféal. example, whereas Terry Eagleton
appears much influenced by the Althusserian thebrgeological subjection, Stephen
Heath and Colin MacCabe, though focusing on ideglage more concerned with the
Lacanian premises in their references to the Syimbald the Imaginary. However, it
should be mentioned that discussing the similaribieLacan and Althusser’s theories
on the subject is different from presenting a wtiftheoretical approach based on the
two. Terry Eagleton, for example, merely pointshe parallel lines of these two

theories and is not concerned with a new approaskdon them:

The relation of an individual “subject” to societg a whole in Althusser’s theory is rather
like the relation of the small child to his or mairror image in Lacan’s. In both cases, the
human subject is supplied with a satisfyingly widfimage of selfhood by identifying with
an object which reflects this image back to it icl@sed, narcissistic circle. In both cases,

too, this image involves a misrecognition, sinddéalizes the subject’s real situatign.

On the other hand, Stephen Heath and Colin Mbe®ave been calling for a
Lacanian-Althusserian approach in their studieiterary and, especially, film theory
since the 1970s. This led to a theoretical debate the legitimacy of such an approach
between them and their critics, notably Carroll Naed David Bordwell. As | shall
demonstrate in the next chapter, ‘LAP,’ that iscaaian-Althusserian Paradigm,” was
radically criticized particularly in the field ofifn theory™®

Although this problem has not been explicitiyodissed in contemporary literary
theory, one can observe its manifestation in a rerrabrecent critical works. There are
more sophisticated models of drawing Lacanian altldu&serian theories together
which | will critically engage in the next chaptéshall thus discuss the work of Fredric
Jameson, Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, SlavegiZizand Judith Butler as far as their
parallel employment of both theories is concerned.

There are certain differences in Lacanian alilduaserian theories of the subject that
need more attention. For example, a major critiaxéitine philosophical validity of
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic is that the Lacaraad Althusserian accounts cannot

be presented in the form of a unified theory sithay are dealing with two essentially

 Terry EagletonL.iterary Theory: An Introductionpp. 172-3.
!> See, David BordwellOn the History of Film StylJeCambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997.
Chapter Five: Prospects for Progress: Recent Res@aograms.
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different objects of study. Whereas Lacan was aoezkwith the unconscious and
language as based on ‘lack’, Althusser considetedlogy as having a ‘material’
existence. Therefore, in order to argue for LamasAlthusserian dialectic one should
also demonstrate the conditions of the convergehdack’ and ‘material.” Moreover,
while Althusser related the subject to ideology Hmlsocial, Lacan contemplated on its
relation to the unconscious and the individuakdidition, each one of these theories is
concerned with a particular stage of the developrokthe subject; whereas Lacan
dealt with the formation of the subject’s unconssithrough language acquisition in
the oedipal period, Althusser worked on the roledeblogies in the latter life of the
subject.

The problem here is not a matter of ‘simple boration.” There emerge a number of
theoretical problems not only because both wewdftd@rent disciplines but because
each is concerned with a particular aspect anagenithe development of the subject.
On the other hand, a theoretical approach thaassdbon two accounts will be
illuminating in that it provides new insights inetidentity and construction of the
subject. My analysis thus contributes to the thiacakstudies on identity construction
in several ways. First, in attempting to bring tibge both Lacan and Althusser’s
theories on the subject, a more comprehensiveeahiealapproach for the analysis of
the subject is provided. However, if simplisticallgveloped, as demonstrated above,
the similarities of both accounts will result ingunderstanding and misclassification.
Moreover, if applied without a critical investigai of the incongruity between the two
theories, the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic wiiffer from certain theoretical weak
points, some of which were highlighted above. Sdbgrhis thesis critically addresses
this gap in the available literature by presentinganalysis of the theoretical problems
and premises of a unified version of these twolilesaf subjectivity.

Finally, in order to demonstrate a practicaldiag of the formation of the subject in
terms of a Lacanian-Althusserian critical approdbh,present research proceeds to
apply it to James Joycess Portrait of the Artist as a Young M&h916). | shall explore
the ideological languages that both alienate atedpellate the subject; in addition, |
focus on the inter-subjective dialectics involvadhe process of identity construction
and reconstruction with reference to otherneskerstbject’s identity. | shall also
demonstrate the way subjectivity, in both its idgptal and non-ideological forms, is
represented in the novel by examining the ideokldiymbolic exposed to the

protagonist. My analysis of the novel thus dem@tss how the subject goes on a
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process of identity reconstruction through the malieation of the spiritual experience

of epiphany and his obsession with the aesthetitzguage.

1.3 Research Questions
Research questions, developed throughout the flasislivided into two major groups:
preliminary and central. The preliminary questians concerned with how modern
conceptions (Hegel and Descartes) of the subjeatedated to each other and paved the
ground for the emergence of Lacan’s and Althusdegkly critical treatment of them.
What the Cartesian subject was and in what waym@&@eidealism constructed a new
concept of the subject are thus examined. Theyiatdode questions concerning the
way the Lacanian and Althusserian models of thgestibwvhile anti-Cartesian and
critical of its rationalism, tended to be in conigywith Hegelian theorization of the
Romantic subject.

Likewise, the central questions of this thésais on the problems and premises
involved in a combination of the psychoanalytic atdicturalist Marxist approaches to
the subject. The central questions, each developadeparate chapter, include the

following:

1. How is the subject positioned between languagdaewogy in recent critical
theory?

2. How did the Lacanian perception of the subjectmatiely consider it as the
subject of language whose identity is based or?lack

3. How is the subject ideologically constituted in &léhusserian account and what
are its limitations?

4. What are the salient features of the methodologlythe theoretical lapses and
premises of the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic?

5. Inits application to a literary text, how does thecanian-Althusserian dialectic
demonstrate the process of subject formation amdepresentation of

subjectivity?

As observed, the central questions are condesité the hypothesis of the present
thesis that there can be not only a convergenbetbf Lacan and Althusser’s theories
of the subject and that this allows for a more caghpnsive means of analysing the

subject that each position can provide alone.
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1.4 Rationales

Two sets of rationales should be discussed conagthe employment of the term
‘Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic’ and the selectoddrdames JoyceA Portrait of the
Artist as a Young Maas the novel to be read from this critical perspecFirst, | have
not used the term ‘Lacanian-Althusserian paradigvhjch is used by a number of
critics, mostly in the area of film studies. Thé&aaale for this is that while the
Lacanian-Althusserian paradigm designates a sicgihgrent approach without any
critical attempt to show the theoretical problemgived in combining them, the
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic points to the gapween the Lacanian and the
Althusserian conceptions of the subject.

Furthermore, based on Hegel’s dialectical mddéaught, the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic considers the Lacanian as the thesisAlireisserian as the antithesis, and the
Lacanian-Althusserian as the synthesis. Earliereflly pointed to the opposition
between the Lacanian concept of the unconsciobased on lack and the Althusserian
perception of ideology as having a material existehe synthesis, thus, remains itself
part of a dialectical process and not an alreacdhsiracted paradigm.

Secondly, the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectithie analysis of the construction of
the subject provides a critical approach that figlest manifestation when applied to
abildungsromarfor the following reasons. First, the text under examination of a
Lacanian-Althusserian approach should be a workréaesents different
subjectivities. In other words, the familiar Baktiéin concept of the ‘polyphonic’ is
considered here as a novel of multi-subjectivitpwidver, there are two significant
differences between Bakhtin’s methodology and tlesgnt approach. While in Bakhtin
the ‘voice’ signifies the identity of the subjetitis approach does not take subjectivity
as demonstrative of the whole identity of the sajeor example, three different
‘voices’ of The Brothers Karamazdit880)are really expressive of, and have been
considered as, three independent manifestatiotieeaflentity of the subject. That is to
say that whereas each ‘voice is taken as an igeittis and should be regarded as only
one constituent subjectivity of the identity of thabject. Considering the ‘voice’ as
‘identity’ sounds similar to the common view thgparticular subjectivity becomes so
dominant that it would define and determine the hdentity of the subject.

Whereas in the Bakhtinian account of the pobypt novel each phone/subjectivity
has equal significance and finds equal expressi@ne is a presiding voice in any
autobiographical novel that comments on other stibjges. While the author’s voice
is only a constituent voice of the polyphonic nowelan autobiographical-
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developmental novel there is one dominant voicgéstility in the process of
construction. As for James Joyc&dortrait of the Artist as a Young M&h916), there
are not only different ideologies and subjectitie the novel but also different
languagesWhat is of significance is that the particular laage of each one of these
ideologies is represented to the reader by Jowtgistics. Furthermore, this novel
includes a number of motifs with which the modauhbject has been obsessed.

The second major reason for choogkgortraitis that an educational novel
demonstrates the process of the development girtitagonist. AbildungsromanA
Portrait shows the subjective formation of the identity téf@hen Dedalug.he
protagonist inA Portrait is first a small child whose process of identibyistruction
and, later, re-constitution is observed in the hav&ewise, apart from being a
bildungsromarthat is concerned with the formation of the sutdyéty of the
protagonistA Portrait is the novel where there is a correspondence leetwe
subjectivity and language. It is a collection of naly subjectivities but also of
languages. This is manifestly observed in Stephamsession with words and language.
The last, but not least, rationale is that themmisnteresting relationship between this
novel and the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic:dtyistic treatment of language in this
novel is not only in parallel with the mental dey@ient of the subject but also
expressive of the ideological subjectivities of tdoatext in which the protagonist grows
up. Moreover, the ultimate re-constructed formhaf identity of the subject is

represented in the language of the last chaptireafiovel.

1.5 Objectives

The Objectives of the present research are twoFotdt, this thesis aims to demonstrate
the possibility of the convergence of the Lacaradad Althusserian models of
subjectivity. The thesis thus elaborates a sigafigroblem in critical theory that is, as
Frederic Jameson calls it, the position of theettlhip both psychoanalytical and
Structuralist Marxist approaches. However, theoa¢problems involved in this
dialectic also go back to the distinguishable tresdt of identity in Hegel and Marx. |
shall explore this part of the problem by providaglegelian reading of the
Althusserian model of the ‘subject/Subject.’

Demonstrating a model for subjectivity constiart provided by the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic does not merely mean argton@ simple matter of comparison
or casual relationship. It becomes more signifisgmén one considers the large number
of disciplines — literary and cultural theory andticism, gender studies, semiotics, and
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film theory, to name only a few — that have bedluanced by Lacanian and
Althusserian theories. Therefore, the Lacaniarmddserian dialectic critically
approaches the simplifications, generalizationd, @dassifications of similarities in both
Althusser and Lacan.

A parallel evaluation of these two theorieswlbject formation leads to the
consideration of the identity of the subject froraree to one relationship between the
subject and the other to a more complicated di@léetween constituent subjectivities
of the identity of the subject. The Lacanian-Altbeisan dialectic demonstrates that
subjectivity plays the role of the other for otebjectivities within the identity of the
subject. Apart from this inter-subjective dialectitze Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic
brings into consideration the intra-subjective lagler which subjectivity is based.
Therefore, the discussion of the Lacanian-Althuasadialectic results in the re-
conceptualization of the process of identity camndion.

The second major objective of the present rekaa to show how the application of
this critical perspective to reading a work ofiarifluminating in a better understanding
of the construction and representation of identitgw do interpellation and alienation
operate in the subject formation? How are ideokigabjectivities represented? Is it
possible for the subject to undergo a processanfit&ructing his/her identity? How
does language function in both the constructionrandnstruction of identity? The
application of Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic agiacal approach to Joyce’s novel

will provide these questions with illustrated ansswve

1.6 The Organization of the Thesis

The present thesis consists of eight chaptersnékechapter provides a critical review
of the Lacanian-Althusserian models of subjectiitgontemporary theory and
criticism. It first presents an account of earlamples of a parallel application of
Lacanian and Althusserian theories to the anabfsise subject in the area of film
theory and cultural studies. Then, it provides gpla@ation of more recent theoretical
treatments that have either offered a critical irgudf both theories or attempted to
develop one by utilising elements of the other. STHwvill explore Frederic Jameson’s
treatment of the position of the subject in psyctabgsis and Marxism. | shall focus on
the gap he identifies in the moment of transitianf the Imaginary to the Symbolic
and his claims that the inexpressible charactétistory in Althusser is analogous to
the Lacanian Real. | shall also study Ernesto laaled Chantal Mouffe’s attempt to

reconcile Marxism and psychoanalysis. Next, | dedkvestigate Zizek’s contribution
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when he provides the Lacanian perception of thgestwith Althusserian designations.
Finally, | shall examine Judith Butler's attempiscombine elements of these two
positions in order to provide an inclusive perspwector the analysis of the subject.

Chapter Three, providing an investigation @& tonstruction and consequences of
the Cartesian and Hegelian subjects, is concerithdire way the subject-object
relation is treated in both early modern Ratiomalend German ldealism. The chapter
first argues that the Cartesian notion of the silgeovided it with an ‘objectified’
character in a way that it ultimately changed fritsrapparent form of the subject of
knowing into the object of knowing. Then, the Caid@ subject’s contribution to the
subject-object separation is examined. As | shathanstrate later in the thesis, a close
study of the Cartesian subject is illuminating xplering the Lacanian and Althusserian
conceptions of subjectivity in that both were adértesian in their critique of the
autonomous, rationalist, and centred charactereofartesian subject.

As for the Hegelian subject, | seek to presestiudy of German ldealist treatment of
the subject and its close affinity with natureh&lt demonstrate that Hegel's perception
of the subject, while regarded as a theorizatiothefRomantic subject’s obsession with
nature and arguing for the subject-Spirit identitifimately resulted in an ongoing
incomplete subject-object identity. The Hegeliahjsat is thus marked by an
incompleteness that | shall later bring into coasition in my analysis of the subject’s
incompleteness in both Lacan and Althusser. Thidysproves to be central to the
present thesis in that, on one hand, the Lacahigory of the subject was highly
influenced by the Hegelian concept of the subjadt an the other hand, | seek to
investigate critically the Althusserian model obgactivity in the coming chapter
through a Hegelian approach to the subject’s ithenti

In Chapter Four, my analysis of the Althusserigading of modern subjectivity and
the construction of ‘the subject of ideology’ isparallel to the following chapter where
| shall deal with the Lacanian perception of ‘thidject of language.’” Addressing the
process of the materialization of ideology, thiguter re-examines the Althusserian
model of the ‘subject/Subject’ based on the coaditf non-identity between them. |
shall also explore the Althusserian approach tol@tgcal interpellation in order to
evaluate it later through a dialogue with the Laaartoncept of linguistic alienation.
Identifying a theoretical problem in the Althusserithe subject/the Subject’ model,
this chapter argues that a Hegelian reading otigisry solves the problem of non-

identity of the subject and the Subject.
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Chapter Five demonstrates that Lacan’s conaeptithe subject is based around the
idea of being ‘the subject of language’ the idgmit which is constructed over lack.
The chapter thus investigates the significant ptdeed by the unconscious, language,
and the Other in the process through which theestiiig formed. Lacan’s parallel
employment of both Jacobson’s linguistic theoried Hegel's philosophical doctrines
are also examined in the present account of ‘thuetstre of the Symbolic.” Then, | shall
investigate the two modes of alienation, imagireag linguistic, that effect the
emerging subject in the mirror stage and languagaeisition process. The problem of
‘lack’ in Lacan’s approach to the subject’s identitill be examined with reference to
Hegel's concept of self-consciousness and thetlzakalways exists in the condition of
the subject-other identity. The last section of¢hapter, while presenting the definition
of the Lacanian subject, considers it as an ‘Arait€sian Other in the Imaginary.’

Chapter Six presents the Lacanian-Althusserialectic as a more inclusive critical
perspective for the analysis of subjectivity anel ¢éxploration of the subject’s identity
than a strictly Lacanian and Althusserian appraashprovide. There is, despite certain
theoretical problems, a dialectic between langwagkideology in identity construction
process that is manifested in both interpellatiod alienation of the subject. Referring
to the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic as the cogemece of lack and material, the
chapter presents a discussion on the Lacanian pbat&lienation’ as a dramatic
mode of the Althusserian interpellation. | shalkatpt to draw into dialogue the
Althusserian concept of ideological interpellatisith the Lacanian concept of
linguistic alienation. The chapter then proceedsxjglore the premises of the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic as a model for the analgsithe subject through focusing on the
‘inter-subjective dialectic’ and ‘intra-subjectilack’ in the subject’s identity, ‘the
ideological constitution of the subject,” and ‘ttegresentation of identity in language.’

Chapter seven, the practical analysis of theisheresents a reading of James Joyce’s
A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Magccording to the critical perspective offered in
its preceding chapter. Elaborating on ‘ideologlealguages’ of the ISAs and how they
interpellate and alienate the subject, the chag$er concentrates on the way both
modes of constructive and destructive inter-subjedtialectics operate in the
construction of identity with reference to othem@sthe subject’s identity. Also, the
ideological subjectivities of the identity of thetgect are studied as representations of
the ideological Symbolic to which the subject ipesed. Subsequently, an analysis of
identity re-construction and representation inrtheel will be presented with reference
to the protagonist’s disillusionment with ideologgyd obsession with artistic language;
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the protagonist, as | shall demonstrate, underggescess of identity reconstruction
through the materialization of spiritual and aesthexperiences.

The last chapter, while summarizing the findilod this study, provides a concluding
discussion of the analyses presented in the thHsis.chapter, focusing more on the
problems and premises of the Lacanian-Althusseli@iectic as a model for the
analysis of subjectivity, demonstrates the advasgay applying this approach to
reading a work of art.
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Chapter Two:
Language, ldeology, and the Position of the Subject

A Critical Review of Lacanian-Althusserian Models

2.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to address the question ofasiéign of the subject in relation to
language and ideology as examined in contempordiyat theory and practical
readings. My analysis first focuses on those wdhnks have applied both Lacanian and
Althusserian theories of the subject to the samekwbart. Then, | will study major
theoretical treatments that have offered a critieatling of both theories and have
presented a reconciled version of them. | shatl alsamine how recent criticism has
attempted to develop the Lacanian theory of thgestithrough Althusserian insights.

The application together of Lacanian and Aldaugn theories on subjectivity first
began in Britain in the 1970s and there were, atieds, a number of harsh criticisms of
such parallel employment. A few major contempoiaics have examined the
problems that emerge in a possible convergencetbftheoretical models of
subjectivity. | shall thus investigate the way Feed Jameson, Ernesto Laclau and
Chantal Mouffe, Slavoj Zizek, and Judith Butler balealt with the problem of
positioning the subject either between both languatl ideology or within a Lacanian-
Althusserian understanding of the term. More pedgjghey are the critics who are
particularly involved in a parallel employment aiftb the Lacanian and Althusserian
readings of the subject and have theoreticallyaedged to it. Although they have not
explicitly argued for such a problem in their waritseir treatments of both Lacanian
and Althusserian theories of the subject providdlaminating perspective for the
potential difficulties in creating a convergencéwsen the two.

This chapter includes the following main seasicfirst, | shall demonstrate the early
examples of the parallel application of Lacaniad Atthusserian theories to the
analysis of the subject in the area of film theany cultural studies. This section will
also examine examples of those works that werdyhattical of such application.
Then, | will study Fredric Jameson’s work on thelgem of the position of the subject
in psychoanalysis and Marxism. Focusing on thelgaplentifies in the moment of
transition from the Imaginary to the Symbolic, thisapter seeks to discuss his approach
to the analysis of the inexpressible charactemti bthe Lacanian concept of the Real
and Althusser’s notion of History. Next, | expldfenesto Laclau and Chantal
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Mouffe’s attempts at reconciling Marxism with psgemalysis. | will then turn to
Zizek’s use of both Lacanian and Althusserian modékubjectivity and his
development of the Lacanian perception of the suibbfgough the Althusserian
conception of ideology. | will conclude the chapaeth a study of Judith Butler’s
Hegelian interpretation of the Althusserian conadphterpellation as well as her
employment of different theories in order to pravah inclusive perspective for the
analysis of the subject.

In exploring these critical efforts | seek atlme how the subject is positioned
between language and ideology and how its ideigtisnalysed in contemporary theory
and criticism with reference to Lacanian and Algerg&an approaches. None of these
models, however, achieve a synthesis of the twoetspdr arguably set out to do so. In
outlining the various models this chapter presarliterature review of the most well
known theoretical positions that draw on both tiaednian and Althusserian
theorisation of the subject. In doing so it seekkighlight the various difficulties in
drawing the two approaches together, difficultl@s project seeks to overcome.

2.2 ‘Lacanian-Althusserian Paradigm’:

Applications and Objections
A noticeable battlefield for the opponents and pragnts of following a ‘Lacanian-
Althusserian model’ has been the area of film thie@wd criticism. Although there have
emerged a number of harsh criticisms of this modetcent literary and film theory,
there are also a number of critics that have ardoretthe possibility of such a
convergence and applied it to the reading of Iretaxts and films. A famous example
is the conflict that appeared on both sides offiti@ntic between British experts in
literary and film theory and a number of Americalmi=ritics.
The first examples of the Althusserian readingslin studies appeared in the early
1970s in France as a response to serious poigsaes surrounding the events of May
1968 and the struggles in Vietham and China. Tlas avtime when, instead of a merely
structuralist outlook, the direction of criticaladings of film changed, developing
explicitly political preoccupations. The articles@ahiers du Cinemaeveal how
dominant Althusserian ideas were during this peridee major concern was with
identifying which films were in the service of ttransmission and reproduction of the
dominant ideology and which films served to demi@istthe mechanism behind the
transmission of ideology. Another influence on teading of films was that of

Lacanian psychoanalysis, especially in its expasitif the subject’s unconscious

25



desires and conflicts. A Lacanian-Althusserian nhéotethe analysis of subjectivity
emerged in this time in France. This influence agr® Britain and the result was the
publication ofScreena journal clearly influenced lyahiers du Cinema

A Lacanian-Althusserian approach towards fitodges was employed in Britain
from the 1970s onwards. It was most evident invibeks of Stephen Heath and Colin
MacCabe, with Stephen Heatl@aiestions of Cinem@981) in particular a pioneering
study. As mentioned in the preface to his book,trobthe articles of the book are those
of Screenin the early 1970s. The first chapter, “On Scraeframe: Film and
Ideology,” makes use of both Althusserian and psgolalytic approaches towards the
“construction of the subject.” Heath’s concept oihtmatic apparatus” is manifestly
Althusserian in that it considers cinematographgragleological apparatus. Moreover,
his idea of “the structure of the subject” withenefnce to ‘the symbolic’ is based on his
readings of Jacques-Alain Miller, Lacan’s most g disciple'® In the concluding
remarks of his “Language, Literature, Materialisidgath argues that the formulation
of “a sociology of literature” is instrumental iarther investigations of “the problem of

language.” He writes:

The point is not to add linguistics to literaturg bo arrive at a linguistics capable of
including the specific-material-effects of (liteyatexts and extending the historical and
political implications of those effects. It's hdteat I'd come back to the importance of
psychoanalysis again, to the way in which Lacandea®loped Freudian theory in the
direction of ‘a materialist theory of languagetheory that poses just that question of the

construction of the individual as subject in thenbplic!’

The ‘linguistics’ Heath argues for paves the/via a further development of a
materialist theory of language, one that exploh the construction of the individual
psyche and the formulation of ideology. As fartees development of the ‘individual
psyche’ is concerned, Heath considers the Lacaroéan of the triplet orders of
subjectivity to be of high merit, and, for the fartation of ideology, Heath refers to
both classical Marxist doctrines and Althusser’saaption of ideology as present
everywhere. On the other hand, Colin MacCabe’s workconsidering the ideological
functions of cinema was also among the first attsrtgpdevelop film theory and
criticism. Influenced by the cultural and literaheories of the 1960s and 1970s,

MacCabe attempted to read film according to Altkuss_acanian-coloured definition

16 Stephen HeatlQuestions of Cinemaloomington: Indiana University Press, 1981, 4. 1
" Stephen Heath, “Language, Literature, MaterialisBubStanceVol. 6, No. 17 (Autumn 1977), p. 74.
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of ideology as the ‘imaginary relation to the reahditions of existence.” MacCabe
argued the consideration of film as a represematfaontradictory discourses and not
as a window that opens up to the real. In his “Th@md Film: Principles of Realism
and Pleasure” (1976) MacCabe dealt with the relatigp between ‘contradiction’ and

‘the real’:

... l argue that film does not reveal the real in@mant of transparency, but rather that film
is constituted by a set of discourses which (inpbsitions allowed to subject and object)
produce a certain reality. The emphasis on productiust be accompanied by one on

another crucial Marxist term, that of contradictifn

Thus, for MacCabe, film’s paradoxical relation e representation of the real, a
Lacanian term, should be considered through coictrad, a manifestly Althusserian
concept. Later in the same article MacCabe talkbefelation of the Symbolic to the
Imaginary. Here however, he seems to solve thelgmoby referring to Lacan’s idea of
the dominance of the phallus. He also interpretsah& theory and contends that the

lack is filled by phallus. He writes:

As speaking subjects we constantly oscillate betvtiee symbolic and the imaginary —
constantly imagining ourselves granting some fudhmng to the words we speak, and
constantly being surprised to find them determibydelations outside our control. But if it
is the phallus which is the determining factorttog entry into difference, difference has
already troubled the full world of the infant ... Tpkallus becomes the dominating

metaphor for all these previous lacks.

MacCabe’s approach to the Althusserian subjettasit is one without an unconscious
because it is not being subject to the signifieacMabe, though referring to the
essential differences between Lacan and Althuapgties a Lacanian-Althusserian
pattern in his criticism of film and made this medha dominant trend iBcreerf®
Dealing with the problems involved in any @i attempt that seeks to bring

Althusser and Lacan’s theories together, Celiad@rifocuses on, like other critics, the

18 Colin MacCabe, “Theory and Film: Principles of Rea and Pleasure3creenVol. 17, No. 3
(Autumn 1976), p. 11.

Ybid., p. 14.

2 For MacCabe’s account of the politico-psychoaredytackgrounds dbcreenand its engagement
with Althusser and Lacan’s thought see Colin Mad€;akheoretical Essays: Film, Linguistics,
Literature, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 198544y .
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Althusserian concept of interpellation and argined it happens when the subject is

already a subject in Lacan. As Britton states:

In practice, critics who have worked on the basia conjuncture of Althusser and Lacan
have tended to ignore the specifically speculaufea of interpellation. The closeness of
the two theories on a more global level has mdwaitd great many Althusserian critics
have incorporated some Lacanian ideas into thaikwan Britain this project has been
carried on above all in the pagesSafreenin the mid- to late seventies, while its impaat o

literary studies has been rather I€ss.

Britton considers the Lacanian and Althusseriaotiles of the subject as two theories
that were most significantly influential in thensation of structuralism to post-
structuralism. She contends that both theoriedaainged the idealist perception of the
subject as free, decision maker, ad autonomous hemte, they presented an anti-
humanist notion of the subject. For her, the affibletween the theoretical
developments that Lacan introduced into psychoaisafnd Althusser into Marxism is
categorized only in the realm of their incredibfgicism of structuralism. As for the
impact ofScreerthat sought to deal with the closeness of thesetlteories, Britton
believes that this critical effort had a rathettdiinfluence on literary studies.

Both Heath and MacCabe'’s intellectual contiitruto Screerand their evaluations
of film studies according to Lacanian and Althugsetheories on the subject aroused a
number of critical responses. David Bordwell andr@aNoel were among those who
responded critically to this theoretical orientatend criticized its consequences for
film studies. ‘LAP,” as Bordwell christened the leextan-Althusserian paradigm, was
charged with being a “monolithic theoretical erititlyat was attractive to critics
because of its claims of “systematicity and comensive.” He also argued that the
proponents of LAP later “began purging their shelgéAlthusser and Lacan” and,
then, turned to “cultural studie§*Bordwell’s views concerning LAP and his

perspectives on film studies later motivated sevepées®®

2L Celia Britton, “Structuralist and PoststructuraRsychoanalytic and Marxist Theories, The
Cambridge History of Literary CriticispVol. VIII, Raman Selden (ed.), Cambridge: Cambed
University Press, 1995, p. 245.

2 David Bordwell,On the History of Film Styl&Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997, pp-14
%3 See Peter Lehman’s criticism of Bordwell’'s idegpduralism in film theory in “Reply to David
Bordwell,” Cinema JournalVol. 37, No. 2 (Winter, 1998), pp. 90-92 and Kéyung'’s response to him
in “That Fabric of Times”: A Response to David Badll's “Film Futures,”SubStanceVvol. 31, No. 1,
Issue 97: Special Issue: The American Productidfrefch Theory (2002), pp. 115-118
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Stephen Heath®uestions of Cinem@981) gave birth to a heated debate between
Heath and Noel Carroll. Among his criticisms of HeaCarroll pointed to the
foundation to Heath’s program as being “too Altrarigmn.”?* Carroll’s criticism of
Heath goes back to his long paper entitled “AddteeHeathen” (1982) and followed
by a number of books such lslystifying Movies: Fads and Fallacies in Contempgra
Film Theory(1988) andPhilosophical Problems of Classical Film The¢iyp88).
Heath/Carroll debates i@ctoberand other journals such Bsst-Theorygained a
significant attention in the period 1982-3. In lager works, Carroll particularly
criticised the theoretical formulations of the “B&n” traditions in general and Lacan
and Althusser in particular. He harshly criticigshd preoccupation of British critics
with these theories, and, finally, renounced thet{structuralist theories in film studies.
Criticising Kaja Silverman’§ he Subject of Semioti¢s984) mainly because of her

concern with a Lacanian-Althusserian model in haaky Carroll wrote:

... there is a presumption among Althussekiacanians that if human actions have certain
structural conditions, they constrain human acitioa way inimitable to autonomy.
Languages have both syntactical rules and semanilea. But it is strange to think of
these as constraints that preclude autonomy. Esethery features of language are what
enable the speaker to speak—to, for example, deeatapitalism. If the language lacked
these structural conditions, nothing could be satd¢ch would in fact be a real blow to the

possibility of human autononty.

Noel Carroll’'s criticisms of Lacanian-Althusgn model merely focuses on the
mechanical applications of these theories in tlea af film studies. He does not present
a critical investigation into the nature of these theories or their limitations. His
responses are general in the sense that he j@meadmstream criticism against post-
structuralism and attempts to link Althusser anddraan thought to the now dominant
post-structuralist criticism in the States. MoreoVe does not provide his readers with
a thorough philosophical reading of the limitati@ms attempt to converge these two
theories might face. Instead of presenting a detaikading of Lacan, he simply
expresses his uneasiness with and scepticism teypagathoanalysis. Carroll is thus
mostly critical of a mechanical application of teékeories to film studies. As Vernon
Shelty writes in his review of Bordwell and CartelPost-Theory: Reconstructing Film

24 Noel Carroll, “A Reply to Heath,October Vol. 27 (Winter 1983), p.88.
% Noel Carroll,Mystifying Movies: Fad and Fallacies in Contempar&ilm Theory New York:
Columbia University Press, 1988, pp. 78-9.

29



Studieg1996), “read Lacan on the Mirror Stage and Aldarn Ideological State
Apparatuses, and the theoretical foundations ohstil@am film study were yours in an
afternoon.®

Apart from film studies, Althusser’s idea ogtlelation of ideology to subjectivity
has been also re-examined in the area of culttudies. Stuart Hall is a renowned
example of such critics. Commenting on the relatibideology to subjectivity, Hall
refers to those moments that the subjects areddcatnew ideological “positions” in

the following way:

People with identities and relations to languageaaly secured nevertheless can find
themselves repositioned in new ideological configions ... ideologies have to struggle to
recruit the same lived individuals for quite codicdory subject places in their discourses. |
want to ask how people who already have an orienté language nevertheless are
constantly placed and replaced in relation to paldr ideological discourses that hail and

recruit them for a variety of positioRs.

He critically reads Althusser’s theory of subjettiharguing that the subjection to
ideology may also have an opposite direction; llaispens when the subject may
influence the ideology. Therefore, the subjectmideology has a twofold designation:
although ideology hails the subject, the subjecbissciously aware of being hailed by
ideology. Moreover, there is always an internaletitical process at work that is in
parallel to what happens outside. As for thesedawternal and internal processes, Hall
seems to ‘reconcile’ Lacan with Foucault. In hisp@nse to the theoretical limitation
posed in Althusser he finds a solution by combirang'external” discursive realm and

“psychic” acts of identification. For Hall, identits “the meeting point” between

on one hand, the discourses and practices whiempttto ‘interpellate’, speak to us or hail
us into place as the social subjects of partiadisgourses, and on the other hand, the
processes which produce subjectivities, which cansus as subjects which can be
‘spoken’. Identities are thus points of temporatgehments to the subject positions which

discursive practices construct foris.

% Vernon Shetley, “Film Theory: Shifting ParadignmslaViaterial Ghosts,College EnglishVol. 61,
No. 4 (March1999), p. 476.

%" Stuart Hall, “discussions,” iMarxism and the Interpretation of Cultyr€ary Nelson and Lawrence
Grossberg (eds.), University of lllinois Press, 898. 68.

%8 Stuart Hall, “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’®i Questions of Cultural IdentifyStuart Hall and
Paul du Gay (eds.), London:; Sage Publications 1@B6, p. 6.
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Hall also criticizes Althusser for providing a tlg@f subjectivity that has resulted in
the “two sides of the problem of ideolog’.A similar treatment regarding theoretical
limitations in Althusser can be observed in MichB&rett'sThe Politics of Truth:
From Marx to Foucaul{1991). She criticises Althusser’s attempt to dgydlarxism
through Lacanian terminology. She writes: “Althusssubstantive contribution to the
theorisation of subjectivity — his developmentlod toncept of ‘interpellation’ —
attempts the impossible task of integrating Mars hacan.*

However, the contribution of Althusser’s thotigbt only to Marxism but also to
cultural studies should not be underestimated.usler also enjoys a wide popularity
among media and film studies. His concept of Idgickal State Apparatus has been far
influential and subject to further theorizationsr Example, Michael Sprinker names “a
number of distinctively Althusserian themes thatéhachieved general currency” and
have been later “subject to development and refarerfi* A quick look at the eight
Althusserian theses mentioned by Sprinker in hgepavould be illuminating in
reconsidering Althusser’s influence in other arefihe human sciences such as
aesthetics and politics.

There are also a number of works that haveesr@igainst any convergence of Lacan
and Althusser. These objections have a long higt@tfirst began with attempts to
reconcile Freud and Marx. With this dissertatidr teconciliation further complicated
in that it goes back to the debates over whethexMad Hegel can be unified, largely
as a result of Lacan’s obvious Hegelianism andus#ier’'s insistence on Marx’s rupture
with Hegel. This dissertation’s focus then is not@y on a twentieth-century problem;
it originally goes back to the nineteenth-centurgirg epistemological division that
happened between Hegel and M&x.

Althusserian Marxism and Lacanian Psychoanslyave had a long history of
incongruity that not only originated from Freud'wentive method at the beginning of
twentieth century but also began with Marx’s créim of the German idealist tradition

9 Stuart Hall, “Signification, Representation, Idegy: Althusser and the Post-Structuralist Debates,”
Critical Studies in Mass Communicatioviol. I, No.2, 1985, p. 102.

% Michele BarrettThe Politics of Truth: From Marx to FoucauRalo Alto: Stanford University Press,
1991, p. 83.

31 Michael Sprinker, “The Legacies of Althusser,Male French StudiesNo. 88, Depositions: Althusser,
Balibar, Macherey, and the Labor of Reading (19pp),203-4.

%2 The Althusserian theses that are in close affinith my analysis, to be fully elaborated latettie
thesis, are: 1) the relative autonomy of the supersires and the reciprocal action of the supecsires
on the base, 2) the permanence of ideology, atite3pecificity of art in relation to ideology. Sééd.,
p. 204.

33| shall discuss Althusser’s attempt in removirgnirMarx all Hegelian impacts later in the thesis.
However, concerning Marx’s difference from Hegeé adrzej Warminski, “Hegel/Marx:
Consciousness and Life,” ale French StudiedNo. 88, Depositions: Althusser, Balibar, Macheiayd
the Labor of Reading (1995), pp. 118-141.
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in the mid nineteenth century. I shall return tis theoretical problem fully in the next
chapter, but now | shall examine how some recegbvmaatics have responded to it. As
discussed in this section, although there are at®em the areas of film and cultural
studies to bring Lacan and Althusser together, thegly explore the theoretical
problems that emerge in such combination. Althoaltjbf the figures | will analyse are
critical of both Lacan and Althusser, none of tivearks present a unified version of
both theories. Whereas the present thesis aimesgmting a Lacanian-Althusserian
model for the analysis of the subject, these @litidtempts apply the Lacanian and
Althusserian theories to reading the texts as eisa@pproaches. In addition, they
investigate neither the close affinity betweenltheanian and Althusserian conceptions

nor the theoretical problems that emerge in suclvemence.

2.3 Fredric Jameson and Identifying a New Gap
A major critical investigation into the problemtbie subject in both psychoanalysis and
Marxism is Fredric Jameson’s “Imaginary and SynbuwliLacan: Marxism,
Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the Problem of thej8ct.” This paper was first
contributed to one of the volumesYle French Studiesn ‘Literature and
Psychoanalysis’ (1977). Exploring Jameson’s idematifon of the gap in the transition
from the Imaginary to the Symbolic, | shall alsmsnler the way Jameson considers
Althusser’s reference to “the absent cause” asvatpnt to Lacan’s conception of the
Real in hisThe Political Unconscious

In the beginning of his article Jameson casrsdhe major problem in the
coordination of Marxist and psychoanalytic critroigs the dilemma of “the insertion of

the subject:”

The attempt to coordinate a Marxist and a Freudiditism confronts—but as it were
explicitly, thematically articulated in the form afproblem—a dilemma that is reality
inherent in all psychoanalytic criticism as sudfattof the insertion of the subject, or, in a
different terminology, the difficulty of providinmediations between social phenomena and

what must be called private, rather than merelwiddal, facts®

Mentioning that this problem was first keenly olvsel by Freud, Jameson points to

some Freudian-Marxist attempts including the “pgymbgraphical method” of the

3 Fredric Jameson, “Imaginary and Symbolic in Laddarxism, Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the
Problem of the Subject,” iMale French Studie®No. 55/56, Literature and Psychoanalysis. ThesQue
of Reading: Otherwise (1977), pp. 338-395.
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latter Jean-Paul Sartre and the “mechanical” charac Frankfurt school thinkers in
general and Theodore Adorno in particular. Jamesargument focuses on “whether
the hypothesis of a dialectically distinct statoisdach of these registers or sectors of
experience [i.e. Lacanian triad others] can be taaied within the unity of a single
system.® He first begins with an elaboration of the relataf the Imaginary to the
Symbolic, and, then, focuses on the different aspafcalienation. A major section of
his article is dedicated to the problem of the @gence between the Imaginary and
Symbolic, and, accordingly, he returns to the Re#he last part.

Language and the Other, Jameson maintainspa@ja factors in Lacan’s view of the
alienation of the subject upon its entry into tlyen®olic, while it is already in the
Imaginary. He mostly focuses on the transitionhef imaginary to the Symbolic. He
comes to the primary conclusion that although thadinary and the Symbolic are not
fully separated or matched, this hypothesis “hasierit of allowing us to conceive the
possibility of transforming the topological disttran between Imaginary and Symbolic
into a genuine methodology*® Moreover, he regards Lacan’s “Kant avec Sade” as
another manifestation of this transition. He bed®that here we can see the
transformation of “the very project of a moral @isibphy into an insoluble intellectual
paradox by rotating it in such a way that the i@ipljap in it between subject and law
catches the light* He studies this gap in the rest of his articlehmrealm of aesthetic
theory and literary criticism in order to examireesimilar use of the distinction
between Imaginary and Symbolic.”

Jameson argues that Lacan, in his discussmmsening the affinity between the
Imaginary and the symbolic, is not merely “subsimy linguistic for classical
psychoanalytic concepts;” he is rather “mediatiegreen them>® Here we are
reminded of his famous concept of the ‘mediatohich is of great importance here.
Formulated in his other works, a mediator is a ephcor context, that exists between
two opposing ideas when there is a transition betwvikem. In Hegelian dialectics the
mediator between thesis and antithesis vanishesibemf the emergence of a new
entity that is the synthesis. But in the transilgpoint of both the Imaginary and the
Symbolic the mediator never vanishes since theheris no synthesis emerging out of
the transition of the first to the second.

% Ibid., p. 349.
% Ibid., p. 371.
%7 |bid.

 Ibid., p. 372.
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Jameson shows that Lacan’s “Seminar on ‘Théoled Letter” is a good example
of a literary criticism in which the Symbolic, tsegnifier, becomes manifested in a
dominant way and, accordingly, the imaginary isgralized. Referring to Derrida’s
criticism of Lacan’s reading of Poe’s short stalgmeson, too, believes that it is the
“work” of the text itself that transforms “Imaginaelements into the closed Symbolic
circuit.” Mentioning that Lacan’s reading of Posisort story is not a model for a
criticism in which both imaginary and Symbolic amgestigated without a gap between

them, Jameson writes:

The distinction between the Imaginary and the Syimpand the requirement that a given
analysis be able to do justice to the qualitati@p between them, may prove to be an

invaluable instrument for measuring the range etithits of a particular way of thinking.

A highly illuminating work that Jameson refers tohis paper is one that talks of an
“excellent formula” regarding the imaginary and $ptic characters of a given object.
This doctrine was first presented by Edmond OrguehisLe discours et le symbole
(1962). According to this formula, the same ternyina considered “imaginary if taken
absolutely and symbolic if taken as a differentallue correlative of other terms which
limit it reciprocally.™® Jameson goes further to examine the questioregdlsibility

of the full identity between Imaginary and Symboliche area of art and aesthetics
maintaining that “this is not simply a questiomaéthod or theory but has implications
for aesthetic production$>The example he points to is Brecht's anti-Aristiate
theatre, where there is a refusal of an empatliyliodentification between the
spectator and the character in the play, or betwleeactor and the role he/she is
playing.

Towards the end of his paper Jameson focusésedReal. But what is interesting
here is that Jameson’s discussion of the Realtiseservice of the major thesis of his
paper that is “the problem of the insertion of shdject.” Jameson refers to the Real as
History, and because the Real is, in Lacan’s wdwsat resists symbolization
absolutely,” language, too, cannot be fully ideatfto it. History thus is that cannot be
expressed in language. There is always a gap betiiseory and its narration. History,

for Jameson, is an “absent cause” since it remaints totality, inexpressible. History

39 [|hi
Ibid., p. 373.
40 Edmond Ortigued,e discours et le symbglParis: Editions Aubier Montaigne, 1962, p. 194.
“! Fredric Jameson, “Imaginary and Symbolic in Laddarxism, Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the
Problem of the Subject,” p. 380.
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exists but cannot be fully expressed. The Real,arists, but cannot be expressed. The
inexpressibility of the Real in its totality, inmason’s view, is another reason for the
lack of a full identity between Imaginary and Syrid_anguage may rebuild the
‘imaginary relation’ of the subject to the ‘realnzhbtions of existence;’ the problem,
however, is that these ‘real conditions of exiseemannot be experienced and even
understood since they happen to be outside of Eggu

Considering the Lacanian concept of the Reabasvalent to Althusser’s notion of
History, Jameson turns to the Althusserian thebigenlogy. On one hand, he employs
Althusser’s definition of ideology and, on the athand, criticises Althusser’s specific
use of Lacan. He argues that Lacanian theory doieseem to be profitable to
Althusser’s reading of Marxism. It is a matter af@ise for Jameson that Althusser,
while involving in the “outmoded antimony of thatfmosition between ideology and

science,” makes use of Lacan’s scheme:

It is all the more surprising the he [Althusserdsld not have profited from a scheme
[Lacan’s] in which knowledge and science, the stitg@d his or her individual truth, the
place of the Master, the ec-centric relationshifhtbo the Symbolic and to the Real, are all

relationally mappedf

Jameson is not dealing with combining Marxism asygchoanalysis; what he seeks to
accomplish is to make use of psychoanalysis fovéision of Marxism. Jameson’s
argument regarding Lacan’s theory of the triad w@erives at a point where he calls
for further investigations into the problem ovee gubject in both psychoanalysis and
Marxism. A formula or methodology that simultandgueamphasizes the two different
aspects of the subject is what Jameson seeks tmexp

Referring to this question in his other workameson has attempted to present a
methodology that is a “reconciliation” of appargrdissimilar approacheshe
Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Syt Act (1981) approaches the
problem of the convergence of both Lacanian anduskerian models of subjectivity in
two ways. First, Jameson here returns to his eatgument that Althusser’s
employment of the term the “absent cause” for tiadyais of History can be regarded
as equivalent to Lacan’s consideration of the Ret#iat both History and the Real
cannot be fully expressed and comprehended in EgglAlthusser employed the term
when he expressed his anti-teleological criticigrilegel’s notion of history in order to

“2|bid., p. 390.
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present his critique of the ‘expressive causalityére is always something lacking in

History, an absent cause, which avoids any complateunt of it. Jameson states:

[The] analysis of the function of expressive caitxsaliggests a provisional qualification of
Althusser’s antiteleological formula for historyefther a subject nor a telos), based as it is
on Lacan’s notion of the Real as that which “reségtmbolization absolutely” and on

Spinoza’s idea of the “absent cau§e.”

Jameson’s consideration of the Althusserian adaptaf Spinoza’s term of the “absent
cause” is followed by his reference to the mislagdesults that might be caused by the
“sweeping negativity of the Althusserian formuld@meson argues that this formula
might lead to the consideration of History as “& tmong others” in contemporary

post-structuralism. Hence, he presents a revised &f the formula in this way:

that history isot a text, not a narrative, master or otherwise thai, as an absent cause, it
is inaccessible to us except in textual form, dxad bur approach to it and to the Real itself
necessarily passes through its prior textualizaitsmarrativization in the political

unconscioué?

SecondlyThe Political Unconsciousan be considered as an attempt in bringing
together the individual subjectivity and collectivistory. The Real as inherent in the
individual subjectivity and the absent cause indfisare both inexpressible in their
totality and do not allow for a complete expressidhd comprehensible account of both
the Real and History. As Jerry Aline Flieger in tegiew of Jameson’s book maintains,
“the whole of Jameson'’s critical project...may besidared an example of
“transcoding” the “twin, apparently incommensuratiemands” of individual
subjectivity and collective history*®

However, although the exploration of the gaphim Lacanian concept of the Real
appears to be similar to Althusser’s exploitatibthe “absent cause,” Althusser
employed the term in his discussion of History ditdnot consider it in his theory of
the interpellation of the subject. As | shall dersipate in Chapter Five, whereas Lacan

explored the gap in his analysis of the Real, Afmr approached it in his reading of

“3 Frederic Jamesoithe Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Sociglymbolic AgtCornell University
Press, 1981, pp. 20-1.

“bid., p. 21.

4 Jerry Aline Flieger, “The Prison-House of Ideolo@yitic as Inmate Author,” iDiacritics, Vol. 12,
No. 3 (Autumn 1982), p. 49.
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History and its inexpressible character in languagg hence, the Symbolic.
Althusser’s concept of the absent cause in Higbers similarities with Lacan’s idea
of the lost desire in the unconscious in that lmattnot be completely experienced by
the subject. If there is an absent cause that gisego the incomplete nature of the
expression of History, there is also a desireiloite unconscious and thus never
fulfilled by the subject.

The gap Jameson identifies in the momentaofsition from the Imaginary to the
Symbolic is actually a matter of epistemology antdaf methodology. | agree with
Jameson that the real conditions of existence d¢ammexpressed in their totality; | also
agree that this proposition can serve as a ratdioalthe impossibility of a full identity
between the Imaginary and the Symbolic since taka@nditions of existence are
symbolically presented in language. What makes mayyais different from that of
Jameson can be outlined in the following points:

First, | consider the rise of this gap notydmétween the Imaginary and Symbolic
but also between language and ideology, whichvemecbnstituent parts of the
Symbolic. That is to say that there is a gap withia Symbolic itself. This gap is
distinguishable from the Lacanian argument that3ja@bolic includes a lack in that it
is constituted by language that is itself basethok. As | demonstrate later in the
thesis, the negating feature of language, howéath creates and covers this lack. |
shall also discuss Jacques-Alain Miller's consitlereof ‘suture’ as both creating and
filling in the lack between the Subject and the @tldameson’s discussion of the gap
between the Imaginary and the Symbolic, thoughimaiigand thought provoking, does
not directly concentrate on the gap between langaag ideology and the ideological
dimensions of language.

The Symbolic includes a gap that emerges beaafuhe essentially distinct
character of language and ideology, both constgutf the Symbolic. Based on their
opposition in substance, language is abstractdemlagy, in the Althusserian sense,
has a material existence. Moreover, while psychigaisais dealing with the lack in
language and the ‘lost desire’ in the unconscistractural Marxism is concerned with
the material representation of ‘the structure’ Hrelconcrete existence of ideology.

Secondly, there exists a moment in which thgesit may be analyzed from both
Lacanian and Althusserian perspectives. This momm@&npens when ideology transits
into language and, subsequently, when languageresc@eological. Furthermore,
focusing on the moments and ways psychoanalysistanctural Marxism meet, one
can consider language as both the medium and theeaging point of individual and
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social features of the subject. The subject, bexatiboth acquiring and producing
language, thus embodies both the individual anddloél in that language includes
both the particular and the universal. Languagemfthis view, is the site where both

psychoanalytical and structural Marxist insightstios subject come together.

2.4 Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, and
Marxism/Psychoanalysis Reconciliation

A key attempt to bring together Psychoanalysisiadkism that demonstrates the
possibility of a theoretical reconciliation betwe&em is found in the work of Ernesto
Laclau and Chantal Mouffe. Their publicationt#gemony and Socialist Strategy:
Towards a Radical Democratic Politi¢$985) marked a considerable development in
the history of Marxism as a result of its explicitn to psychoanalysis and post-
structuralisni'®

Laclau and Mouffe first begin to apply the psychalgtical concept of ‘suture’ to the
field of politics. Referring to Jacques-Alain Mille discussion of the double role
played by ‘suture’ in creating a lack and standmbetween the subject and the Other,
they argued that void appears in the form of aidomal“its founding discourse does not
seek to determine differential degrees efficaciithiw a topography of the social, but to
set limits on the embracing and determining cagaxievery topographical
structuration.*’ Their conception of “the hegemonic suture” thusds into
consideration “the double void” that emerged ingksentialist discourse of the Second
International. They argue that this dualism shdndabserved within the context of the
limits it offers. In other words, this dualism igedation of frontiers in that “entities
which escape structural determination are undedsésche negative reverse of the
latter.”®

Later Laclau and Mouffe seek to elaborate twary different problems” of the
subject, which are “the discursive or pre-discuesihharacter of the category of subject”
and “the relationship among different subject posg.” As for the first problem, they

briefly refer to three classical critiques of thibgect by Nietzsche, Heidegger, and

6 However, Laclau’s affirmation of post-structurafisioes not necessarily mean that he is completely a
ease with the postmodern points of view that ametitnes congenial to the post-structuralist thought
throughout his works he has recurrently pointethéocontradictory logic behind some of the postmiode
features. For example, he has critically approathegostmodern notion of refusing the grand
narratives. See Ernesto Laclau, “Politics and tineits of Modernity,” inSocial TextNo. 21, Universal
Abandon? The Politics of Postmodernism (1989)633.82.

4" Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Moufféegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radbeahocratic
Politics, London: Verso, 1985, p. 47.

8 Ibid.
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Freud that radically criticised the conceptionhd subject as “an agent both rational
and transparent to itself”, “as origin and basissiocial relations,” and “the supposed
unity and homogeneity of the ensemble of its posgi respectively. However,
concerning the second problem they present a deseldiscussion where they first
state that by the category of the subject they ydwaean “subject positions within a
discursive structure.” They closely examine tworagées of the subject of ‘Man,’ as
defined in humanism, and the subject of feminisiiterAdemonstrating how they are

discursively constructed subject positions, theypedo this conclusion that

the specificity of the category of subject canm@elstablished either through the
absolutization of a dispersion of ‘subject positian through the equally absolutist
unification of these around a ‘transcendental suibj&he category of subject is penetrated
by the same ambiguous, incomplete and polysemizabcter which overdetermination

assigns to every discursive identfity.

The “incomplete” and “polysemical” character of guhject mentioned above is in
close affinity to Laclau’s later analysis of thepassibility of a full identity both in and
within itself. His reference to ‘dislocation’ ofedtity and his concept of ‘empty
signifier’ are among his major contributions to thederstanding of the impossibility of
a full identification of and within ideology. Laalaelates the antagonism of identity to
not only its negativity and dislocationism but aledhe function of what he calls

‘empty signifier.” Elaborating on the universal ompleteness of emancipatory projects,

Laclau writes:

...any identity is ambiguous insofar as it is unableonstitute itself as a precise difference
within a closed totality. As such, it becomes atfiiog signifier whose degree of emptiness

depends on the distance that separates it frofiéness to a specific signified””

Laclau’s reference to the empty signifier is remaint of the significance of the term in
structuralist linguistics as well as Lacan’s coesadion of the relation between the
signifiers in the unconscious. However, what makesargument salient is that the idea
of emptiness in the signifier further causes tlo®mpleteness of identity and, thus,
ideological claims. Laclau’s consideration of tmepty signifier as “a signifier without

a signified” in hisEmancipation(s]1996) is Lacanian in that the signifiers in the

“9bid., p. 121.
* Ernesto Laclau, “Politics and the Limits of Modigyri Social TextNo. 21, 1989, p. 80.
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unconscious are without signified and it is onlg floating of signifiers in the
unconscious that produces a dream-work.

On the other hand, while demonstrating thetimaof empty signifiers to politics,
Laclau mentions the Saussurean perception of layggaad other signifying systems as
a system of differences and then concludes thattttality of language is involved in
each single act of signification.” He argues th#te system was not constituted by the
differences, there would no possibility of any s$iigation. Declaring that the very
possibility of the signification is the possibilitf its limits, he employs the Hegelian
notion that to think of the limits of somethingtiee same as thinking of what is beyond
those limits. Laclau thus comes to the conclusha twhat constitutes the condition
possibility of a signifying system — its limits s-also what constitutes its condition of
impossibility — a blockage of the continuous expam®f the process of
signification. Later in the same passage Laclau argues thagnysthe limits of
signification is like facing the Lacanian conceptlee Real in that in both instances
there is a subversion of the process of significatlhe subversion of the differential
nature of the signifying units is, however, in pl@lao the process where the signifiers
empty themselves of their attachment to signifidd® system can signify itself as
totality only if the signifiers are regarded as éynpg of their differential and relational
nature.

Laclau’s philosophical expansion of the relatad psychoanalysis to Marxism is
observed in the context of the ‘post-Marxism’ hadwvocating? Laclau is aware of the
different bases and concerns of both psychoanaysilassical Marxism; hence in the
beginning part of one of his papers called “Psydlabgis and Marxism” (1987) he thus

refers to these “different theoretical fields™:

To think the relationships which exist between Nsrxand psychoanalysis obliges one to
reflect upon the intersections between two thecaiefields, each composed independently
of the other and whose possible forms of mutuarezfce do not merge into any obvious

system of translation... no simple model of supplenoemrticulation is of the slightest use.

The problem is rather that of finding an index ofmparison between twp different

*L Ernesto LaclauEmancipation(s)London: Verso, 1996, p. 37.

2 For a comprehensive account of Post-Marxism saedfo Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s reply to
Norman Geras’ criticism of the concept in “Post-Mam Without Apologies,” Ernesto Laclau (ed\ew
Reflections on the Revolution of Our Tjrhendon: Verso, 1990, pp. 97-132.
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theoretical fields, but that, in turn, implies #@nstruction of a new field, within which the

comparison would make seriSe.

This “new field” Laclau is talking of is post-Maistn, which is, in his view, “the result
of a multitude of theoretico-political intervent®i Later in the paper he refers to the
Lacanian theory on the subject and argues thati#gemonic subject is the subject of
the signifier.” Laclau acknowledges his debt tod@an psychoanalytic thought when
he argues that it is “only from this logic of thgrgfier that the hegemonic relationship
as such may be conceived.” Marxism in the presemg, tin Laclau’s opinion, must
bring into consideration a number of psychoanalgtictrines. Laclau argues for a
reconsideration of Marxism'’s relation to psychogsi in that the latter provides the
logic for questions concerning identity in diffetéevels. On the other hand,
psychoanalytic theory’s emphasis on language shuoeilalso followed in Marxism.
Laclau believes that “a confluence of (post-)Mamxiand psychoanalysis” does not
merely mean “the addition of a supplement to thenfr by the latter” or the
introduction of “the unconscious instead of econdrhle argues that the coincidence
of Marxism and Psychoanalysis is “grounded on #ut that the latter is the logic
which presides over the possibility/impossibilifytbe constitution ofiny subject.

The impossibility of a full constitution of idaty and, also, of a full identification in
different subject positions is further investigated.aclau’s conception of the subject of
politics. Politics always embodies a humber of &eand claims which it never
accomplishes. These ideological terms are estaulibly antagonistic political forces
and continue to operate through political meansmgesuch as the ‘freedom of the
people’ and ‘welfare of the country’ are empty sfigns in that they are permanently
detached from what they really signify. These terassLaclau and Zac argue in their
“Minding the Gap: The Subject of Politics”, needo® “empty in order to constitute the
aims of a political competition.” They write: “arses of signifiers of the lack, of the
absent fullness, have to be constantly producpdlifics — as different from sedimented
social forms — is going to be possibfa.”

The gap between politics and what it callsi$ahe very reason for the continuity
within that politics. The subject of politics isst of all, the subject of incompleteness

not only because of its constitutive lack but beeathe subject is always wanted by the

*3 Ernesto Laclau, “Psychoanalysis and Marxism,”sra@my G. Reiter-MclIntosh, i€ritical Inquiry,
Vol. 13, No. 2, The Trial(s) of Psychoanalysis (¥&mn1987), p. 330.

> Ibid., p. 333.

%5 Ernesto Laclau and Lilian Zac, “Minding the GapeTSubject of Politics,” in Ernesto Laclau (ed.),
The Making of Political Identitiet.ondon: Verso, 1994, p. 37.
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corresponding political system to meet what thatesy wants it to meet. The
interesting point is that the system itself cameeich a state of totality and full
identification. Furthermore, the subject of poktit.aclau and Zac argue, cannot
experience a state of full identification with witlaat political system manifests.
Demonstrating the relation of the identity of thuject in a politically managed society
to different forms of identification, Laclau and&believe that any identification
always fails to achieve a fully fledged identity.

The subject of politics is analysed in Laclaugher investigations of his concept of
dislocationism, which focuses on the constitutaekl of the identity of the subject. His
analysis is influenced by the Lacanian perceptioih® subject’s identity in that it
brings into consideration Lacan’s approach to sulygy as constituted by language.
The negativity of language and its consequent doiise lack are central to Laclau’s
notion of dislocationism.

However, there have emerged a number of caigpf Laclau’s idea of making
psychoanalysis vital to Marxism. The major questimoves around the relation of the
subject to ideology: Does a political psychoanalsiist? The question originally goes
back to the inability of psychoanalysis to thorolyglaborate those moments in which,
on one hand, ideology becomes psychic and, onttiex band, the unconscious
becomes subjected to ideology. Elizabeth J. Bellaosnmenting on the conditions in
which psychoanalysis becomes political, criticideslack of a minute analysis on the

relation of the social to the individual in Laclad Mouffe’s work:

... Laclau and Mouffe would need to be more speailiout the precise nature of the
intersection between the social (as that whichna®ssence”) and the psychic, which
however fragmented, alienated, and deconstrudedirely a major factor in the
implementing of political actions ... [they] wouldvVeto pursue further the ideological
implications of what it means, in an “antagonissdtiety, for the (political) subject to
receive no response from the Other of ideology exaesignifier that represents that subject

for another signifier®

Some parts of the above criticism may be aptred based on the proposition that
language always includes ideology and this isitilerig point between the social and
the psychic. If language includes ideology, thecpgyshould have thus been
ideological too. What brings together the social Hre psychic and what makes the

*% Elizabeth J. Bellamy, “Review: Discourses of Imgibglity: Can Psychoanalysis Be Political?” in
Diacritics, Vol. 23, No. 1, (Spring 1993), pp. 34-5.
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psychic “a major factor in the implementing of pictl actions” is language that has
already embodied ideology. Hence, a theoreticaitgol to the problem of the link
between language and ideology is provided if onmesiclers the formation of an
‘ideological unconscious.’ Laclau’s concept of tampty signifier,” though original in
its formulation, emphasises the political conneotagi of the subject’s identity rather
than bringing into consideration the ways languag@verges with ideology. | shall
later examine how ideology enters language andlanguage itself becomes
ideological

Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s reconddiatof Marxism and psychoanalysis
is considered as a development of Marxism and si@anhaapproach for the analysis of
the subject that brings together both models. [eantlore, this theoretical effort is a
development of Althusser’'s model of ‘the subje@/8ubject.” As | shall fully discuss
in Chapter Four, Althusser proposed a model acogri which the subject is always
determined by ideology to meet the potentialitiethe Subject. However, Althusser did
not contemplate on the gap this model createsfstibject; accordingly, Laclau’s
exploration of the gap within the subject can betaas a development of the

Althusserian model.

2.5 Slavoj Zizek and the Ideological Barred O
A major theme in Slavoj Zizek’s theoretical projbets been an investigation into the
philosophical validity of a critical theory that@mpts to intertwine both Marx and
Hegel. Lacan provided an influence on ZiZek arisl ihrough his sophisticated reading
of Lacan that he has succeeded, arguably, in piegemreconciliation between Hegel
and Marx. Although most secondary works seek tocetk Zizek within a Lacanian
framework, the present study is mostly interestellis treatment of Althusser in his
Lacanian readings. This section thus evaluatekZizmplicit and explicit references
to Althusserian notions in his manifestly Lacanggproach to the analysis of the
subject and concentrates on Zizek’s concepts ofdbelogical fantasy’ and
‘ideological barred O’ that include manifest Altisesian-Lacanian designations.
Considered as a Lacanian scholar significantlyericed by Hegel, ZiZek is also
referred to as a Marxist. For example, Glyn Dalgsiders Zizek as one of the true
contemporary Marxists and evaluates his contrilmstias a “return to MarxX.” It is

interesting to note that Althusser’s theories, gignalled a ‘return to Marx.” However,

" See, Glyn Daly, “Marxism,” ifThe Routledge Companion to Critical Thedrpndon: Routledge,
2006, pp. 28-42.
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the difference between Althusser and Zizek in thetinrn to Marx should be explored
in the context of their relation to Hegel. Wherddthusser attempted to remove from
Marx all Hegelian traces, Zizek has particularlgidsed on the virtues of Hegel's
philosophy.

Zizek’s concern with Althusser, a Marxist whasesion of Marxism was completely
anti-Hegelian, is an interesting question to fodumight first appear that Althusser has
no relation with Hegel, Lacan, and even Zizek beeamhereas they were involved in
the analysis of the Real, Althusser was mostly eaomed with the Symbolic. In other
words, while Hegel, Zizek, and even Lacan, as gbiphers, are obsessed with the Real,
Althusser was a Marxist whose main interest watherformulation of what he called
the social complex. Althusser thus had little tp sa the Real. Instead, he explored the
mechanism of the changes in all levels of pracdtioghat he called the *social
complex.’

Whereas Zizek is mostly interested in Lacahié &f concern from the Symbolic to
the Real in the last phase of his intellectual egralthusser might be said to be one
who was mostly concerned with the Symbolic. Howeasrl shall demonstrate in
Chapter Four, the only place he appeared to fac&#al is the last part of his famous
essay on the ldeological State Apparatus wheradeeigses the dialogue between
Moses and God. Here, as in other places, Althiessgtoys the situation in order to
express his perception of ideology and the subjéuis, Althusser’s concept of
ideology is in affinity with Lacan’s the Symbolioe not the Real.

A decisive point in any attempt to bring togatiAlthusser and Lacan is their
contrary treatment of Hegel. Zizek is Hegelian lsea as a philosopher, he is
concerned with “interrogating the real.” The tetme Real, though of Lacanian origin,
may also be, in a Hegelian sense, the subjectimguphy. As | shall fully explore in
the next chapter, Hegel believed that the subjeghibosophy was the Absolute Spirit,
which could be, in a Lacanian sense, located imehkn of the Real. Thus, if | want to
present a very short interpretation of Hegel indraan terms, | should say that for
Hegel the identity of the subject and the Spirithe real’ in that it is either a rare
moment or a non-experienced one because of thefgmérception in it. As Zizek
maintains, we should not think of Lacan as Hegetialy because of the influence of
Kojeve’'s seminars on Hegel that provided an intélial background for Lacan. On the
contrary, Lacan is Hegelian in those places thahédwe himself did not recognize. The
second chapter of Zizeklaterrogating the Real2005) is entitled “Lacan — At What
Point Is He Hegelian?” He writes:
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Lacan is fundamentally Hegelian, but without knagvin His Hegelianism is certainly not
where one expects it — that is to say, in his expieferences to Hegel — but precisely in the
last stage of his teaching, in his logic of the-albtin the emphasis placed on the Real, and
the lack in the Othef.

Zizek also discusses the three stages of subjeation of the subject when s/he is a
child; these three stages happen when the chédlgesed to speech, language, and the
barred Other?

Another example of Zizek’s twofold relationAdthusser can be observed in his
references to Althusser Interrogating the Real2005). Commenting on Lacan’s
position in western academia, Zizek employs the t&fheoretical State Apparatuses.”
This phrase is a clear allusion to Althusser. Agoidgical State apparatus such as a
university becomes, for Zizek, a theoretical apperaZizek argues that universities,
though apparently an open place for discussiosgla a resistance to Lacanianism in
favour of cognitivism. This resistance also goesklda Lacan’s discourse of the
universality; Lacan’s theories, like other strualist treatments, are based on and,
hence, call for universalist claims.

Zizek has also referred to Althusser’s ISA i discussion of contemporary
approaches on theories on ideologWiapping ldeology1994). Establishing his idea
on ideologies based on Hegelian three axes — dectelief and ritual, Zizek classifies

them into three groups. They are:

ideology as a complex of ideas (theories, conuigjdeliefs, argumentative procedures);
ideology in externality, that is, the materialitiyideology, Ideological State Apparatus; and
finally, the most elusive domain, the ‘spontaneaddsblogy at work at the heart of social

‘reality’ itself.®°

As observed, Zizek’s consideration of IdeologicateéSApparatuses as the ideology in
externality already shows his affirmation of Altlses. But what is interesting is that he
critically engages Althusser while exploring thencept of fantasy. A significant
concept in Lacanian psychoanalysis, fantasy has tieeoughly analysed by Zizek

through discussing its different designations.ne of his elaborations on the term

%8 Slavoj Zizek Interrogating the Realeds. Rex Butler and Scott Stephens, London: Gouih, 2005. p.
28.

*Ibid., pp. 28-9. 5

% Slavoj Zizek, “The Spectre of Ideology,” Introdiast to Slavoj Zizek (ed.)Mapping Ideology
London: Verso, 1994, p. 9.
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Zizek considers fantasy within the Althusseriamfeavork of ideological interpellation.
He talks of ‘social fantasy’ and considers it tasekefore the Althusserian process of
interpellation:

Fantasy is then to be conceived as an imaginanasicethe function of which is to provide
a kind of positive support filling out the subjextonstitutive void. And the same goes,
mutatis mutandisfor social fantasy: it is a necessary countergaitie concept of
antagonism, a scenario filling out the voids of ¢beial structure, masking its constitutive
antagonism by the fullness of enjoyment (racisbymient, for example). This is the
dimension overlooked in the Althusser’s accourintdrpellation: before being caught in
identification, in symbolic (mis)recognition, thelgect is trapped by th@therthrough a

paradoxical object-cause of desite.

Zizek, though agreeing with the process of ideaaljinterpellation, criticises
Althusser’s ignorance of considering the sociatdap as “filling out the voids of the
social structure,” which is the factor behind tleempanent function of the interpellation.
That is to say, interpellation operates throughdsy Moreover, ZiZzek criticises the
Althusserian concept of interpellation becausestitgect in Althusser, even before the
moment of interpellation, is already a subject bing “trapped by th®ther.” Zizek’s
criticism of Althusserian interpellation has be¢soamentioned by a number of other
critics such as Anthony Ellid?

A clear example of Zizek’s conspicuous and aekadged use of the Althusserian
term of interpellation is observed in his definitiof the ‘ideological fantasy.” Here
fantasy, the term Lacan exploited to describe thgest’'s imaginary story when he/she
wants to meet his/her desire, is provided withAtliausserian designation of ideology,
that which exists everywhere and includes mosuofaets. Zizek’s discussion of
ideological fantasyn The Sublime Object of Ideologyyilluminating here in that it
demonstrates his development of both Lacanian diiigserian terms. Dealing with
the classical Marxian formula that ‘they do not wnit, but they are doing it,” Zizek
explores the “place of ideological illusion” in thets of ‘knowing’ and ‘doing.” He
argues that ‘what they overlook, what they misreisg is not the reality but the

illusion which is structuring their reality, theial social activity.” He states:

%1 bid., p. 254.
%2 See Anthony ElliottPsychoanalytical Theory: An Introductip®xford: Blackwell, 1994, p. 105.
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They know very well how things really are, butlgtiey are doing it as if they do not know.
The illusion is therefore double: it consists iredwoking the illusion which is structuring
our real, effective relationship to reality. Andstloverlooked, unconscious illusion is what

may be called thigleological fantasy®

Rex Butler and Scott Stephens, too, in their glyssaZizek’sInterrogating the Real
(2005) define fantasy as: “that which covers upirsistencies within the symbolic
order and that by which ideological interpellatiwarks today in our seemingly ‘post-
ideological’ times.®* The above examples clearly show ZiZzek’s attempipialy
Lacanian conceptualizations to Althusserian terms.

However, Zizek’'s achievements in this regardehaeen considered by many as
going ‘beyond Althusser.’ For instance, the editf&izek's Interrogating the Real
write that ZiZek, in his “decisive innovations” a®@rning fantasy, “moves beyond
someone like Althussef™ Although this proposition is true as far as Zizeklea on the
function of ideology is concerned, one should motsider Zizek’s relation to Althusser
merely as thus. Zizek’s work in going ‘beyond Aléiser’ also reminds us of his concept
of ‘beyond interpellation,” which first appearedlihe Sublime Object of Ideolady
was in this book that ZiZek talked of the psychid &eological outcomes that emerge

“beyond interpellation.” He wrote:

Althusser speaks only of the process of ideologidalpellation through which the
symbolic machine of ideology is “internalized” infwe ideological experiences of Meaning
and Truth: ... this “internalization,” by structumacessity, never fully succeeds ... there is

always a residue, a leftover, a stain of traumaigionality and senselessness sticking to
|t 66

Later in the same work Zizek proceeds to téithe always already barred Big Other
of the Symbolic. What is of the most interest Herthat Zizek regards the barred O as
ideology. It is “a fundamental impossibility, sttuced around an impossible/traumatic
kernel, around a central lack”For Zizek, this ‘central lack’ is what ideology
embodies. But the crucial point to make here iswidle Zizek identifies the barred O

of the symbolic as ideology, he does not acknowddug debt to Althusser in that it

%3 Slavoj Zizek,The Sublime Object of Ideolagyondon: Verso, 1989, pp. 32-3.

% Slavoj Zizek Interrogating the RealRex Butler and Scott Stephens (eds.), Londonti@aunm, 2005,
p. 364.

% Ibid., p. 364.

% Slavoj Zizek The Sublime Object of Ideolagy. 43.

7 Ibid., p. 122.
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was Althusser who referred to almost every actigitthe Symbolic, unless real art, as
ideology. This example is clear enough to demotestraat Zizek’'s manifest debt to
Althusser has been mostly neglected in the stuafidse former.

Apart from Zizek’s attempt to read interpellatithrough a psychoanalytic lens, there
is another clear convergence of Lacan and Althusdeis works. In the remarks above
Zizek brings together three critical concepts ahdhugh developing all three, presents
his thesis on the function of social fantasy. Th&see concepts are interpellation,
fantasy, and antagonism. More precisely, Zizek @agites Althusserian interpellation
through considering it within the Lacanian senséaofasy. Zizek has developed Lacan
in that he talks of social fantasy instead of tingoée Lacanian fantasy’ also, he has
developed Althusser since he is talking of the fiamcof ideology in regulating itself
and covering up the inconsistencies within the Sylmlorder instead of merely using
the Althusserian concept of interpellation.

Although this marks the point where Zizek magra congenial to a Lacanian-
Althusserian framework, it is a rare instance ihekis works. Zizek’s twofold response
to Althusser as well as his development of the draan-Althusserian framework” has

been thus described by Anthony Eliot:

Reconceptualizing the Lacanian-Althusserian frantepitizek looks at the ambiguous
realm of unconscious fantasy as manifested indbmlkand ideological forms of modern
culture. For Zizek, as for Althusser, ideology isimaginary field which always implies a
shared relationship to socio-political form, sustchkass, race, gender, and the like. In
contrast to Althusser, however, Zizek contendsithedlogy can never be reduced to the

cultural reproduction of meaning as such — to theifying network of language alori&.

Zizek, according to Eliot, agrees with and devel8fibusser at the level that fantasy is
connected to the ideological. That is to say, fantan also be a scenario produced in,
and after, ideological interpellation. What makékeX different from Althusser is the
former’s concern with the pre-ideological lack déology that provides its character of
permanent functioning. Moreover, what Zizek addsdth Althusser and Lacan is the
connection fantasy has to the pre-ideological. Th#a say, Zizek considers fantasy in a
pre-ideological form too, where it operates befmraway from interpellation. In a
categorization provided at the end of his chapteRoststructuralist Anxiety” Elliott

demonstrates Zizek’s development of both LacanAdtidisser. Accordingly, while

% Anthony Elliott, Psychoanalytical Theory: An Introductiop. 108.
48



Lacan was dealing with “self as narcissistic misggttion, represented through
symbolic order of language” and Althusser was comae with “individual as subject of
ideological misrecognition,” Zizek comes up witthasis that considers the “self
decentred through pre-ideological lack of desfre.”

What | want to add to Elliott’s elaboration4iZek’s thought is that the latter’s thesis
can be examined from two more angles: first, Zigelfgument focuses on the phase
before the subject’s entry into the Symbolic, orinly the process of the entry of the
subject into it in which s/he has not still becooheological and, hence, desire at this
level is not ideological either; secondly, the sahesis also includes the phase before
and even after interpellation; that is to say smhewhere between the Lacanian
symbolic order and Althusserian ideological intéigien a pre-ideological desire
operates at the level of subjective enjoyment thindiilling out the desire’s pre-
ideological lack. This pre-ideological desire iimarge of the subject’'s enjoyment in
fulfilling its void always everywhere in the lifd the subject.

What Zizek has achieved is a major contributmphilosophic thought by critically
developing and genuinely combining thoughts froffedent areas of study, from
Marxism and psychoanalysis to film and popularurelt He is manifestly politicising
psychoanalysis, on one hand, and offering ideobbggychoanalytic designation, on the
other. As demonstrated above, he has attemptedtore the identity of the subject
through both Althusserian and Lacanian insightsyeéweer, what is lacking in his
account of the subject is the theoretical incortgroetween the Lacanian unconscious
as the site of the lost desire and Althusseriaoladg as a concrete entity that is
tangibly found everywhere in the life of the subjetgain here this is the significant
role of language that should be more elaboratsdall study the mediating role of
language in Chapter Six; however, another recettaireffort in this area should be
first studied that is Judith Butler’s attempt iopiding a Hegelian reading of the

Althusserian concept of interpellation.

2.6 Judith Butler and Hegelian Interpellation

Another major recent critical voice that has calig responded to the Lacanian-
Althusserian framework of thought is Judith ButEarly in her intellectual career, she
explored Hegel’'s thought and his influence in thteliectual discourses of the mid-
twentieth century in her first booksubjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflections in
Twentieth-Century Franc@987). This Hegelian influence continued to beatigped

% Ibid., p. 113.
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in her later works. As she later wrote in the idtrotion to a reprint of the same book,
“all of my work remains within the orbit of a ceiriaset of Hegelian question5>”
Butler’s position, most famous for her conceffperformativity,” should be studied
in relation to the context of Lacan, Foucault, &edrida. However, a close reading of
the concept of performativity reveals that it isaain affinity with, and influenced by,
the Althusserian version of ideology. In Althusseis the performance of our relation
to others and especially to ideological institui@dhat permanently reproduces the
condition of subjecthood. Butler’'s evaluation ottlsser’s theory on ideological
interpellation is observed Bxcitable Speech: A Politics of the Performatwel,
particularly, The Psychic Life of Power: Theories of Subjecboth published in 1997.
Butler, like ZiZek, is critically engaged inetilthusserian concept of interpellation.
But what makes the present thesis closer to Bsttedding than that of Zizek is that
she introduces Althusser’s theory while at the sime providing an account of
language. IrExcitable SpeecButler is interested in the power language exantthe
subject. She begins her book with an investigatitmthose moments in which the
subject is “injured by language.” “When we claimhi@ve been injured by language,”
she asks, “what kind of claim do we mak&Believing that we all ascribe an agency to
language and become “its injurious trajectory,”|Buargues that not only there is a
close relation between language and power butlatgpage is itself the power we are

speaking of. That is why she presents her arguofaht “linguistification” of the
political field” with references to both Althussand Foucault.

In her evaluation of the Althusserian “scenkinterpellation she employs key
Hegelian insights. Hegel’'s discussion of the emaecg of self-consciousness in the
identity of the slave implied an inter-subjectiygposition. That is to say, the
master/slave dialectic always includes a strugglthe slave’s identity between two
subjectivities before and after the rise of thé-sehsciousness. Therefore, ideological
interpellation does not necessarily need two petaphee manifested. It could be a self-
reflexive phenomenon.

The same treatment of Althusserian theoryse abserved iThe Psychic Life of
Power, where she dedicates a chapter to ‘Althusser’'gstibn.’ In the beginning of
her discussion Butler mentions that the Althusset@ancept of interpellation, albeit
with “objections,” is a doctrine that “continuesdorvive its critique.” Butler focuses on

the Althusserian moment of interpellation, in whtble individual turns his/her head to

0 Judith Butler Subjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflections in Twéi@entury FranceNew York:
Columbia University Press, 1987, p. Xiv.
™ Judith Butler Excitable Speech: A Politics of the PerformatiMew York: Rutledge, 1997, p. 1.
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the call of the police. Her treatment, howevedifierent in that she considers the
Althusserian scene to be “exemplary and allegatiGdie presents an analysis of the
different aspects of the act of “turning round,tda@ven connects it to Nietzsche’s
perception of ‘conscience’ and the question ofltguBelieving that “the mention of
conscience in Althusser’s “Ideology and IdeologiStdte Apparatuses” has received
little critical attention,” Butler contends thah# theory of ideology is supported by a
complicated set of theological metaphors.” Butleiteg that the example Althusser
brings of the constitution of the subject by Godhia story of Peter clearly shows the

‘power’ of ideology in Althusser’s account. Thus,

the divine power of naming structures the theorintdrpellation that accounts for the
ideological constitution of the subject. Baptisneeplifies the linguistic means by which
the subject is compelled into social being. God emfeter,” and this address establishes
God as the origin of Peté&t.

In the Althusserian scene of interpellation, howewe face a different narration
because there are already a police and an addigessst in the scene. We cannot say
that the addressee, before being addressed bylibe,pwvas not a subject. The act of
submission to the police call, the ‘turning roundelf, presupposes a grammatical

subject. Consequently, Butler writes:

If that submission brings the subject into beihgrtthe narrative that seeks to tell the story
of that submission can proceed only by exploitirgngmar for its fictional effects. The
narrative that seeks to account for how the sulgi@ctes into being presumes the

grammatical “subject” prior to the account of iengsis’

She argues that there should also be a grammatibgdct that first “turns back on
itself” and then on the call from the police. “Catesed grammatically,” Butler
contends, “it will seem that there must first bsusédject who turns back on itself, yet |
will argue that there is no subject except as aequence of this very reflexivity®
This is the moment when interpellation finds aeirgubjective form. That is to say,
interpellation happens, but first in the identifyttoe subject and then as a response to

the call from the police. This Butlerian notionllaminating in that it provides the

"2 Judith Butler The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subject®tanford: Stanford University Press,
1997, pp. 111-2.

3 Ibid., p. 112.

" Ibid., p. 68.
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Althusserian term with a Hegelian inflection. ButdeHegelian reading of Althusser
appears to be innovative if one reviews Althusseéeiunciation of Hegel in the
former’s whole critical project.

Butler demonstrates her difference from Altleuse that she argues that language
should not be confined to speech as it is undedsitodlthusser's example of hailing.
In Excitable SpeecButler believes that language should not be thbafmerely in the
form of language. Although “the inauguration of gubject” according to most theories
of subjection, and also that of Butler, is “lingigs’ we should also note that “the
constitutive modality of ‘language’ need not be fooed to speech as Althusser

"> \What is of central interest is that Butler, tbelieves that the subordination

implies.
of the subject takes place through language. Bhat $ay, language is not only the
medium but also the context in which ideologicaérpellation happens.

In her development of the ‘iterability’ of tiseibject, a concept coined by Derrida and
later developed throughout his intellectual café@&utler is directly involved in the
expansion of a number of other concepts from AkkuysLacan, and Foucault. Though
influenced by Derrida, Butler is actually dealinghwvhat is unrealized in Foucauldian
account of the discursive constitution of the sobi/ Foucault. Hence, although she
has been widely referred to as a critic workingwmta Foucauldian paradigm, Butler’s
position should be assessed as a critical developaofié¢-oucault by using, among other
influences, Lacanian psychoanalysis. In other wasts first considers identity as a
politically oriented question and, then, interpiiethrough psychoanalysis. Believing
that there is a connection between power and thehps Butler is explicitly combining
Foucault and Lacan.

However, Butler's emphasis on a radical comsivism separates her from that
branch of contemporary critical theory that catislfnguistic determinism. Here she
seems to be also different from Lacan whose emglmasianguage, as a major
constituent part of the Symbolic, allows no spawelie autonomous acts of the subject.
Butler's ‘agent’ seems to more freely act in thateat s/he is located whereas there is
almost no chance for the Lacanian subject to camefathe framework language has
created for him/her. This is where Butler distanteself from the essentially

determinist character of structuralist theoriesl edmes close to a post-structuralist

"5 Vicki Kirby, Judith Butler: Live TheoryLondon: Continuum, 2006, p. 95.

"8 lterability can be defined as the possibility epeating utterances and writings over and ovemndgai
different contexts, which allows them to be intetpd differently. Derrida develops the term in the
essays of hid.imited Ing for example, see Jacques Derrida, “SignaturenE@entext,” inLimited Ing

ed. Gerald Graff, trans. Samuel Weber and JeffreplMan, Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1988, , pp. 1-25.
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standpoint where, particularly in Derrida, the sgbjhas the ability to deconstruct.
However, Butler’s favourite term in this regardds-institutionalize,” which is
arguably of Foucauldian origin.

Of all the critics examined in the present ¢eeButler, along with Laclau and
Mouffe, are the only figures that do not seem tdnigialy critical of post-structuralism.
In Bodies That Matte(1993) Butler considers the possibility of agemcy consistent
process of reiteration. For her, recitation camehsignification as well. The process of
reiteration can be both reinforcing and undermirsiggnifying conventions. Veronica

Vasterling points to Butler’s view on the relatiohthe subject to language, stating:

The trouble with Butler's account of the relati@ivieeen language and subject is ... that
almost invariably the subject is cast as being ttooted and reconstructed by the signifying
chains of language. The subject is not completassive, for its activity of citing is a
necessary condition of its (re)construction. ThamfButler legitimately can claim that the

subject does not simply undergo the process afdnsyructior”

The subject always already finds itself in a largguavith more or less established
signifying conventions. Yet, there is room for intigeness here: we can, intentionally,
try to redirect the signifying conventions we aleady positioned in. The subject, in
Butler, can aim to re-signify the conventional foamd content of the language he/she
has been already constituted by.

Butler’'s consideration of the subject is like tAristotelian idea of the soul, one that
forms and frames the body. As | shall explore latghe thesis, Edmund Ortigues in his
Le discourse et le symbd£962) sharply differentiated the ear from the ayd related
them to the different realms of the Symbolic arel lthaginary. We encounter and enter
the Imaginary through our eyes and become awatteedbymbolic through our ears.
Thus, the person we see is nothing but an entibpdy, whereas what we speak to is
the subject.

The present thesis bears similarity to Butleriical project for two major reasons.
First, whereas she reads the Foucauldian concguivedér using Lacanian
psychoanalysis, the present study has attemptappimach the Althusserian concept of
ideology through a Lacanian emphasis on languag#eBdoes not specifically talk of
a Lacanian-Althusserian framework; however, heuargnt on ‘the linguistification of

the political field’ is following a Lacanian-Foudaian framework; her concept of the

""Veronica Vasterling, “Butler's Sophisticated Constivism: A Critical Assessment,” idypatia, Vol.
14, No. 3 (Summer 1999), p. 28.
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Performative is based on approaching the Foucautdiacept of power through
Lacanian psychoanalysis. Foucault's concept ofodisse functions on the way
ideology, in its Althusserian sense, creates stbj@at of individuals. What links
ideology to discourse is Foucault’'s concept ofpdsitif’ that bears similarities to the
Althusserian concept of the Ideological State Appases. The discursive constitution
of the subject can be thus examined also in theegbof the ISAs.

Secondly, what appears to be highly importanBiutler, that is the relation of the
agent to language, is of central interest hereleBstapproach to language is one of the
rare examples of contemporary critical thought tiesrs resemblance to the way
language is exposed in my analysis. Moreover, kgloeation of the struggle between
the individual agent and institutionalization isniaiscent of the conflict between
Lacanian emphasis on the subject’s language armligderian focus on the ideologies
interpellating the subject. Butler's discussioritad relation of the agent to language,
which is either undermining or reinforcing the centions, is instrumental to my
reading of inter-subjective dialectic between thkjscts in a novel especially when a

character faces the other languages exposed tbérnm/

2.7 Concluding Remarks
This chapter has examined those critical and thieafevorks that have attempted to
make a parallel use of both the Lacanian and A$trian theories of the subject and to
discuss the position of the subject between langaag ideology. In its early
applications, the ‘Lacanian-Althusserian paradigras both employed and harshly
criticised in the area of film theory and criticishmcanian and Althusserian theories of
the subject were also applied in cultural studigbaut a deep investigation of the
problems that emerge in such convergence.

| also demonstrated that Fredric Jameson dpedlthe problem in the Lacanian
model of subjectivity by referring to the gap emeggn the transmission from the
Imaginary to the Symbolic. He also commented ohudgser’s relation to Lacan by
relating the Althusserian ‘the absent cause’ toLtheanian ‘the Real.” Though original
in his findings, Jameson’s response to a Lacaniimi8serian framework needs two
reconsiderations: first, although he analyzes thleusserian concept of ‘the absent
cause’ in History, he does not consider it as ims#@ntal in the Althusserian analysis of
subjectivity constitution through ideological inpetlation; secondly, although he

concentrates on the gap that is formed in the ittansf the subject from the Imaginary
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to the Symbolic, he does not directly focus on edogan-Althusserian critical
perspective.

Laclau and Mouffe’s critical project, which bgs together both Marxism and
Psychoanalysis, has provided an ingenious notidheofubject of politics with
reference to the Lacanian insights concerning ¢mstitutive lack of the subject and its
identity. Laclau’s concept of ‘empty signifier iisnovative in that it explores how the
impossibility of society and other signifying syste continue to exist through the
impossibility of a full identification within botidentity and ideology. Laclau’s concept
of ‘empty signifier’ tends to bring both Lacan’s phasis on language as constructing
the subject’s identity and Althusser’s perceptibthe impossibility of the Subject.
However, as | shall demonstrate later in the thélsesLacanian and Althusserian
theories of the subject can be also evaluated ththeyexploration of what is called in
the thesis as ‘ideological signifier’ that demoasts the close association between the
Lacanian concept of linguistic alienation and tH#hésserian concept of ideological
interpellation.

As for Zizek, | showed how he provides a twdfoésponse to Althusser. Zizek
criticises Althusser’s overlooking of seeing theiabfantasy as “filling out the voids of
the social structure.” Moreover, he criticises Alusserian concept of interpellation
because the subject in Althusser, even before thmant of interpellation, is already a
subject by being “trapped” by ti@ther. However, Zizek's concept of ‘the ideological
Barred O’ appears to be an explicit affirmativep@sse to the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic in that it brings together both the Aklsarian definition of ideology as present
everywhere and the Lacanian perception of the ddtber as constitutive of the
Symbolic. However, as | will explore in the thesaguage-ideology relation creates
challenging problems particularly as far as itasgsidered as the convergence of lack
(language) and material (ideology).

Judith Butler, though not explicitly considegithe problem, has critically confronted
Althusser’s concept of interpellation while stdéimaining loyal to him. Her reference to
interpellation as happening within the subjectantity and, thus, having an inter-
subjective character, proves to be of close affitutwhat the present thesis aims at
demonstrating. Interpellation does not always re&dpersons to happen; it can take
place within the identity of the subject. If we saer language as the battlefield of
ideologies and the context in which the subjeattisrpellated, then, Butler’ concept of
‘the agent’ and its relation to language provideslative freedom for the agent in
reconstructing his/her identity. Butler’s idea loétagent, as distinguishable from the
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Lacanian concept of the subject, is crucial to mgueent concerning Stephen Dedalus
act of reconstructing his identity in the penultimahapter of the present thesis.
Employing both Lacanian and Althusserian theof the subject in their works, the
above critics have not focused on the problemspaimdiples of the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic as a model for understandimgjectivity. As demonstrated in the
chapter, none of these critical efforts achievgrdreesis of the two models. As | shall
discuss later in the thesis, language/ideologk/iaaterial, and alienation/interpellation
relations as well as other ways in which thesettveories directly come across each
other should be investigated more thoroughly. lIdhat study the subject-object
relations in rationalism and romanticism, which\pded two distinguishable
conceptions of the subject for both Lacanian artdiuserian models of subjectivity. In
the following chapter I will present a study of tBartesian and Hegelian subjects and
will examine both the identity and non-identitytb&é subject-object dual pair. | shall
focus on the incompleteness and alienation of thgetian subject in order to further
investigate the subject’s identity in both Lacaréaua Althusserian theories.
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Chapter Three:
The Cartesian and Hegelian Subjects:
The Subject-Object Separation and Identity

3.1 Introduction

Demonstrating the salient features of the CartemmthHegelian subjects, this chapter
concentrates on their approach to the subject-blgéation and its affinity with the
subject’s identity. As | shall argue in ChaptersiFand Five, a close study of the
Cartesian subject is illuminating in exploring tbecanian and Althusserian conceptions
of subjectivity in that both were anti-Cartesiartheir critique of the autonomous,
rationalist, and centred character of the Cartesidnject. Furthermore, a study of the
Hegelian perception of the subject-object idenityves to be illuminating in a further
exploration of Lacan’s perception of the subjectvali as in developing the
Althusserian model of the ‘subject/Subject.’

This chapter thus attempts to categorize tagsatal modern treatments of the subject
into two major groups of the Cartesian and Hegddialnjects. | shall closely study these
two conceptions of the subject in that they progidemajor philosophical background
for both the Lacanian and Althusserian theoriethefsubject. As far as the early
modern rationalist perception of the subject isceoned, | shall outline major features
of the Cartesian subject as well as the conseqsaidbe Cartesian perception of the
subject that played a major role in the theorisatibthe subject prior to German
Idealist philosophy. As for Romantic doctrines loé subject and its identity, | seek to
present a study of German Idealist treatment ofthgect and its close affinity with
nature. This study proves to be central to thegrethesis in that, on one hand, the
Lacanian theory of the subject was highly influehbg the Hegelian concept of the
subject and, on the other hand, | seek to criyigallestigate the Althusserian model of
subjectivity in the coming chapter through a Heayelapproach to the subject’s identity.

This chapter consists of two major sectionst i study the Cartesian subject as both
rationalist and objectified. Following this, | wilutline the mind/body dualism that
resulted in the further establishment of the subpbgect separation and the rise of other
binary oppositions. The study of the Cartesianestthig vital in a further exploration of
the subject/object binary opposition that was latéicised not only in the Hegelian
perception of the subject but also in both Lacaiiath Althusserian models of
subjectivity.
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Secondly, a discussion will be presented orHibgelian subject with reference to the
significance of Nature in German Idealism. | skeaiblore how the subject-object
relation in German Idealism was treated in the @danof the subject-nature identity.
Accordingly, I shall also discuss Hegel's perceptid the subject-nature identity with
reference to the Romantic signification of the aptof Nature. The Hegelian subject
iIs marked by an incompleteness that | shall lateiglinto consideration in my analysis
of the subject’s incompleteness in both Lacan altlduaser. Finally, | shall outline the
major key points in my analysis of the Cartesiad Hegelian subjects that are
important to my later discussion of both Lacaniad Althusserian concepts of the

subject.

3.2 The Cartesian Subject as the Objectified Subjé&c

Rationalism, Centrality, and the Subject-Objet Separation
Descartes’ approach to the ‘subject’ is regardea decisive shift in the prehistory of
the term. Descartes’ famous cogito argument isidensd as his most significant
contribution to the definition of the ‘subject.” @lCartesian subject is also widely
referred to in modern criticism and theory part&ly when the aim is to trace the
origins of the modern subject. However, the terne®a major part of its significance
to Descartes’ involvement and inventions in natptalosophy, which, in the
seventeenth-century context, was the familiar tenmvhat we now call “science’®

Arguing that the Cartesian notion of the subprovided it with an ‘objectified’
character in a way that it ultimately changed fritsrapparent form of the subject of
knowing into the object of knowing, the presenttiggcseeks to demonstrate how the
centrality of the rational subject in Descartesities! in the further establishment of the
Cartesian binary oppositions. Hence, an analysiBetertainty and centrality of the
Cartesian subject will be presented, which | slaédir refer to in my discussion of the
Lacanian and Althusserian anti-humanist percepaicthe subject as not a free and
decision maker individual.

My analysis of ‘the Cartesian subject as thedlonf knowing’ includes a discussion
of the mind/body pair as the major binary opposiiio Descartes. Descartes’ idea of
the independence of mind and the consequent stdipgstt separation was later
criticised in both the Hegelian and twentieth-ceptheories of subjectivity. Therefore,

drawing out the major features of the Cartesianfestilis necessary in my analysis of

8 See lan Maclean’s ‘introduction’ in René Descarfe®iscourse on the Methptrans. lan Maclean,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006, p. Vii.

58



the Lacanian and Althusserian theories of subjiégtin that both sought to reverse the

strict foundations of the Cartesian concept ofsiigject.

3.2.1 “Cogito ergo sum”:

Certainty and Centrality of the Rational Sibject
The Cartesian cogito argument brings into constaerahe certainty of the subject’s
existence. Descartes first referred to this argunmef Discourse on the Method
Elaborating on the errors of those who “make missak reasoning, even about the
simplest elements of geometry” and consideringhbeghts in our dreams as

“illusions,” he wrote:

I noted that, while | was trying to think of aflihgs being in this way, it was necessarily
the case that |, who was thinking them, had todmeething; and observing this trutham
thinking therefore | existvas so secure and certain that it could not b&eshby any of the
most extravagant suppositions of the scepticsjded that | could accept it without scruple,

as the first principle of the philosophy | was sagK®

The frequently-quoted proposition “I think, therefd am,” was first expressed by
Descartes in French as “je pense donc je suislali® equivalent, “cogito ergo sum,”
however, has come to be universalized because Bescesed it in Latin later in both
his Principles of Philosophgnd the Latin version & Discourse on the Methodhe
cogito argument is the first modern philosophicglanent concerning the subject’s
certainty of his existence and consciousness, ltatentas later radically criticised in
German Idealism and both the Lacanian and Althiesséneories of the subject.

Although both the English “subject” and Frerishjet” refer to the grammatical
function of the “I” used in the above proposititime term has come to denote in
Descartes a person who, by the means of his/heome® mind, overcomes his/her
doubts. The first doubt that is resolved for thet€aan subject is thus its own
existence. This state of certainty, according tedaetes, is and should be met in facing
other philosophical questions. Certainty, regara&dne of the major characteristics of
the Cartesian subject, is in close affinity to sject’s self-consciousness.

Descartes’ criticism of the subjectivity provitley scholastic philosophy is clearly
observed in his attitude towards the subject andbtilities. While the human being was

thought of as a determined ‘microcosm’ in schotasitn, for Descartes s/he was

" René Descarted) Discourseon the Methodtrans. lan Maclean. Oxford: Oxford University &g
2006, p. 28.
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considered as free and capable of autonomous degisaking. The human being, by
which it is meant here the mind of human being, wegsrded in Descartes as a
‘macrocosm’ that was both free and truth-seekingnajor part of the Cartesian
philosophy, especially iMeditations on First Philosophyas dedicated to arguments
on the human being’s search for truth through #ip bf her/his independent and free

thinking mind. The famous first lines of M&editationsclarify such a view:

Some years ago | was struck by the large numbisghoods that | had accepted as true in
my childhood, and by the highly doubtful natureted whole edifice that | had subsequently
based on them. ... it is necessary ... to demeligiything completely and start again right
from the foundations if | wanted to establish aimglat all in the sciences that was stable

and likely to lasf’

While man’s ability in coming up with a cleadigpendent understanding of himself
was degraded and even sometimes rejected in Sthlass Descartes believed in the
power of man’s mind in finding answers for thelstilanswered, or forbidden,
philosophical questions. Descartes’ philosophieager was, in essence, contradictory
to one of the premises of scholasticism, which thaselief in the microcosmic
character of man. However, any attempt to violageunderstanding of mankind based
on Christian teachings provided by such ‘SchoolnaanThomas Aquinas and Duns
Scotus was formally condemned by the Church.

The scholastic philosophy, the philosophy @&f tBchoolmen,” was officially taught
in the early seventeenth century. Descartes beeamqeinted with the scholastic
philosophy when he was a student in the JesuieGelbf La Fleche in Anjou. Later in
his A Discourse on the Methdd637) he criticized the foundations of scholastic
philosophy. Reviewing all the materials he had heeight at college, Descartes wrote
of the philosophy courses he attended:

I shall not say anything about philosophy except,ttvhen | realized that it had been
cultivated by the best minds for many centuries, thiat nevertheless there is nothing in it
that is not disputed and consequently is not stibjedoubt, | was not so presumptuous as

to hope to succeed better than others... As for tier @isciplines, in so far as they borrow

8 René Descartesyleditations on First Philosophytrans. and ed. John Cottingham, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 12.
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their principles from philosophy, | concluded thathing solid could have been built on

such shaky foundatiors.

Clearly expressing his critical view on the schtiaghilosophy, Descartes here argues
that “nothing solid can have been built on suctkghiaundations” of the philosophy
that everything in it is “disputed” and “subjectdoubt.” Descartes continued to
criticize different aspects of scholasticism in diker works. As Roger Ariew has
observed, almost every subject related to schol#stught was criticized by Descartes.
“He rejected the four elements,” Ariew states, “dwettd that there was only one kind of
matter, and that all its varieties could be ex@dias modifications of extensioff.”
Descartes was also highly critical of Aristotledea of the triad principles of matter,
form, and privation. Scholastic philosophy was alsticised by Descartes particularly
when he rejected the Aristotelian doctrine of thiestantial forms that was dominant in
the middle Ages.

Descartes’ insistence on reaching the statemioty in natural philosophy highly
influenced the scientific developments of modenmes. Descartes’ aim, as mentioned
in A Discourse on the Methpdias to make use of the certainty of mathematrbs;h

he largely contributed to, in other fields of studyrder to promote them:

| was most keen on mathematics, because of itaiegriand the incontrovertibility of its
proof; but | did not yet see its true use. Beligvas | did that its only application was to the
mechanical arts, | was astonished that nothing rewaéied had been built on such sure and

solid foundation§®

As observed, Descartes here focuses on the ngcekstientific developments in his
own time as compared to that of the “ancient,”rlate referred to in the same passage.
The characteristic feature of Cartesian philosaphig close association with Cartesian
mathematics and logic. Such a relation betweergbdhy and science paved the way
for the contribution of Cartesian philosophy to Hugentific developments of modern
times. Consequently, we can propose that Descattempted to resolve the doubts
existing in the natural sciences based on the ratharriving at truth in mathematical
sciences. As Anthony Kenny writes:

81 René Descartes, Discourse on the Methpg. 10.

82 Roger Ariew, “Descartes and Scholasticism: Thellettual Background to Descartes’ Thought” in
The Cambridge Companion to Descaytéshn Cottingham (ed.), Cambridge: Cambridge Usitye
Press, 1992, pp. 65.

8 René Descartes, Discourse on the Methog. 9.
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The pursuit thus far of the method of doubt woelad to the conclusion that the natural
sciences are doubtful, while the mathematical seistave an element of indubitable
certainty. For example, astronomy, and medicinéw#&h composite objects, while
arithmetic and geometry treat of very simple ang ¢general objects without worrying

whether these objects exist in nature or’fiot.

Descartes was smertain of the truth of his philosophical project thatreéused to
consider his cogito argument as being influencedlagsical logic. He believed that the
cogito argument was intuitively felt and not deddié®m two other elementary

sentences, as it was the case in the syllogiggic laf Scholasticism. For example,

Everything having large extremities is strong (all Bis A)
All lions have large extremities (all Cis B)
All lions are strong @lcCigA

Based on this syllogistic logic the cogito argumenght have been deduced as follows:

Whatever is thinking exists

| am thinking

Therefore | exist

Relying on the above proposition in his philosophareer, Descartes refused to
accept that it was deduced from such a logic, winak followed in scholastic
philosophy. He rather argued that the propositicai thinking therefore | exist” was
so self-evident that needed no such logic behinthits, however, is a demonstrative
example of Descartes’ firm belief in his cogito @amgent as well as the truth behind it.
The Cartesian subject resolves the doubts ainesaiat the state of certainty by his
rational thinking. Descartes was one of the firsdern philosophers that emphasized
the significance and functionality of man’s reasda.ironically mentions at the
beginning ofA Discourse on the MethdHat everyone thinks that he has what is called

“good sense,” which has come to be the equivalergason:

8 Anthony KennyDescartes: A Study of His PhilosopiBristol: Thoemmes Press, 1993, p. 16.
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Good sense is the most evenly distributed thirthenworld; for everyone believes himself
to be so well provided with it that even those vane the hardest to please in every other
way do not usually want more of it than they alyehdve. Nor is it likely that everyone is
wrong about this; rather, what this shows is thatgower of judging correctly and of
distinguishing the true from the false (which isatts properly called good sense or reason)

is naturally equal in all mefi.

The question of the presence of “reason” in &subjectivity is not important for
Descartes merely because he argues that, abé cate, everyone is endowed with it.
The real question, as later developed by Descartib® same work, is that one should
be aware of howeis to educate and emplbys own reasonMan’s reason should be
critical in self-overcoming and the resolving ofutids in order to arrive at truth.
Reason, “the power of judging correctly and distisbing the true from the false” was
the most significant and spectacular feature ofdheesian subject. Descartes argued
for the distinguishing power of reason that wasotigterved in imagination and the five

Senses:

For after all, whether we are awake or asleep, wghbnever to let ourselves be convinced
except on the evidence of our reason. And it lsetmoted that | say ‘our reason’, and not
‘our imagination’ or ‘our senses. ... for reason does dictate us that what we see or
imagine in this way is true. But it does certaidigtate that all our ideas or notions must

have some foundations in truth.

Descartes’ frequent references to the significamzecapabilities of reason and his
emphasis on the role played by rationality in thialelishment of a new framework of
thought was, to a large extent, influential in &meergence of rationalism in the latter
part of the seventeenth century.

The certainty of the Cartesian subject is irafj@lrto its centrality. The cogito
argument provides the rational ‘I’ of the propasitiwith a centralized position where it
Is viewed as the opposite of the emotional ‘I.” Teetainty and rationality of the
Cartesian subject separate it from its emotiohssidns, doubts, and, as later discussed,
body and nature. The ego of the Cartesian sulgebtus consciously aware of itself and

becomes a centred part of the subject; whatevapposition to it is regarded as

8 René Descartes, Discourse on the Methog. 5.
% Ibid., p. 34.

63



supplementary and marginal. This is where the éxsimple of the subject-object
opposition emerges in Descartes.

The Cartesian subject required a state ofiogytan order to resolve his doubts and
arrive at truth. In mathematics, too, certaintg isindamental principle that provides a
basis for the other practices. This principle,daled in both mathematics and
Descartes’ concept of man, endows the Cartesigedubith a ‘centred’ characteristic.
The idea of the centrality of the Cartesian subjact be interpreted in two ways: first,
the rational mind is the centre of the Cartesidijesui, and, second, the Cartesian
subject has a centralist tendency in its projésh, however, can also be seen in the
context of Descartes’ affinity with humanism, actiog to which man became the
centre.

The centrality of the Cartesian subject shdagchlso viewed in relation to nature and
other subjects. The Cartesian subject is centrddaegrounded in comparison to its
surroundings. Whereas man was conceived of as itre4-ecosmos in scholastic
philosophy, it was the macro-cosmos itself in daimanism and Cartesian philosophy.
The Cartesian conception of the subject did nosictan it as the micro-cosmos subject;
on the contrary, the subject was here provided aitlautonomous and rational feature.
Hence the idea of the subject as independent daaisaker originality goes back to the
centred position of both the reason, in opposittemotions, and the rational subject,
in contrast to nature.

Exploring the Cartesian subject’s characterestainty and centrality is instrumental
in my later analysis of both Lacanian and Althusseconcepts of the subject in that
they were both fundamentally critical of these eletaristics of the subject. As | shall
return to this in Chapters Four and Five, the Adgarian theory of the subject criticised
the certainty of the subject in that it was noefeend autonomous because of its ongoing
subjection of/to ideology; also, the Lacanian pptica of the subject deprived it of its
certainty because of the inevitable consequenctgeafonstant presence of the Other.
Moreover, as | later demonstrate, the Althusser@rcept of the subject considered it
as de-centred when positioned in the levels anctipes of the social formation; the
Lacanian perception, too, approached the subjed¢-a@entred in that it is was not only

subject to the Other but also to its own unconsciou
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3.2.2 The Cartesian Subject Objectified:

Mind/Body Opposition and the Subject-ObjecSeparation
The Cartesian subject, by which | mean not onlystiigect as manifested in Cartesian
philosophy but also the modern subject that wasacheristically Cartesian in view,
was an anti-sceptical and truth seeking subject atteanpted to understand all objects
and phenomena by the power of his/her reasoning.rmascartes emphasized the
major role of the rational mind in arriving at tnuhroughout his entire philosophical
career. What | want to demonstrate is that theeSeam subject, considered as the
knowing subject, transmitted to a stage of obj@etifon caused by the mind/body
opposition.

The knowing of the mind of the subject by thadntself resulted in a double attitude
towards the mind as both the subject and the aliganind Descartes meant the
reasoning mind, that which embodies the ‘intelles it is observed in the above
extracts from his works, Descartes believed thattind might sometimes provide us
with a false understanding of the world aroundras.example, he argued that while we
are asleep, we do not have true distinguishingoreddoreover, he maintained that our
true reasoning mind is not found in what we perediy our senses.

In Descartes’ philosophy the body and mind veenesidered to be of two different
essences. Accordingly, one should also differemti@tween the mind and brain. The
mind, in Cartesian philosophy, was attributed aatt@ristic that made it come close to

soul. Descartes thus argued the distinguishabtarkaf mind:

What else am I? ... | am not the structure of limihéchv is called a human body. | am not
even some thin vapour which permeates the limbw/ind, fire, air, breath, or whatever |
depict in my imagination; ... | know that | existgtiguestion is, what is this ‘I’ that | know?
If the ‘I' is understood strictly as we have beaking it, then it is quite certain that
knowledge of it does not depend on things of whidstence | am as yet unawarel.he
mind must therefore be most carefully diverted fromsuch things if it is to perceive its
own nature as distinctly as possibl&’

Whereas the significance of the reasoning nsralways repeated in Descartes’
works, he renounced thmdyof the subject, which, he believed, was the mind’s
counterpart. Hence, the mind/body dualism is on@®fonspicuous characteristics of
Cartesian philosophy. Subsequently, the Cartesibjest is a mind-directed subject

87 René DescarteMeditations on First Philosophyp. 18-19. (Bolds mine)
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that seems to neglect his body. The Cartesian ciitgjiies on the power of his
reasoning mind firmly and without any doubts comnmthe sceptics.

A major point here is that the Cartesian sutgdoust in his rational mind was in a
way that he contemplated all aspects of his liféheyhelp of the power of his reason.
Descartes was so certain of both the necessityratidof such a practice that he called

man’s mind a “thinking thing.” He wrote:

At present, | am not admitting anything except whkatecessarily true. | am, then, in the
strict sense only a thing that thinks; that isnla mind, or intelligence, or intellect, or
reason — words whose meaning | have been ignofamtibnow. But for all that | am a
thing which is real and which truly exists. But wkiand of a thing? As | have just said — a
thinking thing®

Considering the mind as a “thinking thing” caniberpreted as Descartes’ method of,
and contribution to, the idea of ‘objectifying thend.’ By this phrase | mean two
apparently distinct views on the mind: first, thenchis here considered as an object, a
“thing,” and not an object of study. That is to $hg mind is an object per se, a thing in
itself. The immediate consequence of such a viglwasoncretization and
materialization of the mind. On the other handnastioned above the subject is
thought of in Cartesian philosophy as nothing ke ‘mind, or intelligence, or intellect,
or reason”. As a result, objectifying the mind wally means objectifying the subject. In
consequence, the subject is objectified in theogbiphy of Descartes.

Secondly, objectifying the mind can also beiripteted as considering the mind as an
object for study, something man wants to explowk @timately take control of. The
objectified subject thus means the subject thabjsctified by his own rational mind.
That is to say that the rational and thinking Caige subject takes control of not only
his own body but also mind. The mind, as well &shal other objects around us,
becomes the object of study in Cartesian philosophy

My approach to the objectified mind of the @arén subject is distinguishable from
other accounts of Descartes that have discussadda®f objectivity in his philosophy.
Descartes. For example, Hiram Caton, inThe Origin of Subjectivity: An Essay on
Descarteq1973), has elaborated on the concept of objagtiniCartesian philosophy
based on Descartes’ theory of sensation. Dealitig the differences between the

Aristotelian and Cartesian theories of vision, @gtoints to Descartes’ attempts in

8 René DescarteMeditations on First Philosophy. 18.
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considering the mind as a machine. He believesDbatartes ultimately came up with
a “mechanistic theory on sensation,” and his theoryision led to “remarkable
discoveries” that are all standardized in “conterappphysiological optics®

Reviewing the present analysis of the Cartesidoject, one can come to the
conclusion that Descartes’ knowledge of naturalgsiophy on one hand and his belief
in the unshakeable foundations of mathematics emther hand had inevitably
coloured his views on subjectivity. The developnardcience, as Descartes called for,
was a process in parallel to the development of. ke principles of the process of
scientific development should be followed in theqass of man’s development too.
Presenting the project &ules for the Direction of the Mind 1628, Descartes
attempted to establish a new set of rules for theelpment of science and the
emergence of a new subject

The Cartesian subject owns a rational and realenind according to which he
thinks, acts, and arrives at truth. As it is expliiicseen in the three maxims Af
Discourse on the Methaahd the order of the rules in Hitsiles for the Direction of the
Mind, the Cartesian subject is supposed to go throiifgreht ordered rules in order to
grasp a scientific or philosophical truithThe Cartesian subject was supposed to follow
and rely on mathematical principles, which inclegetainty, rationality, centrality, and
order. The Cartesian subject was an objectifiegestim that it was not only considered
as a “thinking thing” but also was both taught amade to follow these principles.

Cartesian philosophy, in its emphasis on thiemal and detached character of the
mind, tends to consider it as an object, a thin@ddition, the mind/body dual pair
presupposes a centred position for the mind andrginal role for the body. The mind
is to be examined by reason that constitutes tinel itself. The Cartesian subject, in its
transformation into the object of knowing and thgbuts emphasis on the centred
position of the mind resulted in the establishnadrihe separation of the subject from
the objects including both its body and the surcthogs.

The subject-object separation, in paralleltteeo Cartesian binary oppositions that
played a major role in the direction of modern pddphy, was one of the first

consequences of the original mind/body dualismudised above. The subject/object

8 See Hiram CatoriThe Origin of Subjectivity: An Essay on Descarfdew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1973, pp. 82-5.

% To create order out of chaos was a major chaiatiteof the Cartesian subject. Although some afyea
researches such E. M. W. Tillyardide Elizabethan World Pictumaaintained that there was already an
order in the Renaissance, this idea was latercizgtil by the proponents of Cultural Materialism in
Political Shakespeare: Essays in Cultural Matesadi Jonathan Dollimore and Alan Sinfiled (ed.} 2
ed., Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1886.analysis of the Cartesian subject does not
consider Descartes’ philosophy as emerging outdém it rather aimed at creating order.
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split was fundamentally emphasized in Cartesiatopbphy and it caused the subject to
objectify its self by the rational mind.

The centred position of the Cartesian subjeuitsd in comparison to both the body
and nature considered them as material and ina@ifiae subject/nature diversity in
Descartes led to a complete the subject-objecticemtity which ultimately made the
subject the master and observer of nature. Thestibpject separation in Descartes is
in close affinity to his doctrine of the mind/bodyality. Apart from this, this duality is
also based on the distinction Descartes made bettheeght and extension. Whereas
mind is what generates thoughts, body is considieréte realm of the physical
extension. Dedicating the most part of the Fifthdifegion to an argument concerning
the existence and attributes of God, he first destrated that ‘quantity’ was the essence

of material things. He wrote:

| distinctly imagine the extension of the quan(iy rather the thing which is quantified) in
length, breadth and depth. | also enumerate vapatts of the thing, and to these parts |
assign various sizes, shapes, positions and loatbns; and to the motions | assign various

durations’*

Thought/extension dualism was influential iatth ultimately led to a new
relationship between man and nature. “The resullesfcartes’ dualistic separation of
mind and matter,” John Cottingham argues, “led te@fold alienation of man from the
natural world.?? Nature was to undergo changes as a result of raiaisation from it.
Considering man as subject and nature as objesttidy for the rational mind of man
resulted in man’s complete separation of naturechwvas later to be manifested as
man’s domination over nature. According to Des&fteoposition in the last part &f
Discourse on the Methdibman beings were supposed to become the “mastdrs

possessors of nature”:

It is possible to attain knowledge which is uséfuife, ... it can be turned into a practice
by which, knowing the power and action of fire, @ratir, stars, the heavens, and all the
other bodies that are around us as distinctly aknegev the different trades of our
craftsmen, we could put them to all the uses fackwthey are suited and thus make

ourselves as it were the masters and possessoasuné’®

1 René DescarteMeditations on First Philosophy. 44.
92 John CottinghanPhilosophy and the Good Ljf€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19983p. 7
% René Descartes, Discourse on the Methog. 51.
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This relation between man and nature along theafleantrality of man, discussed
earlier in the present section, led to the emerg@h@ group of binary oppositions in
the philosophy, literature, arts, and even poliitmodernity. The characteristics of the
Cartesian subject constituted the centred patieded binary oppositions. The phrase
‘rational self of the thinking man,” which sums albthe major characteristics of the
Cartesian subject, produced the following binargasgitions respectively: the
subject/object, reason/emotion, self/other, thigkmagining, centre/margin, and
man/woman.

If we review the history of modernity, we wsiee that the first part of the above
binary oppositions has been considered prior tadoend part. The two parts of these
Cartesian binary oppositions are ‘the other’ toheaither not only in their designation
but also because of the contradictory function eahconveys. One part of these dual
pairs is always considered as the centred whil®ther one is conceived of as having a
supplementary and marginal role. The centred pahd privileged while the marginal
part is generally overlooked in ego-oriented plufdscal positions.

Whereas contemporary theories of subjectiatipiv Hegel in his emphasis on the
role of the other in the rise of the self-conscimss of the subject, in Descartes it is the
subject itself that is conceived as constructivasaif. The rational ego of the Cartesian
subject, being the centre, defines and investigatesubject and its others including
nature and other subjects. Thus, in Descartekeunlhat we observe in contemporary
theory, it is the subject that determines the othike Cartesian subject is autonomous,
free, coherent, and decision maker. It is the cansenot the effect of the other.

Further establishment of these binary oppasstis better illustrated if we refer to the
significance of Descartes’ concept of mankind thas highly influential in the
development of modern philosophy and science. bligribution to most of the
scientific fields was based on a new practice ath@aatics, often called the Cartesian
mathematics, in which a new logical method fonamg at truth was introduced.
Likewise, the Cartesian philosophy was influenéiaén in other areas such as
linguistics. Analysing the influence of Descartestionalist philosophy, Noam

Chomsky writes in hi€artesian Linguistic$1966):

It seems to me that there is a coherent and fiuduelopment of ideas and

conclusions regarding the nature of language inc@a&ton with a certain theory on
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mind and that this development can be regarded asitgrowth of the Cartesian

revolution®*

The idea of the Cartesian subject was so influeimtismodernity that we can think of
this proposition that all major characteristicglod Cartesian subject are those usually
mentioned whenever we want to talk about the ppiesiof modernity. The Cartesian
subject was influential in modernity’s focus on tahsation, rationalism, logicality,
order, and scientific development. More signifidégnthe Cartesian perception of
subjectivity established and developed a numbeéirary oppositions in modern
philosophy. What is interesting is that the hiengri the Cartesian binary oppositions
remained the same for a long period of time uhtilas radically criticised by the critics
of modernity.

The subject-object separation in Descartes patieto a number of challenging
guestions the most significant of which were pdsg&erman Idealist tradition of
philosophy. Whereas nature was completely objectifind controlled by the Cartesian
subject and remained objectively external to itegel it is not only part of the
subject’s consciousness but also that which detesnis identity.

The objectification of the subject in Descargeessentially distinguishable from the
analysis of the subject in both Lacan and Althusaédrereas Descartes contended that
the subject could succeed in knowing and overcorisgnind as an object of study, |
shall deal with the Althusserian and Lacanian atersitions of the subject’s acts as
determined and governed by ideology and the Othke Cartesian treatment in this
regard is also considered as positivistic and sgtiplin that human subjectivity, as
both Lacanian and Althusserian models suggesgrisaived of as constructed and
functioning through a complicated process thatllsfiscuss later in the thesis.

Although the Cartesian concepts of masterymodress were widely influential in
later periods? the subject/nature relationship was reconsideréteigel and
Romanticism. Whereas the subject is always consitier be in a state of non-identity
with object, German Idealism approached the sulbjeotigh its identity with object
that was nature in its Romantic sense. Also, baitahian and Althusserian theories
analysed the subject in an anti-Cartesian way tiir@amphasizing the role of the Other

and ideology respectively. Investigating key cheastics of the Cartesian subject

® Noam ChomskyCartesian Linguistics: A Chapter in the History Rétionalist ThoughtNew York:
Harper and Row, 1966, p. 3.

% As Peter Schouls argues in Bisscartes and the Enlightenmetite Cartesian concepts of “freedom,”
“mastery,” and “progress” met their climax in thelightenment. See Peter A. Schoulgscartes and
the Enlightenmen&dinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1989,%. 9
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discussed above is central to my thesis of bringiegAlthusserian and Lacanian
theories of subjectivity together in that they wexe | shall return to them in the coming
chapters, highly critical of the Cartesian subpeud radically reversed its standpoints

and features.

3.3 The Hegelian Subject and Nature:

Romantic Subjectivity and the Subject-Objectdentity
Hegel’s idea of the rise of self-consciousnessaing ‘the other’ has been commonly
emphasized in discussing his influence on La€atowever, the study of the subject-
object relation in German Idealist philosophy gtsoves to be illuminating in
evaluating the Lacanian perceptions of the subjéus study is also crucial in
investigating the Althusserian theory of subjettithat | shall analyse in my Hegelian
reading of the Althusserian model of the ‘subjeabj8ct’ in the following chapter.

The Hegelian concept of the subject providedtit a feature of incompleteness. |
shall return to this in Chapters Four and Five wHeresent an analysis of the ongoing
identity of the subject in Althusser and Lacan exspvely. The present account of the
key points in the subject-object relation as comegiof in German Idealism plays a
central role in moving into my coming analyses oftbLacanian and Althusserian
notions of the subject’s identity. For example, tlaeanian reference to the lack in the
subject’s identity, to be discussed in Chapter Foam be further explored through the
employment of the Hegelian idea of the internalediic within the subject’s identity;
also, the limitations in the Althusserian theorysabjectivity, to be discussed in
Chapter Four, will be removed when applying a Hegehpproach to the subject-nature
non-identity.

This section consists of two sub-sectionst,fasstudy of the subject-object relation
in German Idealist philosophy is presented thateatrates on the analysis of the
subject according to the role played by NaturgdrRiomantic sense. Secondly,
demonstrating that the Hegelian perception of thgext-nature identity can be
regarded as a theorization of Romantic subjects/ipsession with Nature, | seek to
demonstrate that the Hegelian conception of thgestibature non-identity provided
the Hegelian subject with an incomplete identitye ¢that always undergoes an ongoing

process of identity construction.

% As | shall demonstrate in Chapter Five, HegelfRiance on Lacan was mostly through Alexandre
Kojeve’'s emphasis on Hegel’s idea of the rise efghbject’s self-conscious in facing ‘the otherhia
reading ofPhenomenology of Spirit
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3.3.1 Nature and the Subject-Object Identity in Geman Idealism

German ldealism offered a view of the subject thas in manifest opposition to its
treatment in rationalism. Whereas the Cartesiafestifbllowed a dualist vision that
ultimately resulted in the subject-nature sepanati®erman idealist philosophy,
particularly in Schelling, Novalis, and Hegel, apgched the subject based on its
relation to and identity with Nature. What | waotdemonstrate here is that the German
Idealist philosophy, influenced by the Romantic @aption of nature, ultimately
approached the subject-object relation in the fofrtine subject-Nature identity. As it
will be demonstrated in Chapter Five, the exploratf subjectivity in German
Idealism provided the philosophical foundationtwé tacanian theory of the subject.
Also, as | shall demonstrate in the following cleapteading the Althusserian concept
of the subject through this approach proves tdlbeninating in removing the
limitations in the Althusserian theory. Therefaaa,investigation into Romantic
subjectivity as theorised by Hegel is central imgping the Lacanian and Althusserian
theories together in that both can be examineddandloped through the Hegelian
concept of the subject.

German idealist philosophy shared with literBgmanticism similar features such as
emphasizing the spiritual aspect of Nature andtism of pure rationalism. This
proximity is particularly observable in the philgdry of both Schelling and Novalis.
Schelling’s references to Schlegel, a Romantic,et Novalis’ lyrical poems are
manifestly in parallel to the Romantic spirit oétperiod. As Frederick Beiser suggests,
Hegel’s philosophy and his “basic values” will ro@ understood unless we see him as
influenced by Romanticism. He goes further to cléat early German Romanticism

provided the most elements for Hegel's early ideals

Hegel’s early ideals grew out of early German rotiegsm, the period sometimes called
Fruhromantik. This intellectual movement flouristfemm 1797 to 1802 in Jena and Berlin
... itis a mistake to treat Hegel as a figure apif we can understand him without the
romantics, or as if he were fundamentally opposdtiém. This would be anachronistic for
the early Hegel; but it would also be inaccurateudithe later Hegel, who never entirely

freed himself from romantic influencé.

Apart from this “romantic influence,” the ide&Nature proves to be central to

Romantic movements in both literature and philogagitihe late eighteenth and early

" Frederick BeisetHegel New York: Routledge, 2005, pp. 34-5.
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nineteenth century. A major part of the subjeceobyelation in Romantic subjectivity
originally goes back to the treatment of Natur@m@sal, spiritual, and inspirational in
the literature and philosophy of the period. Ronwsth provided the subject with a
special relation to Nature that was in manifesti@ahiction with the Cartesian subject’s
rationalist treatment that sharply separated thgstifrom the surrounding objects. On
the contrary, Nature in its Romantic sense is cerdeof as that which the subject
moves towards in order to reach a state of unity.

Nature, as a major Romantic keyword, was comrceof in the literature and
philosophy of the late eighteenth and early ningteeentury as untameable and
untouched by the rational intellect of the civiisman. Primal and powerful, Nature
was not that observed in a city park and the gaod@npalace; it was rather the
original, not corrupted, and pure nature that stagainst the artificial nature of the
cities and domestic life. The elements of naturgsinomantic sense were spiritual and
inspirational. One can conveniently observe sevefatences to the names of different
geographical locations, old buildings now left eture, flowers, clouds, the sea and
rivers, and the birds in Romantic poetry. John ldaigd thus refers to this designation

of nature in Romanticism:

Romantics in Germany and England from SchlegelGmethe to Keats and Wordsworth
were notorious for communing with nature and hawnrgnations of the sublime in the
process. They admired in nature that sense of mrgaity which, they felt, Enlightenment
mechanism had stifled: they preferred apparenttgraad English gardens to geometrical

French ones — or, better still, a for&st.

German idealist philosophy, too, approachedsthgect-object identity with especial
reference to the high significance of Nature imforg the subject’s identity. Schelling
and Novalis, as discussed below, were obsessedspiiitual character of Nature and
its inevitable influences on the subject.

The German Idealist critique of the subjectdregith a criticism of British
empiricism and its perception of the subject. Kaudea of transcendental idealism was
a departure from George Berkeley's subjective ideahnd, particularly, David
Hume’s bundle theory. Objects in Hume’s theory ryetensist of their properties and

they are nothing more than collections of our sehgarceptions. Accordingly, Hume

% John LaughlandSchelling versus Hegel: From German Idealism toi€ttam Metaphysics-Hampshire:
Ashgate, 2007, p. 44.
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considered the self as nothing but a unified ctbecof sensual perceptions functioning
through similarity and causal relatiofts.

Kant developed this doctrine when he emphasazéidtinction between the things as
they appear to an observer and the things in thHeeselhe basis of Kant’s
transcendental idealism is the distinction betwgggnomenon, the thing as appearance,
and noumenon, the thing in itself. “I call all kniedge transcendental,” Kant wrote in
the introductory chapter of h@ritique of Pure Reasof1771), “which is occupied not
so much with objects, as with oaipriori concepts of objects:® A priori concepts of
objects which are apprehended through human sétysébe transcendentally ideal
while the objects outside this mode of cognitioa tings in themselves, what Kant
called transcendentally real. Subsequently, thekihg subject in Descartes became the
transcendental subject of thought in Kant, onefttiiaks through thoughts that are
predicates. Later in the chapter on ‘The Transcetadl®octrine of Elements’ Kant

wrote:

Objects are given to us through our sensibilitynsgality alone supplies us with intuitions.
These intuitions become thought through the undedstg, and hence raise conceptions. All
thought therefore must, directly or indirectly, lgack to intuitions, i.e. to our sensibility,

because in no other way can objects be given 1% us.

Believing that our conceptions are originally basadhe first ‘intuition’ we have of the
objects, Kant goes further to consider space and &s “two purely forms of sensuous
intuition.” They are neither things in themselves empirically mediated appearances.
They are subjective preconditions of any objectmt@nceived of as appearance and
not as a thing in itself. Human consciousness deifttsobjects only when located in
time and space and this is a necessary conditioagnize an object.

This transcendental trend of German Idealidbgbphy was developed by Johann
Fichte who sharply rejected the Kantian dualisgatment of the subject and object.
Criticising Kant’s pure and rigid distinction of mmenon and phenomenon, Fichte
argued that there exists no noumenal world andsexurently, consciousness is not
grounded in anything outside of itself. Hegel theferred to Fichte’s thought: “The

foundation of the Fichtean system is intellectadiition pure thinking of itself, pure

% For David Hume’s account of bundle theory 8e€reatise of Human Natureed. D. F. Norton and M.
J. Norton (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008, 117-120.

1% |mmanuel KantCritique of Pure Reasoim Basic Writings of KantAllen W. Wood (ed.), New York:
The Modern Library, 2001, p. 38.

%1 bid., p. 42.
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self-consciousness, “I = I, | am.” The Absoluté&isbject-Object, and the | is this
identity of the subject and objecf® Examining this statement under the light of both
ordinary and empirical consciousness, Hegel praceedxplore Fichte’s third’s axiom
of hisWissenschaftslehyél posits in the | a separable not-1 over agathstseparable

I.” Hegel wrote:

In this synthesis, the objective | is not equivalerthe subjective |. The subjective is |, the
objective is | + not-l, and the primordial identidpes not present itself in this. The pure
consciousness | = | and the empirical consciousiredst not-I, along with all the forms

into which this is constructed, remains oppo$ed.

The identity of the subject and object in Fechit both its pure and empirical forms
constituted the foundation of Schelling’s naturdqeophy. Schelling sought to
approach the subject-object identity through hebetations on the object, which was
for him nothing but nature. Emphasizing the rol@afture in the subject construction,
Schelling finally argued that the Fichtean distimctbetween subject and object (I and
not-I) is a distinction that can be made only bg anthin subjectivity itself.

A good way to grasp Fichte and Schelling’sttreant of the subject-object relation is
to refer to Hegel's work on the differences betwEeate and Schelling’s philosophical
systems. Hegel argued that the principle of idgnt&s the absolute principle of
Schelling’s entire system. Hegel believed thatggophy and system shall coincide and
the absolute identity, while becoming the principfean entire system, should posit
both the subject and object as Subject-Object. Aesalt, the Schellingian conception
of identity constitution considered it as a subjecBubject-Object, which in order to
become complete needed an objective Subject-Olfjedtar as the subject-object
relation is concerned, Hegel argues that one cahbioth concepts of separation and
identity in any given the subject-object relatilowever, one should not overlook the
fact that, on one hand, abandoning separationndittonal and, on the other, identity is

relative. Hegel thus stated:

The separation must be asserted just as muchragyds asserted. To the extent that the

identity and the separation are opposed to onédandioth are absolute; and if diremption is

192 Hegel, The Difference between the Fichtean and Schellin§igstems of Philosophyans. Jere Paul
Surber, Reseda, CA: Ridgeview Publishing Compafiy81p. 36
193 bid., p. 41.
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negated, they remain opposed to one another..libeléte itself is therefore the identity of

identity and non-identity; op-positing and beingeare in it equally:®*

The German idealism’s consideration of natareelation to Spirit and the divine
found its climax in Schelling’s nature philosoplar Schelling, nature and the spirit
were like two sides of a coin; they were considdrgtiim as the complementary parts
of the whole: “Nature is visible Spirit; Spirit isvisible Nature.” This famous
announcement in Schelling’s first bod#een refers to Schelling’s later division of the
Absolute into both Nature and Spirit. However, Slohg's approach to Nature should
be also observed in the context of the Romanticam®nt he was part of and through
his belief in the Christian metaphysics he sougltetoncile with his nature
philosophy*®®

Apart from Schelling’s critique of Fichte, tikesimultaneously appeared another
critique of the latter’s notion of the subject-afijedentity by German mystic, poet and
philosopher, Novalis (Georg von Hardenberg). A mégure of romanticism, Novalis
significantly contributed to the idealist traditiohphilosophy through hiBichte-
Studien[Fichte Studies] (1802). He criticised Fichte’sqaption of | as the subject-
object and of consciousness as including bothubgestive and objective I. In the fifth
remarks on Fichte, Novalis asked: “Has not Fichtearbitrarily packed everything into
the 1? ... Can | posit itself as I, without another Not-I -/How are | and Not-I
opposable/® Mentioning that there has to be a Not-I for tredtt of positing | as I,

Novalis wrote:

“The act by which the | posits itself as | mustde&nected with the antithesis of an
independent Not-I and of the relationship to a spligat encompasses them — this sphere

can be called God, and **

Novalis thus expresses his idea of the existenem aidependent Not-I, one that is not
only entirely outside | but also determining itdbgh the sphere it inevitably causes
along with 1. Novalis’ emphasis of the divinity nature makes him further distinct
from Fichte and closer to Schelling. In additionlike Fichte, he believed that art was

1% bid., p. 73
195 schelling’s essalhilosophy and Religiofl804), part of the idealists’ attempts to rectnéligion
and philosophy, provides ingenious thoughts inte pinoblem. Also See John Laughlagahelling
versus Hegel: From German Idealism to Christian &fdtysicsHampshire: Ashgate, 2007, pp. 56-60.
123 Novalis, Fichte Studiestrans. Jane Kneller, Cambridge: Cambridge UnityePress, 2003, p.7.

Ibid.
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superior to philosophy and it was only the poetiagination that could explore the
realm of the absolute. Hence, a major point ofaisitn in Novalis’ reading of Fichte is
the significant position he gives to feeling. Altigh Fichte, too, agreed that feeling
marked the limits of all philosophy and it was uddeible, Novalis argued that feeling
exists in self-consciousness itself. It meansweatannot think of feeling without
presupposing it%®

Novalis’ concept of nature should be considengohrallel to Schelling’s nature
philosophy. Novalis presented a new approach taredhat was different from both
Fichte and Schelling’s conception of it. Whereasure in Schelling had been “treated
as a self-sufficient realm,” Novalis argued thatuna was not a self-sufficient whole. In
Novalis nature was nothing but “an emanation ofdivine.” % Although this approach
is manifestly under the influence of the panthiedition of late eighteenth century, it
is distinguishable from it in that Novalis madeistidction between the natural and the
divine. Originally descended from Neo-Platonic pedphy and later developed in
Islamic mysticism, pantheism was concerned withidiea that the divine exists in
nature. Pantheism, in its highly developed forelidves in the unity of the Creator,
God, and the Created, that is either nature or mednKhis complete identity of the
subject-nature and the subject-spirit is whatfierred to in the Hegelian perception of
the subject-object full identity as the Absolute.

3.3.2 The Hegelian Subject and Incomplete Subjectature Identity
The Hegelian idea of the subject can be considasexdimajor attempt in the
theorization of Romantic subjectivity, also explbra the post-Kantian tradition of
German ldealist philosophy. Briefly demonstratihg &ffinity between Hegel's
philosophy and Romantic ideals, this section arghasthe subject-object identity in
Hegel, which was ultimately manifested for him lne form of the subject-Nature non-
identity, provided the subject’s identity with atare of incompleteness. Although
Hegel’s philosophical system has been referred @ major influence on Lacan as far
as the significance of ‘the other’ in the rise elffsonsciousness is concerned, | will
concentrate here on how his notion of the subjbgeab identity can be also regarded as
illuminating in a further investigation of the sabf’s identity.

Hegel’s profound responses to his contempdsgiyit of the age’ can be argued to

be in parallel to the Romantic ideal of freedomightly influenced by the French

198 |hid., p. 67.
199 Frederic BeiseiGerman Idealism: The Struggle against Subjectivigi®il-1801 Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2002, p. 429.
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Revolution, Hegel founded a major part of his péalphical system based on his
contemplations on the Romantic ‘spirit’ after thevBlution. As far as the question of
the relation of freedom to the French Revolutionaacerned, Hegel believes that the
Revolution was the phase in which the subject sedlhimself because he was then
self-conscious of his freedom. Going back to tHe ptayed by Martin Luther in the
realization of freedom, Hegel considered the Re&tiom as one of the major phases in
the history of the west. Reformation was the freediom the authority of the Church
and the late eighteenth-century struggle for freetiad its origins in the Reformation.

Hegel thus wrote of the significant role of the &efiation in the freedom of the spirit:

Each has to accomplish the work of reconciliatiarhs own self. With this, is unfurled the
new, the last standard around which the peoples—+#he banner ofree spirit... Time,
since has had, and has now, no other work to dottteimbuing of the world with this
principle ... This is the essential content of thédR®mation: man is destined through

himself to be freé®

Hegel’s focus on the Reformation was not mebelyause of its relation to the
freedom of the spirit but to the role it playedaasantithesis to ancient Greece, taken by
Hegel as the thesis. The French Revolution, whiak,wn Hegel’s idea, the consequent
synthesis of the two, regarded freedom as its aklokeal.

Furthermore, Hegel’s view of art is indicatviethe parallel lines of his philosophy
to its contemporary Romanticism. Although Hegebalsalt with different
manifestations of ‘the work of art’ towards the efdPhenomenology of Spirihis
significant work in art criticism ifntroductory Lectures on Aestheti¢®efusing the
“false position ... that art has to serve as a méanmoral ends,” Hegel believed that a
work of art should not be regarded merely as amungent in the realisation of an end.
This definition includes whatever end is presupgddse a work of art. Thus against
such perception of art he wrote:

It is necessary to maintain that art has the vonaif revealing the truth in the form of
sensuous artistic shape ... and, therefore, hasiigoge in itself, in this representation and

revelation. For other objects, such as instructpamification, improvement, pecuniary gain,

110 Hegel, The Philosophy of Historyrans. J. Sibree, New York: Dover, 1956, pp. #16-
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endeavour after fame and honour, have nothing withothe work of art as such, and do

not determine its conceptidh.

Art is not considered as a means for expressingtiie. It is the end in-itself; that is to
say that art is itself a mode of truth. Hegel'siotof art reminds us of Keats’s
definition of beauty in his “Ode on a Grecian Umfiere beauty is regarded as the
truth 2

As far as the Hegelian treatment of the sulbpgct identity is concerned, one
should notice that it was under the influence diellang who was not only a major
philosopher in German Idealist tradition but alseolved in the Romantic movement in
art and literature. As discussed above, Schelénded to approach the subject-object
relation based on the determining feature of natdegel’s ultimate estimate of the
possibility of the subject-object identity was alsfiuenced by the spiritual power of
nature represented in the pantheist principle oh&uicism. Whereas pantheism was
concerned with a state of complete unification leetwGod and Nature and, also,
Nature and the subject, German ‘absolute idealmpvement believed in oneness of
the opposing elements. The I/Not-I identity in F&ltthe subject/nature identity in
Schelling, and the divine/the natural identity invdlis all happened to be posited in the
realm of the absolute.

The Hegelian concept of the Absolute bringetbgr the subject and object in an
identical sense. The subject-object identity, ifttmak of the object as nature and of the
subject as human being, is possible only in thkmed the absolute. Although Hegel
talked of the existence of a state in which theighirbe a subject-object identity, he
also argued that this state, only if identical withopposite that is subject-object non-
identity, could constitute part of the realm of Hiesolute. The subject was able to
experience this state only if there was also aidentity at work. In other words, there
is no single complete manifestation of the subgdgject identity in that it is, even in the
realm of the absolute, accompanied with the sulgbjct separation.

The object in these formulations was considéosdak Nature, which included, apart
from the Kantian concepts of space and time, a@tsgiraspect maintained by Schelling
and Novalis. Hegel’s obsession with the spiritisgdexct of Nature was influenced by

Schelling’s nature philosophy. Subsequently, Helgelicated the second part of his

1 G. W. F. Hegellntroductory Lectures on Aestheti¢gans. Bernard Bosanquet, London: Penguin,
1993, p. 61.

112 Hegel’s view of art has been often called, “irgetlialistic.” See Michael H. Mitias, “Hegel on Art

Object,” inArt and Logic in Hegel's PhilosophWarren E. Steinkraus and Kenneth I. Schmitz Jeds.
New Jersey: Humanities Press Inc., 1980, p. 67.
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project,Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciendeshe Philosophy of Nature.
Reading Hegel’s notion of the Philosophy of Natuve,come to this conclusion that his
discussions of nature are philosophical elaboratmmthe same doctrines one may
come across in religion. Hegel’s philosophy of natis a philosophical contemplation
on the common saying “nature is the manifestatioc@ad.” The spiritual power
assigned to nature by Hegel refers to his evalnaifmature as a scene where the

“Spirit,” or, according to religion, “God,” is maiisted:

If God is all-sufficient and lacks nothing, why dode disclose Himself in a sheer Other of
Himself? ... The Philosophy of Nature itself belotgshis path of return; for it is that
which overcomes the division between Nature andt&wid assures to Spirit the

knowledge of its essence in Natdt.

Hegel’s philosophy of nature is not only a theation of the Romantic notion of
nature but also an explanation of the pantheist Wevards nature. Hegel believed that
religion and philosophy are similar to each otherduse the subject matter of the two is
God, the Absolute Spirit. Nature, for Hegel, is taalm where the Absolute Spirit
dwells. Investigating the characteristics of th&i§gHegel stated that the Spirit “shapes

itself to the forms of Nature.” He wrote:

In the immediate, first diremption of self-knowiagsolute Spirit its ‘shape’ has the
determination which belongs tmmediate consciousnesstosensecertainty. Spirit
beholds itself in the form dfeing though not of the non-spiritual being that igefill with
the contingent determination of sensation...the dbfiee which it gives itself does, it is
true, proliferate unchecked in the substance afterce and shapes itself to the forms of

Nature!**

The Spirit gives shape to itself in the form of (Wat Also, Nature becomes spiritual
because of the presence of the Spirit. It shoulchéetioned that the term spiritual,
besides its common designation in spiritualismg ateans that which is in relation to
the spirit. Hence, the Hegelian perception ofshieject relates it to the spiritual in two

senses: first, the subject is spiritual becaugbe@Romantics’ concern with spiritualism

13 G.W.F. HegelPhilosophy of Nature: Being Part Two of the Encpeledia of the Philosophical
Sciencestrans. A.V. Miller, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19p014.

114 G.W.F. HegelPhenomenology of Spiritrans. A. V. Miller, Oxford: Oxford University Bss, 1977,
p. 419.
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that included concepts of freedom, purity, and oermce; also, most significantly, the
subject is spiritual because of the determinatioitsadentity by the Spirit.

The significance of Nature in Hegel’s notiortloé subject-object identity is directly
related to his idea of negativity in self-conscioess. The awareness of the self arises
from the awareness of two modes of negativity:ngation of another object and of

the objective mode of self-consciousness itselfdfiarote:

The presentation of itself, however, in the pursti@ztion of self-consciousness consists in
showing itself as the pure negation of its objextivode, or in showing that it is not attached

to any specific existencé®

As for the negation of the object, Hegel believaat self-consciousness “exists only if
being acknowledged:*® In other words, self-consciousness negates thebinj its
self-affirmation. However, “if its [self-consciousss’s] self-affirmation demands the
negation of the object, Quentin Lauer writes, “ttie® object must negate itself.” The
only kind of object which can negate itself is dr@tconsciousness. Therefore, self-
consciousness in affirming itself should be relaialy to another consciousness. This
can be considered as the emergence of alienatithie iprocess of the construction of
subject’s identity.

Nature is not negatively related to the subjethat its consciousness, particularly
when conceived of as the Spirit, is unknown ancab® the subject. Nature is not
only negated but also always present to the subjentever, although nature is not
negated, the subject cannot be in identity witithier. Hegel believed that no subject
could enjoy the state of complete unification wititure as the absolute. The subject-
object identity is possible only in the realm oé #bsolute. Hence, there always remains
a gap between the subject and nature albeit tbagatspiritual correspondence between
Man and Nature in Romanticism.

The subject is thus left with a lack of thagntity. Hegel’s notion of the subject-
nature non-identity provided his conception of shiéject with two lacks: the lack of a
complete state of unity with nature and the laakseal by the gap between it and
nature. These two manifestations of lack providedHegelian concept of the subject

with an incomplete character.

19 bid., p.113.

11%1pid., p.111.

117 Quentin LaureA Reading of Hegel's Phenomenology of Spitew York: Fordham University Press,
1976, p. 99.
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The frequent and intense representation ofreatuRomantic literature demonstrates
the subject’s unconscious desire to reach a stateity with nature caused by the
subject-nature non-identity. However, the subj@&sten can be in a state of full identity
with nature and this is what causes the ongoingtion of the desire for unity. The
subject functions through, and is based on, thesariodes of lack in its identity. The
first lack is what the subject desires to ultimatelrive at, and the second is what
makes the subject desire. However, as | shall tefar my discussion of Lacan, the
desire of unity is never fulfilled by the subjeahd desire, thus, continues to be.

The Hegelian concept of the subject roves todmral to the exploration of the
Althusserian and Lacanian theories of subjectiwvitthat both argue for the incomplete
nature of the subject’s identity. Lacan has alsenbaterested in the lack the subject’s
identity is constructed over. As | shall later dersimate, Lacan explored the problem
through emphasizing the negativity of language. e\mv, as for Althusser, his anti-
Hegelianism caused a limitation for his theoryhatthe overlooked the function of this
lack in the ongoing subjection of the subject lgaldgy. Also, the alienation of the
subject because of the determining role of therathkelegel shall be further examined
in my analysis of the Lacanian concepts of imagiraard linguistic alienations later in

the thesis.

3.4 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has discussed the major featuresedC#ntesian and Hegelian conceptions
of the subject with emphasis on the subject-objgetion in both rationalism and
romanticism. Considering the Cartesian subjechasbgectified subject, | explored the
certainty and centrality of Descartes’ rationalisatment of the subject. The mind/body
dualism in Descartes resulted in the constructfammumber of modern binary
opposition such as the subject/nature, the subjgetit, and centre/margin. The
subject-object separation as well as the supegyriant centrality of the subject
established the hierarchy of these binary oppasstio a way that the first part of them
was considered to be superior to the ‘other.’

On the other hand, the Hegelian perceptioh@fsubject is based on the treatment of
the subject-Nature identity in German Idealist pdaphy. Romantic subjectivity was
explored in German Idealist philosophy through nexiiees to the inspirational and
spiritual character of Nature. | also demonstratedway Schelling and Novalis’ nature

philosophy were in congruity to the pantheist ppfeof Romanticism.
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In Hegel, however, the subject-object identitymately became the subject-nature
non-identity. This non-identity with nature caus&s lacks in the subject’s identity that
are the lack of a state of complete subject-natdestity and the lack caused by the gap
between the subject and nature. Also, the congtruof the subject based on the other
resulted in the alienation of the subject that laéexr further investigated in the
Lacanian concepts of imaginary and linguistic aiens. The Hegelian subject was
thus provided with a feature of incompleteness beeaf these lacks and the
consequent alienation.

As | shall outline later in the thesis, botlcaaian and Althusserian concepts of the
subject radically criticised the humanist desigoradi of the Cartesian subject’s
characteristic features of certainty and centrahgt resulted in the consideration of the
subject as free and autonomous. | shall also detna@shat the exploration of the
subject in the identity philosophy of German ide@liprovided a philosophical
background for the Lacanian notion of the subjeogglage identity. This approach can
be also employed if we analyse the Althusserianehofithe subject/Subject according
to the Hegelian notion of the subject-Nature idgn&urthermore, the incompleteness
of the subject in both Lacanian and Althusseriazoants of the term can be further

understood through the lack that is an essentdiife of the Hegelian subject.
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Chapter Four:
The Subject of Ideology:
Materialization of Ideology and the ‘subject/Subje¢ Non-ldentity

4.1 Introduction
The present chapter, while examining the Althussereading of modern subjectivity
and considering it as a theory on ‘the subjectieblogy,’” seeks to explore the close
affinity of the concept of ‘the structure’ with idi®gy. Addressing the process of the
materialization of ideology, this chapter re-exassitthe Althusserian model of the
‘subject/Subject’ based on the condition of nomidg between them. Identifying a
theoretical problem in the Althusserian ‘the sutijee Subject’ model, this chapter thus
argues that a Hegelian reading of this theory plewifurther investigation into the
problem of the non-identity of the subject and $uiject in the Althusserian model.

Althusser’s academic influence reached itsthanithe 1960s and 1970s. In the past
two decades, however, Althusser’s theoretical wbikge diminished in popularity and
influence in most fields of academic debate. Asifce]Jameson mentions in the
introduction to a recent edition of Althusseltanin and Philosophy and Other Essays
(1970) [2001], “the Althusser we reread today idorger the centre of those heated
polemics and ideological battles that characterthedVarxisms of the 1960s and
1970s.**8 Both the fortunes and misfortunes of Althussetsught should be
considered in the context of the specific versibMarxism he sought to theorize:
Structuralist Marxism. As | shall demonstrate irs tthapter, his redefinition of the
concept of ideology was based on a model that e @affinity with the structuralist
wave of the middle part of the twentieth centuryrance.

The sections of the present chapter coverah@ifing: first, | will outline
Althusser’s conception of ‘the structure’ as a cartheme in structuralist Marxism.
This section is vital to the thesis in that itnspiarallel to my discussion of Lacan’s
structuralist approach to the analysis of the uacimus that will be presented in the
next chapter. Secondly, studying Althusser’s effamtredefining the concept of
ideology, the chapter seeks to examine his viewpan the way the State, through its
ideological apparatuses, constructs the subjefttsideology. Then, an exploration of

118 Fredric Jameson, “introduction” to Louis Althusskenin and Philosophy and Other Essayans.
Ben Brewster, New York: Monthly Review Press, 200.1vii.
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the Althusserian theory of ‘the subject of ideologypresented, which is in parallel to
the Lacanian theory of ‘the subject of language.’

Moreover, | shall explore the Althusserian ceptoof ideological interpellation in this
chapter since | will attempt to draw it into dialegwith the Lacanian concept of
linguistic alienation in the following chapter. Rifty, a Hegelian analysis of the
Althusserian model of the ‘subject/Subject’ is mreted that seeks to further investigate
the impossibility of the transition of the subjeub the Subject. A Hegelian reading of
Althusser is of high importance to the presentithigsthat it could be regarded as a step

in approaching the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic.

4.2 Structuralist Marxism and the Althusserian Conept of ‘the Structure’

Althusser dedicated a major part of his work teecgpg the early ‘Humanist’ Marx. His
reading of Marxism was thus dominated by an analgEMarx’s mature works. The
reading Althusser provided, however, included a @htitat had similarities with the
structural model of the nature and mechanism degyss a structuralistic concept.
Although major developments had already happenddmiarxism by, for instance,

t1%it was

the radical reworking of Marxism by members of Brankfurt Schoo
Althusser who successfully introduced a more snsthversion of what is now called
structuralist Marxism.

A notable study that has minutely analysedsthe&cturalistic characteristic of
Althusser’s work is Miriam GlucksmannS&tructuralist Analysis in Contemporary
Social Thought: a Comparison of the Theories ou@&aLevi-Strauss and Louis
Althusser(1974). If the work of Claude Levi-Strauss is ®thken as a touchstone for a
structuralist study, Althusserian Marxism is stuunatist in that it includes resemblances
to Levi-Strauss’s. Analyzing different cultural pleemena including mythology, kinship
between the members of a community, and servinglstin different cultures, Levi-
Strauss argued that culture is a self-containesysf signification the constituent
parts of it are in direct relationship with eachet This approach to culture has
analogies with the structuralist considerationamiguage that regards it as a self-
referential and self-reflective system. Glucksmbaa pointed to similarities treatments

between the theoretical views of Levi-Strauss &oda of Althusser. However, as

119 5ee Martin JayThe Dialectical Imagination: A History of the Frafokt School and the Institute of
Social Research, 1923-1958° ed., Berkeley: University of California Press, 39@p. 41-8.
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Glucksmann argues, the works of these two sodiakéhns are different from each other
as far as their account of history and the strectfithought is concernéd’

Althusser’s structural approach to Marxism wae of the most disputed discussions
for the New Left thinkers of the 1960s. The mainftiot centred on Althusser’s call for
a re-reading of Marx based on the differences betvi@o major phases in Marx’s
oeuvre. This new interpretive reading, Althussemtaaed, would free Marxism from
not only its idealist origins but also from polaladogmatism and humanistic
interpretations. Accordingly, a major aspect ofagk should be seen as an attempt to
reject any Hegelian influence in Marx. Althussengiat to provide Marxism with a
truly ‘scientific’ basis. It was Althusser’s integtation of this aspect of Marxism that
made him a forerunner of Marxist thought. As Sin@arke argues, Althusserian
interpretation became so dominant that it was ngéo considered as an interpretation

of Marxism and but as Marxism itself;

At the time, it seemed that Althusserianism wasetyea passing phase, a stop on the way
to Marx himself. However the Althusserian enthusidss lasted just long enough to leave

a generation who had come to read Marx throughuahbr, to Substituteéor Marx for
21

Marx, Reading Capitafor Capita

Marxism, in an Althusserian sense, was regaagestience and not as ideology. He
believed that historical materialism was a scievfd@istory. He demonstrated that
Marx’s thought had been fundamentally misundersiadtis regard. Althusser’s
reading ofCapital, Marx’s most important work according to Althussgave birth to a
number of structuralist readings and redefinitiohthe concepts generally used in
Marxism. The first English translation Beading Capita{1965) [1970] included
essays by Althusser and his student, Etienne Ballttas work is an inventive re-
reading of Marx’s most influential work. Althussangued thaCapital was the outcome
of Marx’s mature thought that was markedly differsom that of young ideological
Marx. Marxism was not for Althusser an ideologynarld-view but a revolutionary
science, ultimately the science of society. Alteudmelieved in Marxist philosophy as
one the three major scientific revolutions humaimdpe have ever achieved; in the
introduction to the English translation lebr Marx (1965) [1969] he wrote:

120 5ee Miriam GlucksmaniStructuralist Analysis in Contemporary Social Thioige Comparison of

the Theories of Claude Levi-Strauss and Louis AkbyLondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1974, pp.
158-67.

121 Simon Clarke, “Althusserian Marxism,” in Simon €{a et al (eds.), OrBimensional Marxism:
Althusser and the Politics of Cultyreondon: Allison and Busby, 1980, p. 11.
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| should add that, just as the foundation of mattéss by Thales ‘induced’ the birth of the
Platonic philosophy, just as the foundation of ptyydy Galileo ‘induced’ the birth of
Cartesian philosophy, etc., so the foundation efstience of history by Marx has ‘induced’
the birth of a new, theoretically and practicalbyolutionary philosophy, Marxist

philosophy or dialectical materialistff.

Althusser’'s Marx was not influenced by Hegel anddtbach. Likewise, Marx, for
Althusser, was not a philosopher in the traditibGerman Idealism. The mature Marx,
as Althusser argued, came out of an epistemolofreak that happened for Marx in
1844-5 when he was writing hi$he German ldealispa work that critically
investigated the works of the young Hegelians, thechature and outcomes of the long
philosophical tradition of German Idealism. TherefcAlthusser’'s Marxism was not in
parallel to the dominant trends of Marxism of thistfhalf of the twentieth century.
These trends were vulgar Marxism, which includediaber of young revolutionary
poets, writers, critics, and intellectuals, anddhiodox tradition in Marxist
philosophy. The “orthodox” tradition, as Ted Benttemonstrates ifihe Rise and Fall
of Structural Marxism: Althusser and His Influen(d®84), allowed only three basic

options for philosophy that were:

first, to take Marx and Engels in tkéerman ldeologwt their word, and abandon
philosophy in favour of the science of history.écend alternative, given that historical
materialism presents itself as science, is to abistrom the great scientific works of the
tradition, especiallZapital, their distinctive logic and methodology ... thitd,continue

the tradition established in Engels’s later workphilosophy and the natural scienc&s.

One of the reasons behind Althusser’s distémre the “orthodox” tradition and
intellectual discourses of the 1970s goes backeagtblication of a number of books
that severely criticized him. The argument comnwmadme of these books was that
Althusser had violated the main ideas in clasdwalxism and had led it towards a new
direction that was different from its origins. Aaggbexample of these critiques is E.P.
Thompson’sPoverty of Theory and Other Essd$978). Thompson sought to argue for
the following propositions:

122| ouis AlthusserFor Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, London: Verso, 1969, p. 14.
123 Ted BentonThe Rise and Fall of Structural Marxism: Althusaed His InfluenceLondon:
Macmillan,1984, p.4.
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1) Althusser's epistemology is derivative fraimited kind of academic learning-process,
and has no general validity; 2) As a result herftasategory (or way of handling)
‘experience’ (or social being's impingement upociaaconsciousness); ... 3) In particular he
confuses the necessary empirical dialogue ®aitipiricism and consistently misrepresents
(in the most naive ways) the practice of historioakerialism (including Marx's own
practice); 4) The resultant critique of ‘historitisis at certain points identical to the

specifically anti-Marxist critique of historicisrt?*

Thompson thus recalled for the significance of iali&t humanism.’ *historicism,’
‘empiricism,” and ‘moralism’ as followed in classidviarxism. Later he proceeded to
demonstrate that the Althusserian model was notlesgythan the wildest form of
idealism. Thompson believed that Althusser’s proyeas an effort to make the
Communist Parties protected from the criticism Wwhi@s coming from libertarian
communists. Althusser, Thompson argued, ignoredkMaoncepts of alienation and
reification and, therefore, attempted to reconstii@rxist science as a philosophy of
structures. Correspondingly, as for Althusseradtrralist approach, he wrote that
“Althusser’s structuralism, like all structuralispis a system of closuré®

Thompson’s book, though offering new insightd aonsidered as one of the notable
critical readings of the Althusserian views, ciged Althusser’'s emphasis on the
theoretical practice and his academic treatmeMarkism. Thompson stated that
Althusser enjoyed a high popularity only becausthefelitism peculiar to the leftist
middle class intelligentsia. “Isolated within idetual enclaves,” Thompson wrote,
“the drama of ‘theoretical practice’ may becomeaibssitute for more difficult practical
engagements:*® Moreover, Althusserianism, as Thompson argued,eméisely
compatible with recognition and promotion in therldaf the colleges and universities.
He wrote: “it allows the aspirant academic to emgga harmless revolutionary
psycho-drama, while at the same time pursuing atade and conventional intellectual
career.**” Thompson'’s view here was obviously a reductioenstuation of
Althusser’s theoretical works. Althusser’s struatigt Marxism challenged this
orthodoxy by arguing for Marx’s scientific achievent and investigating into the
epistemological break in Marx’s thought.

Dealing with the epistemological break in Margought in several essays, Althusser
specifically explored this break in “On the Youn@M” (1960), “Elements of Self-

124E P, ThompsorPoverty of Theory and Other Essaew York: Monthly Review Press, 1980, p. 4.
12 bid., p. 98.

128 1bid., pp. 376-7.

127bid., p. 378.
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Criticism” (1974), and “On the Evolution of the YiogiMarx” (1974). However, he had
already paved the ground for the emergence of thesiéions inReading Capital
(1965). InReading CapitalAlthusser differentiated Marx and Hegel concegrtimeir
attitude towards dialectics. It wasReading Capitathat Althusser, for the first time,
criticized the common misunderstanding that hadnegd Marxism as a kind of
historicism. Correspondingly later on, while sepiagathe thought of mature Marx
from Feuerbach, he wrote: “between 8414 Manuscriptend the Mature Works Marx
discovered his definitive terminology®® Also, in “Elements of Self-Criticism” (1974)
he explored “The ‘Break’™ he had recognized in ginecess of development of Marx’s
thought: “[W]ith The German ldeologyAlthusser argued, “something new and
unprecedented appears in Marx’s work, somethinghvhill never disappear-*°
Although the major subject of this essay was tooize Marx’s own ideas regarding the
relation between two breaks, the break in Marx@utiht and Marx’s break from
bourgeois ideology, Althusser still had belief e tmagnificent outcome of the
epistemological break in Marx’s thought while réngsa number of his early
propositions-*

The “epistemological break” in Marx happenedl&vhe was transforming his early
intellectual framework of thought to a mature theddature Marx, in Althusser’s view,
worked on what was significant for a truly Marxtilosophy: dialectical materialism.
Althusser borrowed the concept of the epistemokidiceak from Gaston Bachelard,
the philosopher of science. Bachelard introduceddbncept in hisa Formation du
I'esprit scientifique(1967), by which he meant a shift from non/pre-sife ideas to
the scientific. Using a number of other terms ia works of Gaston Bachelard
underpins Althusser’s ‘scientific’ method in arggifor the differences between the
mature and scientific Marx as opposed to the yandjideological Marx. Discussing
“Marx’s scientific discovery” in his latter essa@h the Evolution of the Young Marx”
(1974), Althusser again referred to his dichotorh{soientific” and “ideological.” He

presented theonclusionof his thesis on the epistemological break in N&rxin this

1281 ouis Althusser, “On the Young Marx,” ifor Marx, p. 61.

1291 ouis Althusser, “Elements of Self-Criticism,” Essays in Self-Criticispirans. Grahame Lock, New
Left Books, 1976, p. 107.

130 What was still unsolved for him was the relaticetvieen the break in Marx’s thought and Marx’s
break from bourgeois ideology. Criticizing himséif “Elements of Self-Criticism” (1974), Althusser
evidently rejected the logic behind the first pregions he had made regarding the relation betweese
two breaks in this way: “Thus in fact | reduced bthieak between Marxism and bourgeois ideology ¢o th
“epistemological break”, and the antagonism betwdarxism and bourgeois ideology to the antagonism
between science and ideology.” Ibid., p. 123.
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way: “the appearance of a scientific theory of bligtin a domain hitherto occupied by
conceptions which | called ideologicdf?

Another part of Althusser’s critical exploratiof classical Marxism included his
rejection of the simplistic belief in a strict econic determinism. The determining role
of the economic was one of the most familiar thésetassical Marxism according to
which it was the economic mode of production, thedy which determined both law
and ideology, the superstructure. Marx’s well-knaavgument regarding the economic

mode of production clearly implies the marginali@atof other elements:

The specific form, in which unpaid surplus labaipumped out of direct producers,
determines the relationship of rulers and ruledt, gows directly out of production itself
and, in turn, reacts upon it as a determining eféme it is always the direct relationship of
the owners of the conditions of production to tireat producers — a relation always
naturally corresponding to a definite stage indbeelopment of the methods of labour and
thereby its social productivity — which reveals theermost secret, the hidden basis of the
entire social structural, and with it the politiéaim of the relation of sovereignty and

dependence, in short, the corresponding specifin fif the staté®?

Marx places most emphasis on the role played bgtbaomic mode of production in
determining the “specific form of the state.” Itthee “hidden basis of the entire social
structural.” This thesis suffers from a one-dimenai determinism that neglects all
other elements involved in the social formationg&s soon recognized the weakness
of this argument in that it might be considerecdagxample of absolutism in Marx’s
framework of thought. Subsequently, he tried teeddfMarx against this criticism in
those letters he wrote after the death of Manaria of his letters Engels considered
“the various elements of the superstructure” ta®@rmining:

The economic situation is the basis, but the varelaments of the superstructure: political
forms of the class struggle and its results, to @gnstitutions, established by the victorious
class after a successful battle, etc; juridicainimrand then even the reflexes of all these
actual struggles in the brains of the participapmddifical, juristic, philosophical theories,

religious views and their further development isgstems of dogmas, also exercise their

3 bid., p. 153.
132 Karl Marx, Capital, vol. Ill, Moscow: FLPH, 1971, p. 791.
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influence upon the course of the historical anchamy cases preponderate in determining

their form?*3

Although Engels did his best to remove this thecaétnadequacy from Marxism,
economic determinism had been already establishede of the characteristic features
of Marxism. In fact, it was Marx’s argument@apital that was the core of attention for
both traditional Marxists and their critics. Altlags, too, criticized this classical Marxist
view that called for a one-to-one relationship kedweconomy, on one hand, and
ideology and political system, on the other. Refecthe simple cause and effect
relationship between them, Althusser presentedra mmmplex model to show the
relationship between these components.

Althusser’s argument looked at each one ofalvesnponents, later called by him
‘practices,’ as relatively autonomous. The conadgtelative autonomy” was
Althusser’s solution for this classical Marxism plem. He believed each practice in
social formation enjoys a relative autonomy anciatively independent from other
practices. He expanded his views on the conditfdhe“practices” in his “On the
Materialist Dialectic” (1963). This essay, lateclided inFor Marx (1965), is one of
the highlights in Althusser’s critical study of Mast philosophy. Althusser dedicated
the first part of the essay to “Practical Solutaord Theoretical Problem” where he
defined what he meant by ‘practice:’ “any procesgansformationof a determinate
given raw material into a determingteduct a transformation effected by a
determinate human labour, using determinate medrsroduction’).”** In addition,
he regarded ‘theory’ as ‘pecific form of practicdtself belonging to the complex
unity of ‘social practice’ of a determinate humaisty.”* Althusser thus added a
new practice, theory, to the classic three prastieeonomics, politics, and ideology.

This argument had three results: providingwa regionale for Althusser’s high
evaluation of Marx’s “Theoretical Revolution,” engdizing the role played by theory
as a practice in the social formation, and, acoglgli providing Marxism with a
theoretical character and not with, for examplpoltical revolution. Althusser was, in
consequence, criticized by traditional Marxist&\tihelieved Althusser had violated the
real path of Marxism that was supposed to leadunigersal proletarian revolution and

not a theoretical practice.

133F Engels, “Letter to J. Bloch,” in K. Marx and Engels Selected Works, Vol.,IMoscow: FLPH,
1951, Vol. I, p. 443.

134 ouis Althusser, “On the Materialistic Dialectidif For Marx, p. 166.

1% bid., p. 167.
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Althusserian structuralist Marxism was concernetth\the role and interrelationship
of the practices in what he referred to later ms$hme essay as “structure in
dominance.**® ‘Structure’ is Althusser’s term for the classibédrxist concept of the
‘base.’ All other practices are, in Althusser’'swjgart of the superstructure. Therefore,
Althusser, instead of remaining loyal to the cleasMarxist terms of base and
superstructure, referred to them as structure apérstructure. He explained this by
identifying economics, politics, and ideology aseth‘levels’ of practice. Whereas the
structure includes the first level of practice, @¥his the economic mode of production,
the superstructure consists of a vast number efdexf practice, the Law and ideology
being only two of them. There is no strict baseéssucture correspondence any
longer because the structure is determined andategiby both the structure itself and
the other practices. Correspondingly, each onbeptactices has a relative autonomy
and can be either determinant or determined. Theaguic practice, therefore,
determined the structure and was determined Ibioivever, the structure was, in the
last instance, the determinant.

Each practice, as a part of social formatiofiuences and is influenced by social
formation as a whole. Then, social formation, imfunfluences not only the same
practice and contradiction but also other practares contradictions. All this functions
in a “structured unity” and not in what classicahiMism regarded as an object.

Althusser writes:

That one contradiction dominates the others pressggpthat the complexity in which it
features is a structured unity, and that this stinecmplies the indicated domination-
subordination relations between the contradictiéws.the domination of one contradiction
over the others cannot, in Marxism, be the redudt @ontingent distribution of different

contradictions in a collection that is regardeda®bject:>’

What happens to a contradiction within the striedwinity determines the pattern of
dominance and subordination of all contradictioesause social formation has a
structured character. In order to demonstratedfaions between the contradictions in
the social formation’s structure in dominance, Ateer made use of the Freudian
concept of ‘overdeterminism.’ Freud exploited tleri to explain his idea of the
representation of the dream-thoughts in imagesutirawo psychic mechanisms,

condensation and displacement. Althusser, on tier tiand, wanted to show the

138 hid., 200.
137 bid., p. 201.
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complex nature of the relation of the practicesdoh other and to the structure in
dominance. He used this term to show the effddiseocontradictions in each practice
on the social formation: “the reflection in contigtobn itself of its conditions of
existence, that is, of its situation in the stroetin dominance of the complex wholg®

One of the implied meanings of overdeterminisitihat all effects in the complex
whole arise from several causes. This conceptréjasts the old one-to-one casual
relationship between base and superstructure. Hrerélthusser maintains, a number
of contradictions in all practices that are oveedetined in the sense that each one of
them effects and is affected by both the strudtulominance and other practices of
the complex whole. Overdeterminism, for this reaseas used by Althusser to show
his critical reading of Marx’s thesis of econom&telminism; it also shows Althusser’s
structuralist method of discussing the complexti@tships of the practices of social
formation, which was accordingly called by Althus$ke complex whole.’

Moreover, Althusser was a structuralist in thatapproached what he called the
complex whole not only as a structured unity babals determined by its structure in
dominance. The object of study, in structuralishreigarded as a system, and it is the
structure of the system, tki@ferenceandrelation between its units, which is analyzed.
To investigate the relations and differences betwvibe units of a system is the task of
the structuralist critic. Thus Althusser argueddastructural relationship between the
contradictions in each practice. More importaritiyy economic mode of the production
in classical Marxism was, for Althusser, the stinetthat is always determining at the
last instance. This is the theory in which Marxiand structuralism meet.

Although Althusser always responded criticatlyhose views that considered him a
structuralist, his version of Marxism, as | havendastrated, is structuralist’
Furthermore, Althusser comes closer to structuraeés far as his anti-humanist account
of Marxism is concerned. Althusser’s re-readind/airx demonstrated that Marxism
was deeply anti-humanist in its definition of thigect. Although | will discuss
Althusserian Marxism’s anti-humanist idea of thejsat later in this study, it would
suffice now to say that whereas the human beingatvti®e centre of attention for
humanism, in Marxism it was the social formatioattivas regarded as a whole and not
the subject. Similarly, while the humanist traditidealt with and believed in the
freedom of humans, Marxism held the argument teatgohuman is itself determined

by, for example, the economic.

138 |i

Ibid., p. 209.
1391t is interesting to know that Althusser refertedstructuralism as an ‘ideology.’ See, Ted Benfdre
Rise and Fall of Structural Marxism: Althusser adig Influence London: Macmillan, 1984, p.14.
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4.3 Materialized Ideology: A Non-ldeological Definiion

Althusser’s discussions of the concept of ideolpgyvided a new and unorthodox
definition of the term. This redefinition of idegy critically rejected the long-believed
perception of the concept, from Marx onwards, asetaof abstract beliefs and ideas.’
Althusser’s revolutionary view on ideology appeairetideology and Ideological State
Apparatuses” (1969), which is published with a nemAlthusser’s other essays in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Ess§1871).

Althusser’s essay consists of three major p&Ds the Reproduction of the
Conditions of Production,” “Infrastructure and Stgiructure,” and “On Ideology.” It is
in the second part that Althusser begins to exglarconcept of ideology by referring
to the classical Marxist notion of a strict relasbip between ideology as the
superstructure and the economic mode of produetsathe base. Elaborating on the
implications of “Infrastructure and Superstructur@’Marxism, Althusser pointed to

Marx’s view on ideology as one of the levels ofiabformation in this way:

... Marx conceived the structure of every sociatganstituted by ‘levels’ or ‘instances’
articulated by a specific determinism: the infrasture, or economic base (the ‘unity’ of the
productive forces and the relations of productiamy the superstructure, which itself
contains two ‘levels’ or ‘instances’: the polititegal (law and the State) and ideology (the

different ideologies, religious, ethical, legallipcal, etc.)*°

Whereas the Marxist doctrine of economic determinielieved that it was the
economic that determined ideology and, thus, regghideology as always dependent
on the economic factor, Althusser looked at thestiarent parts of, what he called the
“complex whole” or “social whole” from another ppestive. For him, ideology was a
practice that enjoyed a relative autonomy. Heneetrary to what was already thought
of in Marxism, ideology affects the structure, whis Althusser’s term for the Marxist
‘base,” while itself being affected by the changéhe structure that it has caused. This
change would also affect the other levels of sdoiahation in two ways: first, the
change in ideology would influence other practicethat the complex whole is itself a
structured unity and any change in one of its kedflects the other levels; secondly, the
complex whole, affected by ideology, is to affettiar practices because of the changes

in its structure in dominance. Therefore, wherdassical Marxism considers ideology

1401 ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essayans. Ben Brewster, New York: Monthly Review $5,e2001,
p. 90.
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to be ‘determined’ by the economic base, it istreddy autonomous in the Althusserian
model.

Apart from this, in the same essay Althussesented his view of the functions of
ideology in the form of two theses. The first tisasi“ideology represents the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real conditoof existence* This thesis is to some
extent an expansion of the classical Marxist conoéfaeology as ‘false
consciousness.’ It means that ideology does moesent the real condition of
existence; it represents our imaginary relationshigp. Therefore, ideology is the
imaginary relation between the human consciousaiedis/her world; it is imaginary
in that it is represented to the subject by thgesils imaginary relation to the world.
Althusser had already mentioned that ideology wisrdnt from science in that it was
not based on knowledge. However, it should be rapat that ideology is different
from science not by its falsity, but because this social that predominates in it and
not, as in science, the theoretical.

The second thesis, which included a revolutippaoposition, argued for “the
material existence” of ideology. The materializat@f ideology is one the most
persuasive arguments in Althusser. However, it shoat be taken as an abrupt
declaration. He had already implied such a doctih#e discussing the characteristics
of all the levels of practice in social formatigs Tony Lovell shows in hiBictures of
Reality: Aesthetics, Politics, PleasuE280), one can feel the materialization of

ideology in the Althusser’s early works:

In his substitution of this ensemble of practicesjer the delegatory guidance of the
economic, for the base/superstructure hierarchipyulker breaks with the dualism of
ideas/material forces. What distinguishes one |Bweh another is not its materiality. All
levels are constituted by practices, and all pcastare material, just as all are informed by
ideas ... Both the ideological and the theoreticalradefined as practices which produce
particular products and, as such, are as much ialdfigices as are economic and political

forces'*?

It was, however, in “ldeology and Ideologicét® Apparatuses” that Althusser
explicitly talked of the material existence of ideas and ideologies. Ideology was here
regarded as a material practice within “the makex#tence of ardeological

L bid., p. 109.
142 Tony Lovell,Pictures of Reality: Aesthetics, Politics, Pleasurendon: BFI publishing, 1980, p. 31.
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apparatus’ For example, concerning the existence of thasdef a single subject’s

belief, he stated that his belief was material beea

his ideas are his material actions inserted intteria practices governed by material rituals
which are themselves defined by the material idgiold apparatuses from which derive the
ideas of that subject?

Althusser’'s materialization of ideology was in @aafinity with his conceptualization
of ‘ideological State apparatuses.’ In the Althuigsetheory, ‘State apparatus,” which is
a classical Marxist term, also includes a setagalogical State apparatuses.’” This is
what Althusser added to the Marxist theory of theteS He wrote:

In order to advance the theory of the State mdsspensable to take into account not only
the distinction between State power and State apggrbut also another reality, which is
clearly on the side of the (repressive) State aipay but must not be confused with it. |

shall call this reality by its concept: the idedtmy State apparatus&$.

Althusser referred to the Marxist concept of thaet&apparatus as ‘the Repressive State
Apparatus’ since, according to Marxist theory,ahtained, such apparatuses as the
Courts, the Police, the Prisons, and the Army.@nother hand, the Ideological State
Apparatuses included those institutions that thay first seem “distinct and
specialized” to the observer while they are pathefState apparatus. Althusser
provides a relatively long list of the ISAs. Theueth, the School, the Family, and the
Arts are among the ISAs, which were described liisser as ‘religious,’
‘educational,’ ‘familial,” and ‘cultural’ ISAs resgtively.

On the other hand, ideology gains a new signifiedoc Althusser in his critical
reading of Marx. That is to say that the complexlghcontaining several ideologies, is
itself determined by ideology. Thus, there are idgp and ideologies for Althusser.
Ideologies are historical and specific; we can ndmen; they include, for example,
religious ideology, intellectual ideology, politiddeology, and so on. However,
ideology is different from ideologies in that itwdat governs the structured complex

whole. It is thus structural. It is a structurelwito history or end. Althusser’s attitude

143 ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys114.
14 bid., p. 96.
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towards ideology reminds us of Lacan’s idea onuth@nscious in that Althusserian

ideology, like the Lacanian unconscious, is striadtand dominates the structure.

4.4 Interpellation and the Subject of Ideology
Although the title ‘theory of the subject of idegio appears neither in Althusser nor in
secondary criticism, the present section, whiléiming the principles of this theory,
considers Althusser’s ideas on the constitutiosulifjectivity as a theory that believes
the subject to be predominantly the subject ofloigya The immanent relationship
between the subject and ideology was what Althusseght to explore in the mature
phase of his intellectual career. In Althusser&otly the subject in a modern capitalist
state becomes subjected to the ideological Stgarafpuses. The conditions in/through
which an individual becomes the subject to theeSaa¢ reproduced by both the
ideological State apparatuses and the Repressate Spparatus, which are Althusser’s
terms for the major divisions of the classical Msirxoncept of the State apparatus.
The last part of Althusser’s well-known essdgeology and Ideological State
Apparatuses” (1969), provided an inquiry into ha@ology works in order to
reproduce both itself and its subjects. The essayyndrew Bennett and Nicholas Royle
have demonstrated, seeks to argue for this propodgiiat “ideology is bound up with
the constitution of the subject?® Althusser’s view of “the constitution of the sutije
was highly influential in that it critically expled both the reproduced conditions of
becoming a subject and the role played by ideoiogdlge constitution of the subject.
The subject, from Althusser’s perspective, is citutstd by ideology:

| say: the category of the subject is constituofall ideology, but at the same time and
immediately | add that the category of the subigainly constitutive of all ideology insofar
as all ideology has the function (which defineoft)constituting’ concrete individuals as

subjects*®

He then goes on to explore how the subjectrinesaconstituted by ideology and
what mechanism is behind the subject’s obediendéhather surrender to ideology.
The argument presented here is one of Althussers imfluential theses. Terry
Eagleton, pointing to this theme of the essay tesri“How is it, the essay asks, that
human subjects very often come to submit themsetvds®e dominant subjects of their

14%Andrew Bennett and Nicholas Roylaterature, Criticism and TheonBrd ed., London: Longman and
Pearson, 2004, p.173.

14| ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys116.
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societies ideologies which Althusser sees as tatataintain the power of a ruling
class?**’

Although Althusser had provided an answer t® gjuestion in his early works, it was
in this essay that he formulated the way ideologglenan individual become a subject.
Having already talked of the reproduction of thaditions of production of the subject,
he presented his theory on the individual’'s suean this essay in a more concrete
way. In Althusser’s theory, individuals are bortoimdeology and immediately become
subject to it. Individuals are called to particgat the practices of some particular
ideologies that are the product of the ISAs. THgexis suppose that they have their
own personal ideas and act according to them. Hexy&hat really happens is that
they are always alreadysubjects.” The subjects do not realize their stthga to
ideology and consider themselves to be free angp@adent individuals. On the
contrary, ideology is prior to the subjects and esathem feel recognized: “you and |
arealways alreadysubjects, and as such constantly practice thalsitaf ideological
recognition, which guarantee for us that we are&udconcrete, individual,
distinguishable and (naturally) irreplaceable scigj&**®

A major mechanism behind the individual’'s sebjn to ideology is what Althusser
called interpellation. Interpellation is the progéisrough which ideology addresses an
individual upon its arrival to society and, in tigsly, makes him/her the subject to that
ideology. The main thesis here is that “ideologgipellates individuals as subjects.”
The way ideology makes an individual a subject leagghrough interpellation. It is
through interpellation that the subjects are ctuistil as the effects of pre-given
structures. ldeology, which is a pre-existing s, interpellates the individual and
thus constitutes him/her as a subject. Interpeltatieals with the moment and process
of recognition of interaction with ideology. Thisggess shows how the subject
recognizes his/her relation to reality and it soah confirmation of the subject’s
ideological position:

I shall then suggest that ideology ‘acts’ or ‘fuoos’ in such a way that it ‘recruits’
subjects among the individuals (it recruits thel) at ‘transforms’ the individuals into

subjects (it transforms them all) by that very ge®peration which | have called

147 Terry EagletonL.iterary Theory: An IntroductionOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983, p. 171.
148 | ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys117.
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interpellation or hailing, and which can be imagiradong the lines of the most

commonplace everyday police (or other) hailing:yHgou there*®

This ‘hailing’ is a call for participation in thegctice of an ideology. It is through
hailing that ideology ultimately meets its objeetivVrecruiting subjects from among
individuals.” Successful hailing occurs if the gdb recognizes that the hail is really
addressed to him/her. If a hailing is successhid,imdividual becomes a subject to that
particular ideology, and hence interpellated. Wtienhailed individual in the street
turns round because of the hailing of police, “pedmes aubject” He/she turns round
because he/she has recognized that “the hail walyraddressed” to him/her.
Ideology thus functions to constitute indivithuas subjects. Individuals are
interpellated primarily through the first “ideol@gil state apparatuses” they are exposed
to including the family, the school, and the chufthese are institutions that exist
before the entry of the individual into them. Aleiser finally presents an expanded

version of his earlier thesis. According to thiseleped thesis,

ideology has always already interpellated individw@es subjects, which amounts to making
it clear that individuals are always-already ingdigted by ideology as subjects, which

necessarily lead us to one last proposition: imfiligls are always-already subjetls.

Althusser, at the end of the essay, expands &igsv/on the subject by presenting his
classification of the subjects and the Subjects Teminds us of his idea on the
difference between ideology and ideologies. Thesésaubjects’ and ‘the Subject’ in
the way ‘ideologies’ and ‘Ideology’ exist. The sedj is the individual who becomes
interpellated while the Subject required by idegtadeology, like structure, requires a
Subject.

Referring to the biblical story of the dialogoetween Moses and God, Althusser
emphasizes the moment Moses was hailed by Godh&itetl Moses in his name, and
Moses replied: “It is (really) I' God says to Moséam what | am”. This proves God
to be the Subject and Moses to be the subjectinhi obeyed God:

God thus defines himself as the Subject par exusdlehe who is through himself and for
himself (‘l am what | am’), and he who interpellaitas subject, the individual subjected to

him by his very interpellation, i.e. the individusdmed Moses. And Moses, interpellated-

19bid., p. 118.
%0 pid., p. 119.
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called by his Name, having recognized that it iséalas he who was called by God,
recognizes that he is a subject, a subject of @sdpject subjected to God, a subject
through the Subject and subjected to the Subjéct.

Therefore, there are two implications of thbjeat whenever the term is used: the
subject through ideology and the subject to ideplddnere also exists in this process a
guarantee that says “every thing really is so.hA#iser thus summarized what he had
discovered about ideology in the form of these fan@mises: the interpellation of
individuals as subjects, their subjection to thej&ct, the mutual recognition of
subjects and Subject, and the absolute guarardeevhry thing will be all right if the
subjects recognize what they are and have accadyding

Althusser’s perception of the way the subjeatanstituted is demonstrative of his
idea of the anti-Humanist Marxism introduced in jiisvious works. While Humanism
regarded the human being as free and self-consdmualthusser s/he is considered as
the agent of ideology and patrticipates in the reépetion of the conditions of his/her
being subjected. Moreover, whereas the classicadequ of the subject commemorates
the idea of the subject being the ‘cause,’ for Adtber the subject is the ‘effect’ because
the situation into which an individual is born pedes him/her and the subject is the
effect of it. Therefore, s/he as subject is “alesajready interpellated.”

The subject is the effect of the ideologid¢alcture into which he/she is born, and by
which s/he is immediately hailed. In both waysnigean agent and an effect, the subject
loses its humanistic designations as autonomoliss@escious, and free. Althusser
rejected the humanist notion of the individual agl-conscious and autonomous being
whose actions could be explained in terms of pedsoaliefs, intentions, and
preferences. However, Althusser’s analysis of tiigext did not allow for the

possibility of individuals resisting the processrerpellation.

4.5 Critical Evaluation of the Althusserian Model d the ‘subject/Subject’:

A Hegelian Reading
Althusser’s attempt to remove all Hegelian tracesfMarx resulted, arguably, in a
limitation for his theory of the subject of ideologrhis limitation, frequently neglected
in the literature available on Althusser, resuitethe lack of the exploration of the
impossibility of the transition of the subject teetSubject and its consequences in the
Althusserian theory. For Althusser, the subjethésindividual who becomes

*1pid., p. 121.
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interpellated by ideology and the Subject is whatequired by ideology. Althusser,
however, did not investigate the ‘lack’ that alwayssts between the subject and the
Subject. In this section | seek to explore thiotkeécal limitation in Althusser through
employing a Hegelian approach. Providing a Hegekaaing of Althusser is of
significance to the present project in that itossidered as a step in approaching the
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic.

Althusser’s theory of the subject of interpetia has attracted extensive critical
attention. | discussed Judith Butler's Hegelianrapph in developing the Althusserian
concept of interpellation in Chapter Two. | alstereed to Slavoj Zizek’s criticism of
the term from a psychoanalytical approach. Whabigceable here is that Zizek, too,
attempts to develop the term through Hegelian teofogy. Zizek argues that the
Althusserian theory of interpellation is “more cdepthan it may seem” and considers
some parts of this theory as “unthought.” He aresythe Althusserian concept of

interpellation in the following way:

What remains ‘unthought’ in Althusser’s theory offieirpellation is thus the fact that prior to
ideological recognition we have an intermediate monof obscene, impenetrable
interpellation without identification, a kind ofanishing mediator’ that has to become
invisible if the subject is to achieve symbolicritiey — to accomplish the gesture of
subjectivization. In short, the ‘unthought’ of Altbser is that there is already an uncanny

subject that precedes the gesture of subjectivizatr

Zizek’s reference to the ‘vanishing mediator’ derstoates his Hegelian approach to the
analysis of the Althusserian interpellation. Howewsgaging Althusser’s theory of
interpellation on several occasions in his work&eK explores the term, like most other
problems, from a Lacanian perspective. For exanatleough Althusser acknowledged
the influence of both Freud and Lacan in the foramabf some of his ideas, Zizek
believes that the Althusserian term of interpeadhatitself is an “implicit reference to
Lacan’s thesis on a letter that ‘always arrivessatlestination™ because: “the
interpellative letter cannot miss its addresseeesion account of its ‘timeless’
character, it is only the addressee’s recognitioreptance that constitutes a letter”
Similarly, a reconsideration of the Althussemaadel of the ‘subject/Subject’ through
the Hegelian doctrine of the non-identity of théjseat-the other can be illuminating in

investigating the problem of the lack between thigiect and the Subject. Discussing

132 5lavoj Zizek,The Metastases of Enjoyment: On Women and Caudatitylon: Verso, 2005, p. 61.
153 |i
Ibid., p. 60.
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his model of the ‘subject/Subject’, Althusser uieel concept of the Absolute Subject,
which is reminiscent of Hegel’s notion of the Abgel Spirit. Althusser wrote:

We observe that the structure of ideology, intdgpialy individuals as subjects in the name
of a Utopia and Absolute Subjectsgecularyi.e. a mirror-structure, arabublyspeculary:
this mirror duplication is constitutive of ideologyd ensures its functioning. Which means
that all ideology ixenteredand the Absolute Subject occupies the uniquespifithe
Center, and interpellates around it the infinityrafividuals into subjects in a double

mirror-connection such thatsubjectsthe subjects to the Subjéedt.

Althusser was not interested in exploring tbhesiion of the impossibility of any
meeting between the subject and the Subject. Atthdne mentioned that the subject
would never become the Subject, he did not expi@oeserious consequences that this
non-identity would bring to the subject: its ongpsubjection and incomplete identity.
As | demonstrated earlier in the thesis, Ernestddiahas investigated the ongoing
subjection of the subject when he is dealing withrole of ideology’s immanent lack
in the constant political subjection of the indivad*® As for the incomplete identity of
the subject, a Hegelian reading will further expltre Althusserian model.

What | want to suggest is that this limitatmfithe Althusserian theory of the subject
can be removed by what he was originally critidalltne limitation in ‘the subject/the
Subject’ model proposed by Althusser is solvedhgyHegelian perception of the
subject-object non-identity. As | demonstrated étadls in Chapter Three, Hegel was
predominantly concerned with the conditions in \iahtise subject was in a condition of
either identity or non-identity with the object, tNee, substance, or God. The Hegelian
condition of the subject-object identity, knowntls Absolute, was thus in close
affinity to the Romantic notions of nature and pengm. If pantheism meant the
manifestation of the Spirit in Nature and, henbe,unification of the Spirit and Nature,
the German ‘absolute idealism’ movement, too, beliein the oneness of the opposing
concepts in the realm of the Absolute.

Hegel claimed that a complete identity of thbject and object is only one of the
important and rare moments of the Absolute. As &nield Beiser states, Hegel
“declared that the absolute is not only the subpdpect identity but the identity of

14| ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Stateparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys122.

135 aclau’s concepts of dislocation and empty signifippear to have solved this problem in Althusser
by shedding light on the impossibility of a fulleidtity of and within ideology. For Laclau’s positisee
Chapter Two of the present thesis.
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subject-object identity and subject-object non-titgri 1°° Subsequently, although
arguing for the existence of a condition in whiblkre might be the subject-object
identity, Hegel also stated that such a conditioma only constitute a part of the realm
of the Absolute.

The subject-object identity in Hegel bears msiance to the Romantic subject’s
desire of unity with Nature. In my analysis of tBerman idealism’s notion of nature |
demonstrated the Romantic subject’s desire foate sff complete identity with Nature.
This desire, as Hegel claimed, could not be felfilin that no subject could reach the
state of complete unity with Nature.

As | shall demonstrate in the next chaptes,Hlegelian conception of the Absolute
and the pre-mirror stage in its Lacanian senssiargar in that there is a state of non-
identity in both conditions. While in Hegel thisatt happens between the subject and
the Spirit, in Lacan this state comes to existdreteveen the subject and its mother.
There always remains a lack between the subjecNaiare in Hegel, the subject and
its mother in Lacan, and, the subject and the StimjeAlthusser. Demonstrating the
process of the interpellation of the subject byldgy, Althusser was not concerned
with the impossibility of the full identity betwedhe subject and the Subject. However,
Althusser could have observed this lack in theystdiMoses he referred to at the end
of his well-known essay on ldeology, where he eferGod as the Subject:

Moses asked several times to see God, but ivaevas summoned to meet Him, he
could not see Him and fell unconscious. What hapge¢a Moses is reminiscent of the
Romantic subject’s incomplete unity with natureeTRomantic subject’s desire of
unity with Nature, represented in the Romantic poetas due to fail in that the
pantheist desire of unity with Nature was nevdrdéaexperienced. Moses, too, could
not fulfill his wishes of seeing God. Moses, théjsat, can thus be characterized as an
unfulfilled Romantic subject who could not succéedeeing God, the Subiject.

If we have a Hegelian treatment of the storg,will find out that the impossibility of
seeing God by Moses originally goes back to theossible full identity of the subject
and the Spirit. According to Hegel, the identitytloé subject and the Spirit is merely
the identity of the subject/ the Spirit identitydetine subject/the Spirit non-identity.
Therefore, a full identity between Moses and Gadladomot happen because of the
ongoing non-identity at work.

This biblical story provides a good examplehaf essential difference between the

acts of seeing and hearing. As | referred to ingi#ralwo, Edmund Ortigues

1% Frederick BeisetHegel London: Routledge, 205, p. 61.
103



demonstrated the differences between the signifeai eye and ear in the Symbolic
and the Imaginary in hise discoure and le symba[£962). Ortigues believed that
whereas the act of hearing is in relation to thenl&glic, the act of seeing is observed in
the realm of the Imaginary. The Symbolic is expasetthe subject in the language s/he
hears while the Imaginary begins when s#eesher/his image in the mirror.

This difference between the acts of hearingsaaing leads us to think of the
difference between the subject and its manifestattat is its body. What we speak to
in our conversations is the subject and not itsybW¢hat we are speaking to and
hearing from is thus the subject and not the perisalividual, or the body. Also, the
predominance of the Symbolic order that is creaiethnguage further confirms the
presence of the subject and the consequent absttieebody.

Moses, in his talk with God, was located omlyhe Symbolic in that he could not see
God. That is to say, Moses could not see God bedarisvas not positioned in the
Imaginary. The gap between Moses and God can logededs, to use the Lacanian
terminology, the Real. The Real, that which redigisig expressed in language, could
not be touched, comprehended, and experienced. Ndpaened to Moses was the
Real. The subject, however, is the conveyer dfatianian triad orders at the same time
whereas the Imaginary is lacking in this biblicalrg. Moses cannot even imagine the
image of God when he does not see Him. What hagpenesis the impossibility of the
subject/the Subject identity since one of the toedkers is missing. Towards the end of
the story we are told that Moses falls unconsciwlisn God manifests Itself. When he
wakes up, God has already left the scene.

Furthermore, there are two lacks in the ‘sulffadject’ model of Althusser: the lack
in the Symbolic engendered by the negativity oflaage and the lack in the Subject in
that it is not materialized and observable. Whike first lack happens in language, the
second cannot be included into the realm of langwagl understanding; that is why, as
Althusser mentioned, God answers Moses’ questithisnway: “I am what | am.” The
Subject can also be conceived of as the modeladgalants its subjects to follow. The
subjects never become the Subject in that if iplkap, they are no more subjects to the
Subject and, in turn, become the Subject. Ideoldgyays presents a subject model to
its subjects and this model is never completelghed by the subject.

What is notable is that the more a subjectgite to cope with the model, the more
s/he is required by ideology to follow it. Thisae endless chain of subjectivization.
This mechanism acts exactly the way superego fomgiin its Zizekian terms: it is like
a bank to which we can never pay off our debtseBam this theory, the more pious
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one is, the more fearful s/he becomes of commiingthe more committed to
ideology one remains, the more subjected and aédrshe will become.
Consequently, the subject is permanently subjdayatie Subject and both mentioned
lacks are behind this mechanism.

In conclusion, Althusser’s failure in theorigithe gap between the subject and the
Subject should be considered as the result ofrttigegelianism. Althusser’'s major
attempt to purify Marx from Hegel is thus regardedhe major criticism of his theory
of the subject of ideology. The Althusserian maafehe ‘subject/ Subject’ needs
reconsideration in that the impossibility of tharisition of the subject into the Subject
should be analysed through exploring the lacksekist both in the subject and
between the subject and the Subject.

4.6 Concluding Remarks

Although the Althusserian concept of interpellatidiimately considers the subject as
the subject of ideology, this theory faces challeggjuestions. The Althusserian
concept of ‘the structure’ is central in that it moly determines the subjectivity of the
subject but also the structure in dominance okthwal formation. Also, Althusser’s
redefinition of ideology, as having a material éxe, proves to be in close affinity
with ‘the structure.’

The preceding sections provided an investigatito the notion that ideology is also
constituted by lack. Likewise, the Althusserian mloaf the ‘subject/Subject’ needs re-
consideration in that the state of non-identityssn the subject and the Subject should
be examined. Althusser’s attempt to remove He@ehfhis version of Marxism led to
ignoring the lack that always exists between thges and the Subject. A Hegelian-
Lacanian reading of this model is illuminating @nroving its shortcomings in that such
reading investigates into the character of thik kud the reasons for its permanent
existence and ongoing function.

While the Althusserian concept of the subjeots to be the subject of ideology,
Lacan’s concept of the subject, as | shall studhénext chapter, considers it as the
subject of language. Having critically studied &lthusserian concept of ideological
interpellation in this chapter, | shall attempet@luate it through the Lacanian concept
of the linguist alienation later in the thesish&B also refer to the Lacanian concept of
desire and consider it, in an Althusserian semsmlogical. Then, | will argue for the
impossibility of a complete identity between théjsat and what it desires, or between
the subject and what ideology requires it to desire
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Chapter Five:
The Subject of Language: The Unconscious, Othernesand the
Problem of Lack in Identity

5.1 Introduction

Although Jacques Lacan’s psychoanalytical treatroktite subject has been variously
referred to as ‘the subject of desire,” ‘the sub@dantasy,” and the subject of the triad
orders of the Symbolic, Imaginary, and Real, tresspnt chapter seeks to demonstrate
that the Lacanian conception of the subject ultatyaiended to consider it as ‘the
subject of language.” My discussion of the subggdanguage here is in parallel to my
study of the Althusserian perception of the subgacthe subject of ideology that was
critically evaluated in the previous chapter. Engihiag the negativity of language, this
chapter investigates the formation of the lack avieich the subject’s identity is
established. The significant role played by theamscious, language, and the Other in
the process through which the subject is formebus discussed while studying
Lacan’s parallel employment of both Jakobson’suistic theories and Hegel’s
philosophical doctrines concerning the formatiosabjectivity.

The exploration of the Lacanian perceptionhef subject as ‘the subject of language’
is central to the present thesis in that | wileatpt to draw it into dialogue with the
Althusserian concept of the subject as ‘the sulgéaeology’ in the following chapter.
In establishing the Lacanian-Althusserian dialeai@ model for the analysis of the
subject | investigate both Lacanian and Althussettie@ories of the subject through
focusing on the relationship between the subjethre hand, and language and
ideology, on the other hand. This chapter thusdeswon those aspects of the Lacanian
subject that directly link it to the Symbolic arat,cordingly, the language that the
subject is exposed to.

Lacan’s frequently-quoted statement, “the uiscmus is structured like a language,”
will clearly be central to the development of thgcdssions of the present chapter;
however, my analysis expands to include the wayghiich the subject acquires
language and the transmission of the ‘lack’ witlainguage. | also seek to demonstrate
that the reappearance of this lack in the Otheéhé&umakes the identity of the subject

built on lack.
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The present chapter includes four main sectiBinst, Lacan’s development of the
Freudian theory of the unconscious is studied diheee is a close affinity between the
Lacanian conception of the unconscious and hiscagprto the analysis of the subject’s
identity. Secondly, the core of the chapter is Indzaonsideration of the subject as ‘the
subject of language’ and the linguistic alienatidrthe subject. | shall discuss the
Lacanian perception of the linguistic alienatiorthat | aim to compare it with the
Althusserian concept of ideological interpellatiarthe following chapter. An attempt
is made here to assess ‘the structure of the Syohbmlough studying the significant
role of the Other in its construction.

Then, the analysis of the chapter is presetht@ids an investigation into the problem
of ‘lack’ in Lacan with reference to Hegel's contepthe self-consciousness and the
lack that permanently exists in the condition & subject-other identity. My reading of
Lacan’s centres on the Hegelian idea of the incete@ubject through emphasis on the
negativity that language includes and which furégeablishes the subject’s identity on
lack. Finally, the chapter, while attempting tolm& the major features of the Lacanian

subject, considers it as an ‘Anti- Cartesian Othehe Imaginary.’

5.2 The Unconscious: Freudian or Lacanian?

lllustrating Lacan’s perception of the unconscithet was widely distinguishable from
that of Freud, this section seeks to address thectsred’ and, hence, ‘ordered’
character of the Lacanian concept of the unconscioghall go through Lacan’s
concept of the unconscious in order to demonstr@astructural affinity between the
ordered character of the Lacanian unconscioustandttuctured feature of language,
particularly with reference to Jakobson who wasrimsental in Lacan’s theories on
subjectivity and the subject’s identity.

Although Freud’s exploration of the unconscipusvided Lacan with a thorough
investigation into the hidden mechanism and thélproatic nature of the unconscious,
the concept was re-defined by Lacan. However, Fsanfluence was so tangible that
Lacan, at the climax of the conflicts that gavetbio different splits in
psychoanalytical theories, chose the title ‘Frendiar his newly foundedEcole
Freudienne de Parig1 1964. Likewise, in “Beyond the ‘Reality Prin@{J Lacan

declared that his major objective was to inveséig&reud’s Revolutionary Method™

157 Jacques Lacan, “Beyond the ‘Reality Principl&trits, trans. Bruce Fink, New York: W. W. Norton,
2006, p. 65.
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Likewise, as Shoshana Felman has demonstratecamgee “originality” not only in
his spectacular theories but also in his “returfreud.*>®

Although the much quoted ‘iceberg analogyhie most frequent metaphor for the
unconscious in Freudian psychoanalysis, one ofeggetaken but ultimately useful
ways to investigate the unconscious is to disdusghin the context of the interaction
between two Freudian terms: the “pleasure printigtel the “reality principle.”
Analyzed inBeyond the Pleasure Princip(#920)and expanded on ifhe Ego and the
Id (1923), the concept of the “pleasure principle’svemployed by Freud in his analysis
of the nature of human mind, culture, and everlization. Freud thus explained the

interaction between these two principles:

...what decides the purpose of life is simply thegpamme of the pleasure principle. This
principle dominates the operation of the mentabaajus from the start. There can be no
doubt about its efficacy, and yet its programmat iggerheads with the whole world, with
the macrocosm as much as with the microcosm. Tibere possibility of its being carried

out through; all the regulations of the universe counter to it>

The conflict between pleasure and reality prin@ple&s what predominantly effected,
Freud maintained, the “developmental process oirtti@idual.” It is this conflict and
its ultimate consequences that form the mentadigyy of life, and attitudes of the
individual. The pleasure principle, as the nameliespis that which generally makes
human beings feel good. This principle stands agdine reality principle that drives
what is supposedly more ‘important’ in the courbewr life. Regarding such conflict

and its role in “the development of the individuBleud stated:

In the developmental process of the individual,gtegramme of the pleasure principle,
which consists in finding the satisfaction of haygss, is retained as the main aim.
Integration in, or adaptation to, a human commuaggears as a scarcely avoidable
condition which must be fulfilled before this airht@ppiness can be achieved... the
development of the individual seems to us to beodyrt of the interaction between two
urges, the urge towards happiness, which we uscallyegoistic,” and the urge towards

union with others in the community, which we calkruistic.™®

18 Shoshana Felman, “The Originality of Jacques LAdaaetics TodayVol. 2, No. 1b ( Winter
1980-1), p.45.

139 Sigmund FreudCivilization and Its Discontentsérans. and ed. James Strachey, New York: W. W.

Norton and Company, 1989, p. 25.

%0 bid., p. 105.
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If one considers the immediate, always presentnamst affective consequence of the
conflict between pleasure and reality principlesh@tween “egoistic” and “altruistic”
urges, s/he will grasp a fruitful perception of wtree unconscious is and how it works.
In other words, the desire for pleasure that cabedtilfilled because of the reality
principle is repressed in a place in the mind daat be referred to as the unconscious
mind. According to Freud, “under certain conditigresdrive impulse that has faced
resistances that seek to put it out of action ‘sntiee state afepressiorn’*®* One

should note that although the unconscious is theesfor the repressed wishes, it is

partly constituted by them:

We have learnt from psychoanalysis that tloegss of repression essentially consists in the
idea representing a drive being not removed oraoygsd, but prevented from becoming
conscious. We say then that it exists in an ‘uncions’ state and we have strong evidence
that it also remains unconsciously active, evewags that ultimately reach consciousness,
but let us state from the very outset that theesgrd does not constitute the whole of the

unconscious®

The Freudian unconscious is thus like a storario which we may find those parts
of our wishes, feelings, memories, and urges tteabatside of the domain called the
conscious. This storeroom, however, is not pasaikinanimate. It is alive, always
present, energetic, and far more affective thamsually think of. Therefore, the
unconscious domain is the place where unfulfillediges not only dwell but also assert
influence on our character and life. The unconsgidwrthermore, is both determining
and out of control. In other words, it is determmpin the sense that it urges us towards
the fulfillment of our repressed desires, and @us of control in that it is manifested
and realized beyond our conscious control.

Dreams are the veiled manifestation of the viugfiilment. Like neurotic symptoms,
dreams are the effects of compromises in our pslgehgeen desires and the prevention
from their realization. Dreams disobey logical piptes and narrative coherence
because they mix together the residues of immedaitg experience with the deepest
and often most infantile wishes. The interpretabbdreams, Freud stated, was “the
royal road” to our understanding of the unconscidimmetheless, we should note that

the “Dreams arene wayin which the unconscious speak8®”

181 Sigmund FreudThe Unconscioygrans. Graham Frankland, London: Penguin, 20085p
162 ;i

Ibid., p.49.
183 Anthony Easthopélhe Unconscioyd.ondon, Routledge, 1999, p. 13.
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In order to understand dreams we need to detbeae. The decisive point here is that
the manifest content of the dream, the part whsatemembered and narrated by the
dreamer, must be differentiated from the latenaréhoughts, which uncover the
hidden meaning of the dream. For a psychoanalystlie latent meaning that really
matters because, as Ruth L. Munroe explains idib@ission of Freud$he

Interpretation of Dreams

Discerning thdatentmeaning of the dream requires special familiaiith the language of
the unconscious and, almost always, supplementatgrials, such as the patient’s
associations, or an intimate knowledge of the ptieexperience and way of reacting. It
requires a dynamic theoretical orientation—thahisapacity to perceive patterns from a

few disjoined fragment$*

In order to explore the latent meaning of theadh Freud introduced a revolutionary
approach to the “dream-work” in hide Interpretation of Dream@900). According to
this theory dreams are supposed to function by rimajor mechanisms: condensation,
displacement, representation, and secondary revisite first two operations of the
dreams, condensation and displacement, are ofat@mjportance to the present
analysis in that they are the major points in L&cdevelopment of Freudian
psychoanalysis. Condensation happens when a wioteé different ideas is pressed
and packed into one image. Condensation, theredperates through the fusion of
several different elements into one. On the otlaerd, displacement is that function in
the dream-work that substitutes one image or symiiblsomething associated with it.
Displacement thus means the associative substitofione signifier in the dream for
another.

The characteristics of the ‘id’ in Freud arectmsely in affinity to his concept of the
unconscious that they are also the characteristit® unconscious in the later
Freudian theory. The id is in charge of primitimstincts. The id’s only mission is to
fulfill the pleasure principle. Maintaining thatethd had an entirely free and fearless

character, Freud mentioned its complete lack ofeaypxn this way:

184 Ruth L Munroe Schools of Psychoanalytic Thought: An Expositiaitjdqlie, and Attempt at
Integration New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1955, p. 54
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The id knows no precautions to ensure survivalremenxiety; or it would perhaps be more
correct to say that, although it can produce tms@e elements of anxiety, it cannot make

use of thent®®

The instinctual gratification for pleasure is th@yooccupation of the id. The id is
irrational, lawless, and essentially disjoined freatial and moral rules. It is the locus
of sex, violence, and delinquency. The id is thiy aomponent of mind that is present
from birth and does not care about reality andeds of anyone else. An illustrated
example here is a newly born infant. When it nesmasething, is hungry, or in pain, the
need must be fulfilled otherwise it continues tp ikgardless of time, place, or the wish
of others.

On the other hand, Lacan’s perception of th@nacious diverges clearly from that
of Freud. If the unconscious was, for Freud, charastically close to id, it was, for
Lacan, as | shall demonstrate, close to supereagarihad already demonstrated his
antagonism to most of the then dominant psychoénalpproaches in his doctoral
dissertation, the only published work by him befégeits (1966), entitledOn Paranoid
Psychosis in Its Relation to Personalify932). Edith Kurzweil, while mentioning such

conflicts, outlines the close connection betweecanaand Freud:

Ever since Jacques Lacan published his doctorsistire 1932, On] Paranoid Psychosis in
its Relation to Personalityhe has "reinterpreted” Freud, and has merciledthgked the
medicalization of American psychoanalysis, Amerieampiricism, behaviorism,

psychology, scientism, and the American dominatibthe International Psychoanalytic
Association. His sweeping challenges have frequédagén nasty, personal; they range from

theory to clinical practice, from culture to patgi®®

Lacan, remaining faithful to Freud, broke the grdwhthe psychoanalytic road by
rejecting the bureaucratically imposed conventibthe International Psychoanalytical
Association. Instead, he contributed theoretic&lthe development of knowledge
concerning the still shadowy concept of the uncmusc

Lacan’s perception of the unconscious, which wasifestly distinguishable from
the Freudian approach to the term, was fully dgyedian his 1964 seminars, later

compiled asThe Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoana{l€33 [1978]). In a

18 Sigmund FreudAn Outline of Psychoanalysisans. James Strachey, New York: W. W. Norton,
1949, p. 108.

188 Edith Kurzweil, “Jacques Lacan: French Freutheory and Societyol. 10, No. 3 (1981), pp. 419-
438.
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preliminary seminar called “The Freudian Unconssiand Ours” Lacan referred to the
work of Claude Lévi-Strauss and suggested thaag Wature that provided signifiers
and they provided human relations with structuk@ser in the seminar he mentioned
that, before any formation of the subject, the sdiojvas already included in the level at
which there was counting and things were countéd Was apparent, as Lacan
maintained, in the naive words of the little boyondeclared: “I have three brothers,
Paul, Ernest and me.” For Lacan, “he who counédresady included,” and it is only
later that the subject has to “recognize himseli@svho counts™®’ The linguistic
structure thus gives both shape and status tortb@ngcious. “It is this structure,”
Lacan wrote, “that assures us that there is, bartbatterm unconscious, something
definable, accessible and objectifiable®”

Later in the same seminar Lacan contendedriieaid’s followers had misunderstood
the latter’s concept of the unconscious. “The Fraudnconscious,” Lacan stated, “has
nothing to do with the so-called forms of the ursmaus that preceded it, not to say
accompanied it, and which still surround it toda%’.Lacan believed that Freud’s
concept of the unconscious included neither “theawntic unconscious of imaginative
creation” nor “the locus of the divinities of nightacan argued that Freud was
attracted by slips of tongue in spoken sentencesranstumbled words in written
language. Freud, in Lacan’s view, sought the ungions in these phenomena and the
discovery was what was produced in this gap. Tosvdrd end of the seminar Lacan

concluded that:

Thus the unconscious is always manifested as thigtwacillates in a split in the subject,
from which emerges a discovery that Freud compaitsdesire—a desire that we will
temporarily situate in the denuded metonymy ofdiseourse in question, where the subject

surprises himself in some unexpected Way.

The Lacanian unconscious is formed throughdagg acquisition that is in parallel
to the oedipal phase. The chaotic nature of thedta@ unconscious is thus ordered by
the acquisition of language. Lacan’s famous annenment of the unconscious that
considered it to be structured like language apguksr his seminar entitled “Sexuality
in the Defiles of the Signifier” (1964):

187 Jacques Lacaifhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI: The Foudkarental Concepts of the
Psychoanalysised. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. Alan SheridaeyNyork: W. W. Norton, 1978, p. 20.
%8 bid., p. 21.

19 bid., p. 24.

0 bid., p. 28.
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The unconscious is constituted by the effects eésp on the subject, it is the dimension in
which the subject is determined in the developroéiite effects of speech, consequently

the unconscious is structured like a language.

Lacan’s formulation of the unconscious as lingaadty structured and ordered was

later manifested also in hiscrits (1966), where he wrote:

... the unconscious has the radical structure ofuagg and that a material operates in the
unconscious according to certain laws, which agesime laws as those discovered in the

study of natural languages—that is, languagesaiteabr were actually spokeff.

Such close affinity between the unconscious anguage was so significant in Lacan’s
thought that he referred to it on several otheasmms. For example, discussing the
way the unconscious functions beyond our contrdl@mmon mode of signification,
Lacan, while discussing his concept of desire, magt the identity of the unconscious
and language:

The unconscious exists, not because there is ucicmssdesire, in the sense of something
impenetrable ... which emerges form the depths afsafirimitiveness, in order then to
raise itself to the higher level of consciousné€xste the contrary, if there is desire, it is
only because there is the unconscious, i.e., alkggy whose structure and effects escape
the subject: because at the level of languageg ibalways something that is beyond

consciousness, which allows the function of desiree situated-"

Furthermore, discussing the consideration of timemgms in psychoanalytic
psychopathology in his “The Function and Field pé&ch and Language in
Psychoanalysis,” Lacan again reminds us of thewtred character of the symptom
when he maintained that it “is itself structurdceela language: a symptom is language
from which speech must be deliveréd®”

However, the Lacanian Symbolic also includesRreudian superego that also
functions like a language. The Superego knowsmi &s far as its desire of finding us

guilty is concerned. Zizek argues that:

" Ibid., p. 149. )

172 jacques Lacan, “The Direction of the TreatmenttaadPrinciples of Its Powercrits, p. 496.

173 Jacques Lacan, “Psychanalyse et medicinettres de I'Ecole freudienne guoted inCritical
Keywords in Literary and Cultural Thegrgulian Wolfreys (ed.), New York: Palgrave Macmil2004,
p. 251. )

174 Jacque Lacan, “The Function and Field of Speedh.anguage in Psychoanalysi&grits, p. 223.
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The Superego draws the energy of the pressureiitsexpon the subject from the fact that
the subject was not faithful to his desire, thaghee it up. Our sacrificing to the superego,
our paying tribute to it, only corroborates ourlgutor that reason, our debt to the superego

is unredeemable: the more we pay it off, the mozeowe'"

Hence, the superego’s endless desire for confirmurguilt, if we sacrifice to it, is like
the endless chain of signifiers, which is made jpbs$oth in language and the
unconscious. The structure of the superego is litathat of language: on one hand, it
can be grammatical, which reminds us of our traddl view of the superego, and, on
the other hand, it can be like a long non-grammasentence, which it knows no rule
and limit. Moreover, the way the superego is egthbt is similar to the way we master
our native language. The regular and permanentipeaaf acquiring a native language
ultimately results in the emergence of a structsugaerego.

The Lacanian treatment of the unconscious, kvbansidered it as “structured,” was
distinguishable from Freud’s designation of it aodlered and chaotic. However,
Lacan’s idea on the unconscious was also diffdrent that of Freud in another sense.
The unconscious in its Lacanian sense constituigtcdhnother realm of the unconscious.
Whereas the instincts of/in the unconscious comm fias Freud maintained, the innate
id, Lacan pointed out that they were not only dtriced like a language but also might
be driven by the language the subject acquireds,T&ithough the id is disordered and
chaotic, its manifestations are structured likarggliage.

Moreover, in another one of its realms the mscous hosts the language we
acquire. As Lacan writes at the beginning of onhkisfpapers, he seeks to “alert
prejudiced minds from the outset that the ideafti@tunconscious is merely the seat of
the instincts may have to be reconsider€8This new attitude towards the contents of
the unconscious has been ever since instrumenta tdevelopment of the
psychoanalytic thought. In other words, the uncmscis no longer manifested merely
in the animal principle. It has rather a charabtegh much closer to, and influenced by,
language. The result of my analysis, at this paomes close to Bruce Fink’s
evaluation of Lacan; for Lacan, the unconsciousoisonly structured as a language but
also is itself languag¥’

The crucial point, however, is that the un@imss is not only formed and structured

by language but also its formation is in paraltetite construction of the identity of the

17 Slavoj Zizek,The Metastases of Enjoyment: On Women and Caudatitylon: Verso, 2005, p. 68.
17 Jacques Lacan, “The Instance of the Letter irflheonscious, Ecrits, p. 413.

"7 See Bruce FinkThe Lacanian Subject: Between Language and JouissBninceton: Princeton
University Press, 1995.
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subject. Lacan’s concept of the subject of the nacmus, as Lorenzo Chiesa suggests,
can designate two different meanings: ‘tlreonsciousubject’ and ‘the subjedif the
unconscious.’ “The subject of the unconsciousasLfican,” he writes, “both the
unconsciousubject, a psychic agency that is opposed togbacy of consciousness

(or, better, self-consciousness), and the subjetie unconscious, the subject subjected
to the unconscious-* Therefore, the subject that is subjected to tfenscious is also
subjected to the language he/she is exposed ltialllexamine the relation of the
subject’s identity to language, and, particulaitylanguage signifiers in the coming

section.

5.3 The Structure of the Symbolic:

The Other, Identity, and the Subject of Langage
This section attempts to outline the formation eadstitution of what is called
throughout the thesis ‘the subject of languageeé $éaction first seeks to examine ‘the
structure of the Symbolic’ that is explained widiarence to Lacan’s employment of
structuralist linguistics. The present study denraes how Lacan’s employment of
Jakobson’s linguistic theories in reading Freudiltssn the similar structure of both the
unconscious and the Symbolic. Then, the role ofdtieer is investigated in the
construction of the subject of language; this ugl&d through dealing with the Other
and the structure that it creates for the subj#'ttat is of central interest to the present
research is that ‘the subject of language’ canibéasly treated as the subject of the
Other; subsequently, the paradoxical relation efghbject to language will be studied:
whereas the subject conventionally thinks that silaes it, s/he is actually constructed
by it. The emerging subject thus undergoes anaii@m that happens in the language
acquisition process. The crucial point that willdmElressed is that the acquisition of
language, which is based on lack because of itativity, results in the construction of
a subject whose identity is thus based on lack.

A study of the close association between thigestiand language in Lacan is crucial
in the further exploration of the subject’s ideptihat | aim at analyse in parallel lines
with the Althusserian theory of the subject of gy in the coming chapter. As | shall
demonstrate in the following chapter, the Symbmwlitacan is what determines the
structure of social formation in Althusser. Wheréagamined the Althusserian concept

of the structure in the previous chapter, | novwkgeeoutline the Lacanian concept of

78| orenzo ChiesaSubjectivity and Otherness: A Philosophical Readifigacan,Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press, 2007, p. 35.
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the Symbolic and the correspondence between itrendubject. Also, the lack in the
subject’s identity in the Althusserian model of thebject/Subject,” which | critically
investigated in the previous chapter, can be mongtisized with reference to the
problem of the lack over which the subject’s idgnis constructed in the Lacanian

theory of the subject.

5.3.1 Language and the Structure of the Symbolic

Lacan’s consideration of the unconscious as stredtlike a language demonstrates the
influence of structuralism on his thought. Struatism tended to approach the object of
study as a system, be it a language, myth, orr@ilflhenomena. When the unconscious
is regarded to be ‘structured,’ it means that & s/stem of signs operating according to
its particular codes of signification. The unconss — not including the Freudian id,
which is chaotic, lawless, and, hence, unsystemataegarded as a structured system
with its own internal rules that create its seljukarity and autonomy. lan Parker has
argued for the significance of structuralist apptas to exploring the Symbolic as

follows:

Structuralism does help us to capture somethinigeohature of symbolic order as the
overarching system of signs which includes the lagg we learn to be recognized as

human and which governs social identities in calturspecific versions of the reality
179

principle:
This structuralist mode of approaching the objédtody is manifestly observed in the
areas of the humanities of the mid-twentieth centuacan went further to argue that
Freud was a pioneer of the then dominant strugtt’safterrain” when he asked: “Isn’'t
it striking that Lévi-Strauss—in suggesting thedlwement in myths of language
structures and of those social laws that regulaeiage ties and kinship—is already
conquering the very terrain in which Freud situabesunconscious#® Structuralism,
in addition, played a major role in the developmaritacanian category of the
Symbolic.

Language, in Saussure’s view, is nothing kaystem of signs governed by its
internal rules. While the earlier linguists had th@erking only on the history and

characteristics of different languages, Saussureimtarested in the study of linguistic

179 1an ParkerPsychoanalytic Culture: Psychoanalytic Discours&\iestern Society.ondon: Sage
Publications, 1997, pp.189-90. )
180 Jacque Lacan, “The Function and Field of Speedh.anguage in Psychoanalysi&grits, p. 236.
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structure “The linguist,” Saussure wrote, “must take thadgtof linguistic structure as
his primary concern, and relate all other manifésta of language to it:®* Hence, he
coined the termngueandparoleto point to two essentially different notions of
languageparoleor speech is the individual utterance and the laggwsed in
performance, anhngueor language system that consists of the strucinternal rules
and those principles that enable a language tditmdNhereas the earlier linguists
mainly focused omparole Saussure was concerned with the analydangfue

“A language as a structured system,” Saussaiatained, “is both a self-contained
whole and a principle of classificatio®? Considering language as a “structured
system,” Saussure argued that the words were siggs’ that are made up of two
parts: a written or spoken mark that is calieghifier and the concept of and the thought
behind this mark in our mind that is calleidnified These new attitudes towards
language met their climax when he asserted thaetagon between the signifier and
signified was arbitrary and conventional. The $tagtimplication here was that
meaning waselational and based on thdifferencebetween the signifiers. Therefore, it
is the difference and the relation between and gntioa signifiers that is of high
importance in structural linguistics. Emphasizihg tole of the difference in the

creation of meaning, Terence Hawkes, providesdhewing example:

It is clear that what makes any single item ‘meghihi is not its own particular individual
quality, but thaifferencebetween this quality and that of other soundsadn, the
differences are systematized into ‘oppositions’chtare linked in crucial relationships.
Thus, in English, such an establishiiifierencebetween the initial sound th and the

initial sound ofkin is what enables a different ‘meaning’ to be giteeach word"®®

Consequently, it is the idea of ‘difference’ arglrible in making things meaningful that
needs central attention. Structuralism, as Jereawthbrne puts it, is “interested rather
in that which makes ‘meaning’ possible than in niegutself: even more crudely — in
form rather than content®

Although Lacan explicitly demonstrated his hge& Saussure in his “The
Insistence of the Letter in the Unconscious,” hespnted a new perspective to our
perception of the sign, be it a word or image. Hads this interesting story in order to

181 Ferdinand de Saussuf@gurse in General Linguisticsrans. Roy Harris, Chicago: Open Court
Classics, 1986, p. 9.

182 bid., p.10.

183 Terence HawksStructuralism and Semiotickondon: Routledge, 1992, p. 22.

184 Jeremy HawthorrContemporary Literary Theory.ondon: Edward Arnold, 1992, p. 174.
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challenge Saussure in that not only two signifeensietimes happen to have one
signified but also the sex of the subject detersiims/her entry into the Symbolic
order, created by language:

A train arrives at a station. A little boy and tldi girl, brother and sister, are seated across
from each other in a compartment next to the oetgithdow that provides a view of the
station platform buildings going by as the traimes to a stop. “Look,” says the brother,

“we’re at Ladies!” “Imbecile,” replies his sisté¢Don’t you see we're at Gentlemetf®

As observed in this story, whereas there was af@drfor each signifier in Saussure,
Lacan believed that there was not a particulararedto-one relation between the
signifier and the signified in that sometimes twgngiers might refer to the same thing.
Moreover, whereas Saussure argued it was thearlaétween the signifier and
signified that was behind the process of the geioeraf the meaning for a sign, such
relation is considered by Lacan to happen betweesignifiers. There is a changing
movement through one signifier to another in tre@meof the unconscious. These
signifiers create the signifying chain. Thus, whiléSaussure a sign is what it is
because it is not another sign (negative diffeadiain), in Lacan it is the signifier that is

what it is because it is not another signifier. 3has Martin Thom states:

He [Lacan] rejects the Saussurean illustratiornefrelation existing between signifier and
signified because it suggests to us that ‘the Begranswers to the function of representing
the signified’. Lacan would hold, rather, that mearsprings from (metonymic and
metaphoric) relations between signifiers. Rathantbeing a ‘representation’, meaning in

Lacanian psychoanalysis is a question of producffon

Lacan’s argument here is closely related to Freodieepts of thing-presentation and
word-presentation. Freud had already attributegpthsentation of the word to the
conscious and that of the thing to the unconscidesce, in order to focus on the
Lacanian concern with the mechanism of the prodoaif the meaning in the
unconscious we should, as Martin Thom demonstredésy, to language’s metonymic

and metaphoric functions, which happen “betweenifeys.”

18 Jacque Lacan, “The Instance of the Letter in theddscious, Ecrits, p. 417.
186 Martin Thom, “The Unconscious Structured as a lemg,” inThe Talking Cure: Essays in
Psychoanalysis and Languadeolin MacCabe (ed.), London: Macmillan, 1981, pp-3.
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Furthermore, Lacan saw in Jakobson what prowée revolutionary in the former’s
development of the subject formation. Jakobsonahahdy talked substantially of the
“bipolar structure of language,” the ultimate fuonatof which was to select and to
combine the linguistic signs in “Two Aspects of galage and Two Types of Aphasic
Disturbances” that contained Jakobson’s most infiaeargument in which he
expanded his views of the “metaphoric and metonyuoles” of language. Exploring
aphasic disturbances, he maintained that they#teveen two polar types™

Every form of aphasic disturbance consists in sonp&irment, more or less severe, either
of the faculty for selection and substitution ar fombination and contexture. The former
affliction involves a deterioration of metalingucsbperations, while the latter damages the
capacity for maintaining the hierarchy of lingutstinits. The relation of similarity is
suppressed in the former, the relation of contjgutthe latter type of aphasia. Metaphor is

alien to the dissimilarity disorder, the metonyroythe contiguity disordef’

Language has two modes of arrangement in our vedfaviour: the selective and the
combinative. Jakobson considered metaphor and yretpto be the binary opposed
poles that carried the two-fold process of sel&ctind combination of linguistic signs.
Language, consisting of two vertical and horizoateds, operates based on two
functions: the selective function, happening inpheadigmatic axis, is close to what is
referred to in literary terminology as metaphorg #&me combinative function,
happening in the syntagmatic axis, is almost tineesas what is called metonymy.
Metaphor is the technique of a complete substitutiba semantic unit with another
while metonymy is the technique of placing a semsantit in relation to another.
Jakobson conceived of metaphor and metonymy asybamgosed poles that carried the
two-fold process of selection and combination ogliistic signs. Therefore, in his study
of aphasic disturbances, he argued that in themqgatitho suffered from dissimilarity
disorder it was only the combinative aspect thatfioned. Correspondingly, the
selective function of language does not operatherpatient who suffers from
contiguity disorder.

Importantly Jakobson referred to Freud and edghat his own findings were in
parallel to Freud’s mode of the interpretation adains. However, we should note that

187 Roman Jakobson, “Two Aspects of Language and Typed of Aphasic Disturbance,” in Roman
Jakobson and Morris HallEundamentals of Languag?™ed., The Hague: Mouton, 1971, p. 90.
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Jakobson takes both Freudian ‘displacement’ anddensation’ for the metonymic
function, and considers the metaphoric functionlase to Freudian ‘identification and
symbolism.” This is one of the most misunderstoadgof Jakobson’s influence on
psychoanalysis because most suggest Jakobson timkedetonymic pole of language
to Freudian ‘displacement’ and the metaphoric pofeondensation.” Jakobson, but,

presented the argument in another way:

A competition between both devices, metonyamid metaphoric, is manifest in any
symbolic process, be it intrapersonal or sociauslim an inquiry into the structure of
dreams, the decisive question is whether the sysrdoad the temporal sequences used are

based on contiguity (Freud’s metonymic ‘displacethand synecdochic ‘condensation’) or

on similarity (Freud’s ‘identification and symbatig). %8

As we see in the above extract from his discussiotthe metaphoric and metonymic
poles,” Jakobson considered the Freudian ‘displac¢no be “metonymic” and
‘condensation’ to be “synecdochic.” Therefore, Jaan believed that both
‘displacement’ and ‘condensation’ happen within shene pole—synecdoche and
metonymy are closely related. On the other handan&iatained that the metaphoric
pole, the selective function of language, was ctodéreudian ‘identification and
symbolism.’

Lacan’s most significant work includes minglifgeud’s method of the interpretation
of dreams with Jakobson'’s structural linguistice. a&halyses Freudian ‘condensation’

and ‘displacement’ in the light of Jakobson’s métajc and metonymic poles:

Verdichtung‘condensation,” is the superimposed structursigififiers in which
metaphor find its field; its name, condensing $ei the wordichtung shows the
mechanism’s connaturality with poetry, to the ektlat it envelops poetry’s own properly
traditional function.

Verschiebungr “displacement”—this transfer of significatidmat metonymy displays is
closer to the German term; it is presented, rigimfits first appearance in Freud’s work, as

the unconscious’ best means by which to foil cestsipt®

However, we should note that Jakobson regardedfretidian ‘displacement’ and
‘condensation’ as the metonymic function, and tttekmetaphoric function as close to

% Ibid., p. 95. ]
189 Jacques Lacan, “The Instance of the Letter irftheonscious, Ecrits, p. 425.
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Freudian ‘identification and symbolism.” Such ditace between Jakobson and
Lacan’s consideration of Freudian terms has beenayked by most of the scholars in
this area. David Lodge notices the difference sart note to Lacan’s pap€f. This is
one of the most misunderstood parts of Jakobsafiigence on psychoanalysis in that
he did not link the metonymic pole of language teudian ‘displacement’ and the
metaphoric pole to ‘condensation’: he rather com®@d both Freudian terms to be
metonymic.

Paying homage to Jakobson in one of the endnoteis paper, Lacan explicitly
talked of the high importance of linguistics to fheychoanalysts* Lacan’s attempt to
re-formulate the unconscious was thus in paralléli$ employment of structural
linguistics. The close affinity between the unceass and the Symbolic becomes more
significant if one considers the role of languageanstituting both. The Symbolic
order opens when the subject acquires languageurid¢@nscious is structured and
formed when the subject acquires the subject. Thierelanguage plays the
instrumental role in both the formation of the umstious and the construction of the
Symbolic. As | shall demonstrate in the next segtimoth the unconscious and the

Symbolic are structured through and similar to lage.

5.3.2 The Other and the Subject of Language

The present section seeks to address the Lacasieepgion of the subject as the
subject of language with particular emphasis orstgeificance of the Other in the
construction of the subject. Early stages of thergence of the idea of ‘the Other’ are
important in the formation of the subject’s subipty. Also, the Other appears to be
inevitably functioning in the construction proce$éshe subject of language in that it is
manifested in the language exposed to the subject.

The other, distinguishable from the Otherpisthe first time manifested to the child
in the mirror stage. Lacan’s paper “The Mirror &a&$ Formative of thieFunction,”
contributed to the Sixteenth International Congd3sychoanalysis in 1949, is his
most well-known and significant contribution to tten small body of knowledge of
both the development of the unconscious of the musniédject and his/her recognition
of consciousness. The paper, however, had its msiaheone of his earlier papers
contributed to the fourteenth Congress in 1936ahdtere focuses on the behaviour of

the six to eighteen-month old infant. The infantthis stage, while looking at its image

% pavid Lodge and Nigel Wood (eds\ipdern Criticism and Theory: A Readé!® ed., London:
Longman, 2000, p. 74, note . )
91 Jacques Lacan, “The Instance of the Letter irtheonscious, Ecrits, p. 440.
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in the mirror, becomes aware of, for the first tjtiee existence of the other. The infant
takes its image in the mirror to be an other’s immadaving no idea of its self, the infant
immediately comes up with a false conception basedhich it imagines that the
image it sees in the mirror is its other. The mistage is regarded as the first phase in
which the idea of the other rises in the unconsci@edicating the beginning part of his
paper to a discussion of Baldwin’s work, Lacan thusvides the reader with his idea

on the mirror stage:

the mirror stage is a drama whose internedgure pushes precipitously from insufficiency
to anticipation—and, for the subject caught ughim lure of spatial identification, turns out
fantasies that proceed from a fragmented imagkeobody to what | will call an
“orthopedic” form of its totality—and to the fingldonned armor of an alienating identity

that will mark his entire mental development withrigid structuré?®

This small quotation suffices to demortsttae existence here of the keywords that
were to become a major part of Lacan’s psychoaigalypught: internal pressure,
anticipation, identification, fantasies, fragmentedality, and alienating identity.
Lacan’s style of writing should be also noted. Bleautious not to fall in the rhetorical
trap that may lead his readers to come up witlisa& fianderstanding of his ideas. For
example, discussing the mental development ofrtfami when it recognizes its body as
a totality, Lacan argues that by totality he me#es‘orthopedic” form of it, or naming
the “alienating identity,” he refers to it as artdily donned armor.”

The infant first becomes aware of the ot then of itself. Moreover, the idea of
the self rises after the first phase of mirror stagnen the infant experiences the other.
A psychic phase emerges here in which the infaginiseto falsify its ‘self’ simply
because it identifies it only by and through ith&r.” The infant is subjected to a
falsified conception of itself that is based notitsrself but rather on the other. That is
why what happens afterwards is, according to Laitenlmaginary, which is a level
that exists in the whole course of the subjectés |i

The mirror stage, furthermore, is instrumemahe formation of the subject. This
stage is the first phase in which the child is saea from mother. It is interesting to
mention that what replaces mother in the child/rapttlentity formula is the other.
Afterwards, the child experiences the first momeithe recognition of him/herself as

a separate self. It is in the Imaginary that théddhapes its self. As Jacqueline Rose

192 Jacques Lacan, “The Mirror Stage as FormativéeF Eunction,”Ecrits, p. 78.
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argues, the mirror stage is “the focus for theragpendency of image, identity and

identification.” She writes:

As a result of identifying itself with a discretmage, the child will be able to postulate a
series of equivalencies between the objects ofth®unding world, based on the

conviction that each has a recognizable perman@&hce.

This is the moment when the child is developingega for his/her self. Immediately
afterwards, the ego creates the ideal ego, whibbtis one of the manifestations of the
superego and also an unconscious drive for thesedehtifications with a narcissistic
character. However, we should notice that the idgalis different from what Lacan
called the “ideal-1" in his mirror stage paper. Movwer, as Mikkel Borch-Jacobson
suggests, the terms ego ideal and ideal ego arelddsrent in Lacan in that he
attempted “to distinguish the ego ideal, understa®dn agency for symbolic law, from
the ideal ego, understood as an agency for imagiraptation.***

The following constituent parts of the humanjeabcome into being after the mirror
stage: the other, ideal-l, self (1), ego, ideal,egad superego. Although | have
attempted to put them in chronological order, threght overlap. The infant becomes
the subject immediately after it sees the othéhénmirror. The infant recognizes itself
for the first time because of and based on theroflaequeline Rose has remarked that
the child’s image sends back to it “the messagesaiwn subjecthood®® The self is,
thus, subject to the other.

The Symbolic order is that which surroundsdbbject; it exists before the entry of
the subject into it. Language plays the determimalg in the Symbolic order in a way
that the unconscious mind becomes subjected Thét.infant, after becoming the
subject in the mirror stage, is again subjectednwhacquires language. While the first
stage of the subjecthood results in the Imaginthe/second stage begins with and
continues in the Symbolic ordem these two stages, there are two others thae¢om
existence. The other that emerges in the Imagiisatgnsidered by Lacan as the ‘other’
whereas the other constructed in the Symbolicelesph with the capitalized O: the

198 jJacqueline Rose, “The Imaginary,”The Talking Cure: Essays in Psychoanalysis and uagg
Colin MacCabe (ed.), London: Macmillan, 1981, p713

194 Mikkel Borch-Jacobserhe Freudian Subjectrans. Catherine Porter, London: Macmillan, 1988,
264.

19 Jacqueline Rose, “The Imaginary,”The Talking Cure: Essays in Psychoanalysis and tagg p.
138.
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Other. The subject can be also an Other to othergeans that the subject, too, plays a
role in the Symbolic order by which others alsostauct their subjectivitiebased on it.

The relation between language acquisition @ees and mental development
concerning the rise of the unconscious desiresdrappthe Symbolic. While the
unconscious in the Imaginary is dealing with thended of recognition, in the symbolic
it is desire that the subject desires. Such deswatside. It is the desire of the Other
desired for us. It is present in the language efdtiners, the language we unconsciously
learn when we are a child. In order to study thgomale played by language in the
mental development process of the subject an expansthe term ‘desire’ sounds
helpful to a great extent. Lacan in his mature “Budversion of the Subject and the
Dialectic of Desire” argues:

Desire begins to take shape in the margin in whamand rips away from need, this
margin being the one that demand—whose appealeandonditional only with respect to
the Other—opens up in the guise of the possiblengap may give rise to here, because it

has no universal satisfaction.

Thus, desire comes into being, or “take[s] shapfer the already existing demand and
need. ‘Demand’ is the characteristic feature oflthaginary and ‘need’ is found in the
Real; however, ‘desire’ rises in the Symbolic. Moforget, the Symbolic is where the
big Other is present and it also includes langu@bas, it is the language of the big
Other that brings the subject desire. To demorestwaiat language brings to the
subject’s subjectivity is of great significancethe perception of the idea of the subject
of language. The subject is subjected to this desine source of desire is the
unconscious. The unconscious in the Symbolic stjbe subject to its own desire
that is the desire of the Other. Lacan framednkerdependence between the
unconscious, the Other, and desire as follows:

...the unconscious is (the) discourse about the Qtlierours de I'Autrg..in which thede
should be understood in the sense of the Latimbiegtive determination)... but we must
also add that man’s desire is the Other’s desiiérj.which thede provides what

grammarians call a “subjective determination’—nantbkht is qua Other that man desires

(..).%

1% jJacques Lacan, “The Subversion of the Subjecttam®ialectic of Desire,Ecrits, p. 689.
97 bid., pp. 689-90.
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Lacan argued for the inevitable effect of tlyenBolic order on the formation of the
subjectivity. Lacan’s argument is here patriaréhdhat his theory considers the
Symbolic to be governed by the Name of the Fafll@s theory, moreover, regards
language, a major constituent part of the Symbwithe masculine. In Lacan, the
subject goes through a mental development in theome of which is the
establishment of phallus as lack since the suljeatild be subjected to what Lacan
called the law of the “Name-of-the-Father,” whishmanifestly patriarchal.
Subsequently, there emerged a number of critigiideed_acanian theory of the
Symbolic®®

The term ‘the subject of language’ needs mteagation in that a number of terms
such as ‘the subject of desire’ and ‘the subjec¢anfasy’ are usually employed in the
literature available on Lacan and his psychoamatfipught:®® First, the process of
child language acquisition is instrumental in taEsformation of the child as the
mother’s object of desire to the subject. In othierds, after the mirror stage it is
language that is chiefly responsible for shattenmagher/child identity. Language is of
great concern to Lacan when he discusses the ootistr of the subject’s identity. The
subject is now in the Symbolic order that is preddnd determined by language.

Secondly, the way the child acquires langudfgeis both the rise and formation of
the superego. It is the process of the formatioefsuperego that plays a major role in
the way the subject’s unconscious operates. Larggisatpus in close association with
the superego.

Thirdly, the establishment of the other in timeonscious happens when the subject is
exposed to the Symbolic through language. The stjdjem this view, is a subject of
language in that not only its unconscious is stngxt through language acquisition but
also the Symbolic exposed to him/her is itself tatpd by language.

Finally, the term ‘the subject of language’ bagn employed throughout the thesis in
that, as | shall emphasize in the following chgderguage contains a number of
signifiers that, as argued by Lacan, play a deeisdle in the formation of the

unconscious and, hence, the identity of the subjdwse signifiers, that | will refer to

198 For example, Julia Kristeva criticizes Lacan fegkecting the maternal function in the formation of
subjectivity. Whereas in Lacan subjectivity is doasted in language acquisition period, for Kristekie
constitution of subjectivity goes back to the pestipal stage. See Julia Kristeva, “Within the Mazyem
of ‘The Talking Cure,” Trans. Thomas Gora and Maet Waller ininterpreting LacanJoseph H.
Smith and William Kerrigan (eds.), New Haven: Ybleiversity Press, 1983, pp.33-4.

199 For example, Lorenzo Chiesa discusses the Lacantgject in four different areas that are ;the scibj
of the Imaginary,’ ‘the subject of the Real,’ ‘thabject of the Symbolic,” and ‘the subject of the
Fantasy.’ See Lorenzo Chie&ybijectivity and Otherness: A Philosophical Readihbacan,
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2007.
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in the following chapter as ideological signifieast as the subject’s object of desire in
the whole course of the subject’s life. The terdeoblogical signifier’ is crucial to my
coming analysis of the Lacanian-Althusserian diatan the next chapter in that it
includes designations from both Lacanian theorthefsubject of language and the

Althusserian conception of the subject of ideology.

5.3.3 Lack in the Identity of the Subject

Exploring the ‘lack’ in the unconscious, the Othamd desire, in what follows | seek to
investigate the ultimate constitutive lack over efhthe identity of the subject is
established. However, the main argument of this@eés that the lack in the subject’s
identity, while created by language, is also negjateit. Therefore, an investigation
into the close affinity between the subject andidestity language constructs is crucial
in establishing the core of Lacanian subjectivitgttl will draw into dialogue with the
Althusserian subject of ideology in the followinigapter.

What makes the unconscious, the Other, anded@sierent from what they appear
to be is that they share a common feature: thebased on lack. As far as the lack in
the unconscious is concerned, Lacan argued thaintt@nscious had a “pre-
ontological” gap. The gap of the unconscious is enatien the idea of the other rises. It
is more shaped when the big Other emerges. The @tliself a gap in which it is
never fully experienced by the subject. The ottesjre, and even objects of desire
always remain distant from the subject. Zizek pilesius a good analogy in this

respect:

The great counterpoint to quantum physics, Einstéieory of relativity, also offers
unexpected parallels with Lacanian theory. Thaiatapoint of the theory of relativity is

the strange fact that, for every observer, no matte/hat direction and how fast he moves,
light moves at the same speed; in an analogousfaayacan, no matter whether the
desiring subject approaches or runs from his objefctiesire, this object seems to remain at

the same distance from hif¥f.

As for desire, there is always misrecognitibfutiness in desire. Lacan argues that
when somebody makes her/his fantasy version atyeslhe creates coordinate for
her/his desire. It means that s/he positions haseilf, her/his objects of desire and the

relation between them. Desires hence are basestknlt is this loss in desire that is

20 glavoj ZizekHow to Read LacarLondon: Granta Books, 2006, p. 76.
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the cause for our permanent desire of desiringcklethe concept of ‘lost desire’ in
Lacan does not mean that desire is lost and onddsgo to find it; rather, it means that
desire exists in the unconscious and one seeksith it but it is not only based on lack
but also never fully touched.

To bring another example, it will be interegtio compare the lack in the
unconscious, desire, and tBéherto the open space within the let@rlt exists but
never completely touched. This figure of the opeace within the lette® is exactly
like the object of desire in the unconscious. Isexbut it cannot be touched. It is this
loss the subject is searching to find and seelkirexperience in the whole course of
his/her life. Another interesting example is thealcsex, in which although the male
subject is filling a gap, both male and female saty are really filling their unconscious
gaps through it. The sexual desire never endsefibve, lack is never removed. Hence,
the Lacanian formula that ‘the real is the impdssiis employed to describe that which
is lacking in the symbolic order. The real is théiich may be approached, but never
grasped.

Lacan was particularly interested in those mushand instances that further
demonstrate the lack within the realm of the tloekers the subject dwells. For
example, his discussion of ‘suture’ at the enchefgeminar of “What is a Picture?”
clearly refers to another instance of lack thaesilted because of the gap between the
symbolic and the imaginary. According to him, satig “a conjunction of the
imaginary and the symbolié® Here Lacan refers to the sharp distinction between
seeing and the gaze that the subject experienaageSs a dialectic of the two, one that
brings together both the imaginary and the symbdacques-Alain Miller has further
analysed this Lacanian term maintaining that ithe relation of the subject to the
chain of its discourse?® “In order to grasp suture,” Miller writes, “we musit across
what a discourse makes explicit of itself, andidgtish from its meaning, its letter.”
Miller’s definition points to the lack that happenghin the realm of the symbolic order
and is produced when the subject experiences théemveen the imaginary and the
symbolic in his/her different acts of seeing anel glze.

Moreover, the Other, the unconscious, and eese also based on lack since they
are formed and constituted by language, itselfattarised by lack. In addition, Lack of

the mother for the newly emergent subject is gtinghatter the state of mother/infant

291 Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI: The FoudBarental Concepts of the
Psychoanalysig. 118.

292 Jacques-Alain Miller, “Suture (Elements of the lmgf the Signifier),”ScreenVol. 18, No. 4 (Winter
1977- 78), p. 25.
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identity that once, in the Real, it enjoyed. It viiast in the mirror stage that the infant,
because of the other and the consequent constuattits self, contributed to the
deterioration of the identity state it enjoyed. Wha&nguage is acquired, the subject
soon enters the state of mother/subject non-igethidtt gives rise to the subject/other
supposed identity. Consequently, the subject wilifvolved in a number of
identifications, the ideal ego, the model for thbject’s narcissistic manifestations,
being one of the first. Thus, acquiring language #e disunity of infant mother are
two other major reasons for the emergence of latke identity of the subject.

Lack, however, is negated via language. Ifehedack in the Other, desire, and the
unconscious, it is language that negates it ancemlpresent. The Freudian ‘fort-da
game’ is a good example. Closely related to thetfan of language for the subject,
‘fort-da game’ provides an ingenious example ofrthle of language in creating
‘presence’ for the newly-formed subject when it@ntters the idea of ‘absence’. In
Beyond the Pleasure Princip{&@920) Freud narrated a story about his grandsaying
while his mother is away from home. Whenever thi&lchrew away a wooden reel, he
uttered the Germaiiort, which means “gone” or “far.” The child really ddo’ by
which he meanfort. Whenever he made it reappear, since the reehlsaiihg attached
to it, he happily saida. This common happening was to be interpreted bydras the
moment when the child enters human culture. Inrotlueds, the child begins to speak;
that is to say that he is entering the Symbolid. iBloat is highly important is that Freud
recognized that the child was doing so whenevemuther was not at home.

Although the observation of this game has giwen to several different
interpretation$’® what is of high significance to the present dis@sis that the
absence of the mother was to be negated by thermme®f language. Freud in his
“Negation” paper of 1925 argued that there wasaéediical relationship between
presence and absence on one hand, and confirnzettbnegation, on the other. He
wrote: “the content of a repressed image or ideancake its way into consciousness,
on condition that it imegated Negation is a way of taking cognizance of what is
repressed®*Hence, the child was confirming the absence ofitagher by negating
her presence. The absence of the mother led tporasence for the child via language.
In the Symbolic the non-present becomes presenefggtion. Furthermore, as we see,

2031 acan also interpreted this story from anothenpof view. For him, the reel can be taken as dbjec
petit a, and the act of repetition symbolizes #eetition of the mother’s departure, which also deds
the return of the mother. See Jacques Lacan, “tantléAutomaton,” imhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan,
Book XI: The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychlyarspp. 53-63.

24 sigmund Freud, “Negation,” (1925), quoted in TherydenSubjects of AnalysidNorthvale, Jason
Aronson Inc., 1994, p. 21.
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two major language functions happen here. The edeftinction operates when the
absence of the reel is substituted by the wiord (not to forget that the mother is also
gone), and the combinative acts when both separdtandda are uttered a®ort da
Therefore, although the other or the reel is nesent, they are manifested for the
subject in the wordbrt. This is what language does for the subject: ntagiesent
whatever is not present.

In language, too, there are a number of signitieessubject seeks to identify
him/herself with?®® The identity between the subject and these lacigujfiers are
taken as a remedy in that it functions, at leasaiaas the state of ‘identity’ is merely
concerned, like the original identity the infantdhaith its mother when it was born.

The most famous signifier of lack for Lacangaychoanalysis is the phallus; while
both phallus and penis stood the same for FreuchriLeefers to phallus as an effective
signifier in the unconscious, which is responsibleboth lack and sexual difference.
Phallus dwells in the unconscious and it is nottiade sexual organ. The subject’s
unconscious and desire are both based on the mga#tcant lack that is the absence of
the phallus. This lack is to play the most sigmifitrole in life. The subject’s desire of
identification with someone or something is under impact of such lack. It is the fear
of its lack in the phallic phase that createsatklin the unconscious when the subject
faces threats of castration. The Phallus is, aaih.abows, a ‘privileged’ signifier in
that:

One could say that this signifier is chosen agibst salient of what can be grasped in
sexual intercourse [...] as real, as well as the sysibolic, in the literal (typographical)
sense of the term, since it is equivalent in irdarse to the (logical) copula. One could say
that, by virtue of its turgidity, it is the imagé the vital flow as it is transmitted in

generation®®

The subject goes through a mental developmentgimtiicome of which is the
establishment of phallus as lack since the suljeatild be subjected to what Lacan
called the law of the “Name-of-the-Father.” Langeagquisition is nothing but
submission to the rules of language. Becoming alspg subject, s/he is subjected to
the rules of the language. Thus, the Name-of-thbdfdaw is also the big Other.

295 The signifieds the subject seeks to identify hiengelf with are similar to Derrida’s concept
transcendental signifieds in that both supposediyi@hstrate a truth in language. See Jacques Debida
Grammatologytrans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Baltimore: Tleins Hopkins University Press,
1974, p.49.

2% Jacques Lacan, “The Signification of the Phallltits, p. 581.
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The desire to reach a state of complete unitwdsn the subject and the non-present
concepts that are present in language comes fremetty language the subject
acquires. These signifiers once supposedly filledunconscious gap for the subject in
the phallic phase. Lacan employed the term ‘alienafor the process in which the
subject faces and identifies him/herself with sraalll big Others; correspondingly, two
different modes of alienation happens: imaginaignation that is the result of the
subject’s identification with the small other iretmirror stage and linguistic alienation
that happens when the subject is exposed to th@thigr. Therefore, as Lacan argues, a
“twofold alienation” happens to the subject. Latlams referred to the other and the

Other that cause two different modes of alienaitiothe third series of his seminars:

There is the other as imaginary. It's here in thadinary relation with the other that
traditional Selbst-Bewusstsein or self-consciousmefstituted....There is also the Other

who speaks from my place, apparently, this Othey istwithin me. This is an Other of a

totally different nature from the other, my coumpnt?°’

Alienation is one of the major characteristicshad t.acanian subject. Linguistic
alienation happens when the subject enters the ajenthat is, when he/she acquires
language. The emerging subject is alienated inhtbésthe has not been the main cause
behind the construction of his/her identity. Insteie subject’s identity is the result of
his/her identification with the signifiers. It isdse signifiers that form the subjectivity,
and thus determine the future identity, of the sabjThe Lacanian subject is the subject
of the language he/she is exposed to in the Symbiie subject, from this point of
view, seeks to remain identical to language sigrsfias he/she began to try to do so
when s/he leaned language, but he/she can neveriexpe the state of full identity
between him/herself and those signifiers. In aller life, the subject attempts to fulfill
this desire. However, the desire is never fulfiléed the gap is never filled.

Desire of the Other in the Symbolic, which ianifested in the alienation process, is
behind the formation of the subject’s identity dmis/her attitude towards the identity of
the other. The subject does not exist in the presnstage since the infant feels no
other. What happens in the complete mother/infdentity is the Real. There is no loss,
no language, and no others in the realm of the.Réalre is only fullness. The Real is

also the manifestation of complete identity wittiuna. My earlier discussions on

27 Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar. Book 1. The Psychoses. 1955}aéques-Alain Miller (ed.), trans.
Russell Grigg, London: Routledge, 1993, p. 241.
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Hegel’s concepts of the absolute and the subjgetcblientity along with the Romantic
subject’s obsession with nature can be illuminatmg better understanding of the
Real.

Experiencing a gap between him/herself andhérghother in the language
acquisition phase, the subject seeks to fill thelgaunconsciously clinging him/herself
to a number of signifiers. Language thus is predamily responsible for not only
filling the gap that has occurred because of irifaather non-identity, but also because
it is based on lack. In other words, lack is filleglack. The first lack is not touched.
The second lack is responsible for the new idenfitye subject and is negated by
language. Whereas the first lack belongs to thiereathe Real, the second is
constitutive of the Symbolic.

5.4 Identification of/with the Other:

Self-Consciousness and Lack in Lacan’s Hegel
Although Hegel’s exploration of the way in whichetbubject recognizes his/her
consciousness provides an important philosoph@aekdround for any discussions of
the subject/the other relationship, this sectionsaio argue for the influence of another
aspect of Hegel’s philosophy on Lacan’s psychoamlyat has been often overlooked
by the Lacanian scholars. Dealing first with theaaf the other in Hegel and its
influence on Lacan, | will thus attempt to demoatgrthe similar aspects between
Hegel’s idea on the rare moment of a full subjdgect identity and Lacan’s idea on the
impossibility of subject-desire complete unificatid he study of Hegel's concept of the
absolute Spirit can be illuminating in the perceptof Lacan’s idea on the way the
subject becomes aware of his/her identity.

Elaborating on the relevance of the Romantigesit’s desire to be in identity with
nature to Hegel’s idea on nature earlier in thes@méstudy, | also referred to Hegel’s
theory of the absolute Spirit and his view towatts Absolute. As it is known, there is
a sharp difference between the absolute and thedwwoncerning theibeingand the
way they are. Therefore, in order to discuss wimatsubject is it would be of great help
if one refers to the definition of the absolute.

Hegel never presented an explicit definitiorthaf term for ‘the absolute’ was
regarded as the subject of both philosophy andiogli The absolute, in Hegel, tended
to be synonymous with such terms including Godjmator the Spinozan ‘substance.’
In addition, the definition provided by Schellingesns to be illuminating here. As
discussed in Chapter Three, there are differenetgden Hegel and Schelling
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regarding the definition of the subject; howevkeg tefinition provided by Schelling of
‘the absolute’ played an important role in Hegeksception of both the subject and his
self-consciousness. Schelling argued that the ateswlas “that which is in itself and
through itself.” He further stated that the abselas “that whose existence is not
determined through some other thirfg”

Therefore, if the existence of the absolutens determined through some other
thing,” the subject must be and is that whose eristis determined through some
other thing. The “other thing” for the subject, iis Hegel, nothing but another subject.
The subject is that which is not in itself. Accarglly, we come to this conclusion that
the subject is that whose existence is determigezhbther subject. In other words, the
subject’s perception of his/her being is made l®other subject. As Hegel articulated

on the subject’s perception and awareness of hiselie

Self-consciousness has before it another self-coustess; it has come outside of itself.
This has a double significance. First, it has i@sbwn self, since it finds itself as ather
being; secondly, it has thereby sublated that ofbert doesn’t regard the other as

essentially real, but sees its own self in the e

Hegel's dialectical mode of philosophy manifessglt again. It is the dialectic between
the self and the other that creates the self-consoess of both of them. Such an
argument is the opposite of what was earlier thbogthe subject’s recognition of
his/her self-consciousness. Whereas the ego-ceptiikxsophers, particularly
Descartes, had already emphasized the centrabirtihe rational ego in the subject’s
self-consciousness, Hegel believed that the subtt“finds itself as an other being”

and “sees its own self in the other.” As Wilfredr\Eeecke suggests:

Hegel points out that to “come outside of” onegelbrder to see another as a self-
consciousness means two things. It means thatliee is not constituted asotherself-
consciousness. The other is only constituted asjaqtion of the self-consciousness that

the first consciousness has not yet become awanetself ... Hegel also points out that to

28 5ee F.W.J. Schellingystem der gesammaten philosophiéSchelling’sSamtliche Werke Ved.
K.F.A. Schelling, Stuttgart: Cotta, p. 148.

29 G.W.F. HegelThe Phenomenology of Minglans. J. B. Baillie, New York: Humanities Prek880, p.
229.
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“come outside” means that the first does not krtseffi, but on the contarary it has falsely

discovered itself in another being and therefoefband itself aginother being™®

On the other hand, Lacan’s theory on the silsjgrasp of his/her identity in the
mirror stage, too, emphasizes the role of the oihahe construction of the subject’s
identity. Lacan was informed of the significancelu$ part of Hegel's philosophy
when he attended Alexandre Kojeve’s seminars irl889s. Kojeve is considered,
along with Hippolyte, as key in introducing Heggbilosophy to twentieth-century
French intellectual thought. A materialist philobep Kojeve was, in his readings of
Hegel, influenced by existential phenomenology.ekejwas interested in Hegel's idea
on the subject’s process of being recognized thrdhg eyes of the ‘other’ that would
ultimately lead to the recognition of self-conssnass.

Hegel’s “Independence and Dependence of Satis€iousness: Lordship and
Bondage,” from which the above extract was quatedfains an imaginary story about
the moment the subject obtains his self-consciassrighis frequently narrated tale,
called the ‘Master/Slave dialectic,” is employednder to clarify Hegel's view of self-
consciousness. The Master and the Slave are twecssilvhose existence is dependent
on each other. In other words, the Master remamsaster as far as there is a Slave, and
vice versa. Therefore, the Master, in the recogmitif his self-consciousness needs an
othersubject that finds itself in the character of 8adve. The Slave, too, recognizes
himself as a slave when athersubject, the Master, exists. Thus, the emergehtteeo
subjectivity of one of them is pre-conditioned witie existence of thether
subjectivity.

It was the dialectic between Master and Slanckits ultimate result that was of high
significance for Kojéve. The looser in the Mast&@ relation is ultimately the Master
in that he identifies himself only through the Slaand therefore, he is not, as we might
think, free. The Slave, on the other hand, whilimigg recognition from the Master, is
not dependent on him since he has already anathieces of self-affirmation, which is
his work. It is the Slave that becomes free novasBquently, we have a reversal of
roles; the Master becomes the Slave, and the $lev@mes the Master. Kojéve was

particularly interested in this part of the story:

20wilfred Ver Eecke, “Hegel as Lacan’s Source foclsity in Psychoanalytical Theory,” in
Interpreting LacanJoseph H. Smith and William Kerrigan (eds.), Nd¢awven: Yale University Press,
1983, p. 121.
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If man is nothing but his becoming, if his humaistence in space is his existence in time
or as time, if the revealed human reality is nahiat universal history, that history must
be the history of the interaction between Mastexy &lavery: the historical ‘dialectic’ is
the ‘dialectic’ of Master and Slavé:

Therefore, according to Kojéve, the subject’s adekir recognition in the subject-other
dialectic, illustrated in Hegel as the Master/Sldiadectic, is manifested in the
historical dialectic, one that creates historynétans that it is a dialectic that is
operating in all human relations as well as reweggthuman reality.” Being either the
Master or the Slave, the subject may change icahese of time; it is through, and
because of, this change that history proceedsnidrefestation of this dialectic is
observed in most of human conditions such as thgstithe other, mother/infant, and
even lover/beloved relations. Lacan developed selehions through elaborating

Hegel’s thought:

The subject’s desire can only be confirmed in thiation through competition, through an
absolute rivalry with the other, in view of the etj towards which it is directed. And each
time we get close, in a given subject, to this fifim alienation, the most radical aggression
arises — the desire for the disappearance of ther ot so far as he supports the subject’s

desire?’?

Hegel's emphasis on the role played by theraththe process of the emergence of
the self-consciousness on the subject providedri_adi an insight into the role of the
image for the subject in the mirror stage. Furtr@enwhereas Kojeve considered
Hegel’'s Master/Slave dialectic as the historicalettic, Lacan not only discussed the
way the subject becomes the subject of desirhoother but also dealt with the
aggression emergent in the subject while the stibjdesire is confirmed by
competition or rivalry with the other.

The other part of Hegel’s philosophical systeat is of significance for investigating
the lack in the identity of the subject is his isleam the subject/object non-identity.
Although there are similar treatments here by btglgel and Lacan, this aspect of
Hegel's mark on Lacan is often neglected in thdistuin this area. As | discussed

earlier, Hegel's ultimate estimate of the posdipitif the subject-object identity, which

211 Alexandre Kojévelntroduction to the Reading of Hegédans. J. H. Nicholas, New York: Basic
Books: 1969, p. 9.

%12 Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book I: Freud’s PaiperTechnique, 1953-1954d.
Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. John Forrester, NewKky®V. W. Norton, 1988, p. 170.
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was under the partial influence of Schelling, setrse like pantheism. Whereas
pantheism’s only aim was to reach the state of ¢etmpunification between the creator
and the created, German Idealism, too, believexh@ness of the opposing concepts in
the realm of the absolute.

Consequently, although Hegel argued for theterce of the state in which there is a
subject-object non-identity, he later came to tmisclusion that such a state, only if
identical with its opposite that is subject-objefentity, could constitute part of the
realm of the absolute that the subject was abéxperience. Hegelian notions of the
absolute are in close affinity with the Romanticulime of pantheism. If the Hegelian
concept of the absolute brings together the subjedtobject in an identical sense, the
originally theological Romantic doctrine of pantrai deals with the oneness of nature,
the creator, and man, the created; it also pointise oneness of God, the creator, and
nature, the created. The subject-object idenfityei think of the object as nature and of
the subject as human being, is possible only irr¢bén of the absolute. However,
Hegel and Schelling believed that no subject cenldy the state of complete
unification with nature or the absolute. The subgect identity is possible only in the
realm of the absolute.

Whereas | have so far discussed the influehétegel on Lacan, Slavoj Zizek
elaborates the relationship in the opposite dioectne attempts to read Hegel through
Lacan. For instance, ihhe Metastases of Enjoymgm dedicates a part of the
discussion to read Hegelian ‘substance as sulgectrding to the Lacanian concept of
the subject. Moreover, towards the end of the buoknswers the imaginary
interviewer’s questions regarding the relation mswHegel and Lacan. Zizek’s
elaboration on Hegel’s idea on “the passage ofa@onsness to self-consciousness”
reminds the reader of Lacan’s view regarding medeaklopments and, particularly,

the notion of the construction of an independegif;sntained ego. He argues:

The passage of consciousness to self-consciouinesimvolves a kind of failed encounter:
at the very moment when consciousness endeavoassablish itself as ‘full’
consciousness of its object, when it endeavoupass from the confused foreboding of its
content to its clear representation, it suddemlgdiitself within self-consciousness — that is
to say, it finds itself compelled to perform an atteflection, and to take note of its own

activity as opposed to the objéti.

23 5lavoj Zizek The Metastases of Enjoyment: On Woman and Causali88.
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As for Lacan, the subject goes through a nurobphases before becoming exposed
to the Symbolic; there emerges, from the beginranfg/se perception of such concepts
as self, rational cogito, and ego. Moreover, tlenidy of the subject and a number of
others in the Symbolic is almost impossible. Artglaipt to reach a state of complete
union between the subject and those other sigsifgeitself a desire that comes from
and is made by the other. This desire is almostiase it exists only in language, and,
furthermore, it has been immediately repressed.slibgect, in Lacanian terms, seeks to
identify him/herself with a number of signifierstime language that he/she acquires
when he/she, for the first time, experiences tatesf diversity from his/her mother. In
all his/her life, the subject attempts to reackatesof complete unification and identity
between him/herself and those signifiers that omtesn he/she acquired language,
filled the unconscious gap for him/her; this gamednto existence because of the
deterioration of the unity of the mother and chitthwever, although the newly born
baby is in a state of complete union and identity\wts mother, we should not forget
that it has not become a subject yet.

There rises a lack when the mother/infant ri@mity is to be replaced by language
that is also based on lack because of the negiaatgre of language. Interestingly, the
lack is replaced and supposedly filled by lack. Yd@an solve the problem is that these
two processes happen simultaneously and they dhe iform of one unified lack.
Whereas the first lack is not experience by thgesupthe second lack, filled by
language, is responsible for the constructed iteatithe subject. The subject thus
forever carries a lack of full identity betweereifsand the mother, nature, God,
substance, or the other be it language or ideology.

The subject-Nature non-identity in Hegel, whighas demonstrated above, similar to
the subject-mother unity in Lacan, causes a ladt#tantity in that it makes it
incomplete. There is always a lack in the subjeat tauses this incompleteness and, in
turn, there is always a lack caused by this incetepless. Thus, there can never be a
full identification of/with the Other. The subjelfature non-identity in Hegel is thus in
parallel to the subject-Other incomplete identtiica in Lacan.

This conclusion is central to my analysis & groblems emerging in the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic in the following chaptertiat if one can also apply a Hegelian
approach to the Althusserian theory of the subjelgt | sought to present in the
previous chapter, then the Lacanian and Althussehi@ories can be converged
regardless of Althusser’s non-Hegelian readingi®iRrsion of Marxism. In addition,
both theories have been thus demonstrated as ldegeltheir treatment of the subject.
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Therefore, referring to Hegel on both occasiorf isigh significance to what the
present thesis seeks to present: the Lacanian-gdénian dialectic as a model for the
analysis of the subjectivity.

5.5 The Lacanian Subject:

An Anti-Cartesian Other in the Imaginary
The idea of the ‘Lacanian subject’ provides an ust@ading of the subject that is not
only different from but also in manifest oppositimnthe Cartesian subject. Whereas the
Cartesian subject believed in the coherence, ogytaand centrality of himself, the
Lacanian subject is a split and de-centred sulhettis driven by the contradictory
parts, orders and drives of his/her unconscious.

It was Freud who for the first time theoretigalamaged the modern subject’s
illusion of free will, unity, and a rational egoatan, too, contributed to Freud’s attitude
towards the human subject by expressing his releolaty mirror stage theory
according to which the subject, from the very bagig, constructs an imaginary and,
thus, not true concept of his/her own self. Thedmaan subject is also similar to the
Freudian subject particularly as far as the idetheimental fragmentariness and
instability of the subject is concerned.

Such a falsified notion of the self is alsa@antradiction with the Cartesian subject in
that while Descartes considered self in termssofrée and decision-making character,
the Lacanian subject is not free; he/she is sulbgeitte Symbolic, and thus subject to
language he/she learns in the phallic phase. $hiagan’s most severe critique of the
liberal-humanist post-Renaissance doctrine of thredn subject as autonomous,
consciously coherent, and free. The Lacanian sylgadhe other hand, is not only
determined but also subject to the Symbolic orltiés.driven and determined not by
his/her rational ego but by, for example, the Othdesire when he/she enters the
Symbolic and learns language.

Lacan was highly critical of the Cartesian sabp assured confirmation of himself
as a rational and existing cogito because of it®fthinking. He frequently repeated
this criticism in his papers and seminars. For gplammmediately after presenting his
vague formulas on the mechanism by which the urwouns operates, Lacan once more

refers to Descartes and his famous “I think, thenefl am:”

“I am thinking, therefore | am” (cogito ergo sums)riot simply the formulation in which the

link between the transparence of the transcendsukbg¢ct and his existential affirmation is
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constituted, at the historical apex of reflectiontbe conditions of science. Perhaps | am
only object and mechanism (and so nothing more pi@momena), but assuredly insofar as

| think so, | am—absoluteR*

Lacan presented his critical reading of ‘cogitotdrelieved that the main difference
between Descartes and Freud begins with theirrdiftausage of the word. Freud’s term
for ‘cogitatio’ was ‘psychical’ that did not meaorsciousness whereas the term came
close to such meaning in Descartes.

In a seminar entitled “Of the Subject of Certgll Lacan first stated that “Freud’s
method was Cartesian”; however, immediately aftetdwde mentioned that it was only
“in the sense that he sets out from the basiseo§tibject of certainty’*® After
elaborating on the question ‘of what can one btate’ Lacan analyzed Descartes’

cogito argument in this way:

Descartes tells usBy virtue of the fact that | doubt, | am sure th#tink, and—I would

say, to stick to a formula that is no more prudban this, but which will save us from
getting caught up in theogito, thel think—by virtue of thinking, | am.. in avoiding the
think, 1 avoid the discussion that results from the that thisl think, for us, certainly cannot
be detached from the fact that he can formulatalit by saying it to us, implicitly—a fact
that he forget$'®

Then, Lacan pointed to the differences betweerCtm¢esian and Freudian concepts of
the subject of certainty. Mentioning that Freudldexd the certainty of the

unconscious, Lacan believed that Descartes hagtassure himself about whose
existence he had just re-assured himself becaase Was always “an Other that is not
deceptive, and which shall, into the bargain, goi@e by its very existence the bases of

truth.”?!” Towards the end of the seminar Lacan thus condlude

Descartes did not know, except that it involvedghbject of a certainty and the rejection of
all previous knowledge—but we know, thanks to Frehdt the subject of the unconscious

manifests itself, that it thinks before it attagestainty>

21 Jacques Lacan, “The Insistence of the Lettererithconscious,Ecrits, p. 429.

215 Jacques Lacaifhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI: The Foudkarental Concepts of the
Psychoanalysis. 35.

2% pid., pp. 35-6.

27 pbid., p. 36.

28 pid., p. 37.

138



Lacan’s criticism of the Cartesian subject been critically investigated in a number
of recent readings. One of the most critical regsliof Lacan is that provided by Alain
Badiou who, aware of the significant influence afcanian psychoanalysis, refers to it
in the introduction to hiBeing and Everds one of the major trends in the “global state
of philosophy.?'® However, Badiou does not apply a strictly struslist treatment of
the philosophical problems, and he is not intecestehe Lacanian and Althusserian
anti-humanist doctrines such criticising the padisftof metaphysics and replacing
ontology for structuralist concerns. Whereas tHgex in Lacan tends to be the subject
of the unconscious, for Badiou the subject is camsin its in its engagement in the
acts of decision and fidelity. In the last ‘mediat of Being and Everngntitled
‘Descates/Lacan,” Badiou argues that Lacan is caisgd in the Cartesian epoch of
science in that Lacan still advocates the thouuggut tthe subject must be maintained in
the pure void of its subtraction if one wishesawestruth.?*° Accordingly, we should

not think of Lacan as an absolute opposition tocBdss:

When Lacan writes that ‘thought founds being solslyknotting itself within the speech in
which every operation touches upon the essen@ngtibge,” he maintains the discourse of

ontological foundation that Descartes encounterdié empty and apodictic transparency

of thecogita?*

Badiou’s meditations are clearly reminiscent of €etes’ meditations and the
philosophical tradition he is part of. The partanuleature in Descartes, and also in a
number of other philosophers such as Plato, thattlsgh significance to Badiou is
mathematicism. Badiou can be considered Cartesitimat his philosophy emphasises
the significance of mathematic to ontology: “matlagics is ontology.” This
philosophical proposition is, in Badiou, concernthg new mathematics of set theory
that is concerned with unpredictable and unimadengbantities, and deals with new
infinities that transform our previous modes ohtting.

On the other hand, Badiou is not Cartesiahat e criticises the Cartesian binary
oppositions including mind/body, the subject/objactd world/representation as
enemies of ontological philosopf$. He offers a post-Cartesian perception of the

subject in that for him there are no philosoph@ants per se; on the contrary, he

19 Alain Badiou,Being and Eventrans. Oliver Feltham, London: Continuum, 20071.p
220 (i
Ibid., p. 432.
22 |bid.
222 5ee Chapter Three of the present thesis, whered presented a discussion of the consequences of
the Cartesian subject including the emergenceneivaset of binary oppositions.
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argues that there are only four conditions thatlaeenselves in the non-philosophical
realms including art, science, politics, and ld@errespondingly, there are only four
truth procedures that are artistic, scientific,itozdl, and amorous subjects.

However, the Lacanian subject, as exposed abernins the antithesis of the
Cartesian subject, especially as far as the idéaeoéredibility and authenticity of the
ego is concerned. Moreover, the Cartesian subjeettsinty of his self-consciousness
is, for Lacan, a mere illusion. It is based on ghf@kindations since Lacan believed the
subject was seeking ‘the lost desire’ and he/stiendi know it was lost. Even if the
subject supposes that he/she has experienced,desilebe soon lost since it is
essentially based on lack.

The Lacanian subject’s fragmented character ¢éose affinity with man’s
fragmentation in modernity. Ego, from a Lacaniaevwiis unstable and uncertain,
whose integrity is constantly under the threatathlkexternal and, particularly, internal
forces. As | demonstrated in Chapter Three, motlenmi its first phases, was built on
the Cartesian subject’s certainty, centrality, andy of consciousness. However, both
modernity’s dreams and Cartesian wishes turnediodog lacking in the twentieth
century. As Charles Larmore argues, the Lacanibjestuappears to be highly critical
of not only Cartesian subjectivity but also of thedern philosophical trends, especially
Kant, that have attempted to present their ideakse€onstitutive subjeét® Lacan’s
understanding of the subject was not only critafakant but also of the philosophy

founded on the idea of the free and rational alcéspurely epistemological ego.

5.6 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has outlined the identity of whatll tee subject of language. The study
first demonstrated the structured character of.#eanian unconscious as the result of
the acquisition of language. Secondly, it was agighat Lacan’s notion of the subject
can be considered as the subject of language slidy paves the way for my following
discussion of the Lacanian-Althusserian dialecsi@anodel for the analysis of
subjectivity in that whereas the subject in Altherss determined by the structure and
its identity is formed through ideological interfagion, the identity of the Lacanian
subject is in direct association to the languagadupiires. Therefore, the convergence
of these theories can result in a more inclusiveehtor the analysis of the subject’s

identity.

22 gee Charles Larmore, “The Concept of a ConstiguBiubject,” inThe Talking Cure: Essays in
Psychoanalysis and Languadeolin MacCabe (ed.), London: Macmillan, 1981, pp8-31.
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Demonstrating that the Other, desire and tlo®scious all are based on lack, this
section focused on how lack is both created andteddyy language. Language is not
only responsible for the formation of the unconasiand the Symbolic but also for
negating the lack it and its ultimate identity undé. Similarly, language belongs not to
the subject; it belongs to the Other. Consequehdygued that the Lacanian subject of
language is really the subject of the Other. Otéssrthus was explored in the present
analysis of the subject with reference to the pmsiof language between the subject
and the Other. It is represented in the languagsibject embodies; although s/he
speaks the language, it is the language that detesrand shows his/her identity. The
alienation of the subject occurs when it is expdsddnguage.

In order to understand the lack over whichitleatity of the subject is based one
should first refer to Hegel’s discussion of thejsabobject non-identity in which he
argues that a full identity of the two is almospiwssible. The subject-other non-identity
in Hegel is reminiscent of the mother-subject ndentity. If the other in Hegel’s
doctrine of the Absolute can also be conceivedsdflature, it was for Lacan either the
image in the mirror or the big Other of the Symboliikewise, both referred to the gap
between the subject and the other. Lacan explhisdack in the realm of what he
called the Real. For Lacan, the lack also existeenSymbolic because it is constructed
by language. In addition, the Lacanian subject egassidered as an anti-Cartesian
subject in that the former showed that the subgefaisified by the other in the
Imaginary and hence his claims of self-autonomyestdblishment are all refused. The
subject of language, situated in the symbolicalsified by the other in the Imaginary
and determined by the Other in the symbolic thé&nguage.

Throughout the next chapter | seek to demotesthat the Lacanian subject and the
Althusserian subject, which was analysed in theiptes chapter, play a supplementary
role to each other in that each one of them focases particular aspect of the subject’s
identity; whereas the Lacanian subject tended tsider the subject as the subject of
language, the Althusserian subject considerstihi@subject of ideology. Consequently,
my analysis will focus on the subject as positiohetiveen language and ideology, or

between linguistic alienation and ideological ipetation.
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Chapter Six:
The Lacanian-Althusserian Dialectic as a Critical Aoproach:

Problems and Premises

6.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to outline the major problenastheoretical premises of a critical
approach to the analysis of the subject referratrtmughout the present thesis as ‘the
Lacanian-Althusserian Dialectic.” As its name inagli this critical perspective includes
the application of both Lacanian and Althusserfaoties of the subject to the same
object of study. The central thesis of this chagehe development of, despite certain
theoretical problems to be discussed, the Lacafidnusserian dialectic as a critical
model for the analysis of the subject’s identithisTdialectic is also demonstrated
between the language and ideology to which theestiig exposed and,
correspondingly, occurs between the linguisticredteon and ideological interpellation
of the subject in the realm of its unconsciousness.

This critical model does not simply draw togatkimilarities between both the
Lacanian and Althusserian perceptions of the stibjeche first chapter of the present
thesis | referred to those apparent similaritigsvben the Lacanian and Althusserian
conceptions of the subject that have caused misstaaheling for a number of critics in
putting them into a particular category. These Isirties could be misleading in that
they lead scholars to overlook the incongruitiewatk. The Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic as a critical approach faces a numbénedretical problems in that it not only
embodies two different systems of thought withetéint disciplinary backgrounds but
also deals with two different phases in the comsibn of the identity of the subject.

The present chapter includes three major sextidirst, | present an account the
apparent paradox within the Lacanian-Althusseriatedtic that is considered as ‘the
convergence of lack and material.” Then, | appraaehquestion of the construction of
the identity of the subject through following thadanian-Althusserian dialectic by
studying the association between the Lacanian pgoceof linguistic alienation and
the Althusserian concept of ideological interpédlat | shall thus present an analysis of
‘linguistic alienation as dramatic interpellatioithe third section examines the
construction of ‘the subject in the ideological Syatic.” This section seeks to face the
major theoretical premises and problems of thécatimethodology of the analysis of

the identity of the subject called the LacaniankhAfiserian dialectic. The first
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theoretical premise includes the exploration of tmajor questions: ‘inter-subjective
dialectic’ and ‘intra-subjective lack.” The secomemise focuses on ‘the ideological
constitution of the subject,” where an analysid b presented on the process the
subject goes through while ideologically constituteinally, ‘the representation of
identity in language,’ is studied where the idgntit the subject is investigated as
represented in the ideological language s/he imdtiaally exposed to both in infantile

and mature years.

6.2 The Lacanian-Althusserian Dialectic:

The Convergence of Lack and Material
Providing a more inclusive perspective for the gsialof both the formation of
subjectivity and the determination of the subjdug, Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic is
concerned with two essentially different constitatparts of identity: language and
ideology. As | explored in the previous two chaptevhereas language, because of its
negativity, is based on lack, ideology, in its Aliserian sense, has a material existence.
The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic thus providesitical perspective that is involved
in the convergence lack and material. Bringing othe@mples of the apparent
incongruity of this convergence, | seek to dematstthat the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic, though having an ostensibly paradoxieature, is not only a more wide-
ranging model in analysing the construction ofghbject’s identity but also offering a
critical approach to a strictly Lacanian and Altbeisan conception of the subject.

As demonstrated earlier, the similarities betvthe Lacanian and Althusserian
conceptions of the subject have led some schalarategorize them in the same
group?* Criticising those responses that are based oxploration of these apparent
similarities earlier in the thesis, | shall nowaliss the problems facing the critic
whenever the term ‘Lacanian-Althusserian dialeai@pplied. | shall later argue that
these two theories of the subject are supplemetaggch other in that each focuses on
a constitutive part of identity, that is languagel &eology, and also each is concerned
with a particular phase in the development of thigext, the infantile and mature years.

A major theoretical problem in bringing togatlhacan and Althusser in the form of
a unified theory is that they are dealing with @asentially different realms: the
unconscious and ideology. ‘Where do the uncons@owaisideology meet?’ This is a

question that is, first of all, preceded by anotipeestion regarding the possibility of

224 Eor an account of the common classifications efltacanian and Althusserian theories of the subject
see Chapter One of the present thesis.
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any meeting between the two. An immediate answérddirst question based on my
earlier exploration of Lacan and Althusser’s thesmf the subject is that they meet in
language. Concerning the construction of the undouns through language | presented
a discussion in Chapter Five. However, what remansaid is an exploration into the
possibility of any meeting between the unconscem ideology:

The unconscious, in Lacanian psychoanalysisuils on lack. A preliminary
hypothesis concerning the convergence of the urmtmus and ideology is that
ideology, too, should have been based on lack.sh®Wwed in my Hegelian reading of
the Althusserian model of the ‘subject/SubjectCinapter Four, the Subject is the
model ideology presents to its subjects and theraya remains a gap between the
subject and the Subjet® | also demonstrated in Chapter Two the way Labksi
explored the gap between the subject and whatadgakquires it to be, that is the
Subject. Laclau argues for the impossibility otift identification in different subject
positions. In their conception of ‘the subject ofipics’ Laclau and Zac investigate how
politics functions through a number of terms aradnok which it never accomplishes.
These terms need to be “empty in order to constitug aims of a political
competition.**® However, besides the gap between the subjectan8ubject that both
Althusser and Laclau refer to, there is also a ladke Subject itself in that it is never
materialized. The Subject which ideology presemisstsubjects as a model to cope
with is never completely fulfilled by the subjecisthat ideology. The Subject itself is
thus based on lack! The Subject, the ideal political subject requibgddeology, is
itself conceived of as ideology for the politicabgect and is never fully realized.
Therefore, if the Subject, which is based on lagkonsidered as a manifestation of
ideology, it can be thus argued that ideology, tebased on lack.

As for language/ideology relation, it shouldrbentioned that the abstract character
of language and the concrete existence of idegbogyide the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic with a major problem that is the incontyrof language and ideology, abstract
and concrete, and lack and material. Analyzing Uaigg/ideology relation, one should
note that while language is abstract and negatiee]ogy, in its Althusserian form, is

conceived of as concrete and material. MoreoverLttanian perception of the

2% Althusser did not explicitly refer to this gap;wever, it is implied that he had considered it when
argued that the subject of ideology could nevepbecthe Subject. See Louis Althusser, “Ideology and
Ideological State Apparatuses (Notes Towards aedtiyation),” inLenin and Philosophy and Other
Essaystrans. Ben Brewster, New York: Monthly Review $5,e2001, p. 121.

226 Ernesto Laclau and Lilian Zac, “Minding the GareTSubject of Politics,” in Ernesto Laclau (ed.),
The Making of Political Identitiet.ondon: Verso, 1994, p. 37.

22T These two lacks, that between the subject an8tibgect and that in the Subject itself, cause the
permanent operation of ideology in the further satipn of the subjects.
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unconscious, which is constructed through lang@ageisition process, considers it as
incomplete and dislocated; on the contrary, acogyth Althusser, ideology has a
concrete entity, a material existence, one thateatouched and felt everywhere.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic might bestbonceived of as the convergence
of lack and material. However, this incongruity epgs to be vital for the permanent
functioning of the dialectic between language atebliogy. This dialectic is manifested
in what has been called in this thesis ‘the ideiallgsignifier.’ | refer to the dialectical
association of language and ideology in the constm of the subject’s identity as the
ideological signifier. As | shall argue later indlthapter, the ideological signifier, the
realm which brings language and ideology togetblays a central role in the
construction of identity through the alienation amigrpellation of the subject both in
language acquisition process and mature years.sflldg of language/ideology relation
is not merely concerned with the combination ofltheanian and Althusserian theories
of the subject; it is crucial in the understandafigdentity in that the subject can, and
should be, simultaneously analyzed from these pypraaches.

Lacanian psychoanalysis, though focusing onrttliwidual, is also involved in the
social for two major reasons: first, Lacan consedethe Symbolic to be the determining
factor in the construction of the unconscious wherargued that “the unconscious is
structured as a function of the symbolfé*The Symbolic, as the social, is what the
subject, as the individual, is exposed to. Secqribdey Lacanian unconscious can be
considered as not having only an interior life witthe subject; it also has a life outside
the subject. It is formed by the Other and comesfthe Other: “the unconscious is the
Other’s discourse?*® The unconscious is thus not limited only to thechic and the
individual; it is trans-individual and concernedhvihe social.

As far as the position of language is conceriteambodies both the individual and
the social. Language is a site where the individial the social, the particular and the
universal, meet. The subject, as the site fortdeszidual and the particular, is thus
constructed by language that not only includesstial and the universal but also
constitutes the ideological symbolic. Although dfetent origins and dealing with
different objects of study, Lacanian and Althusseittheories provide a sophisticated
critical methodology in their present convergedrfoApplying the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic to the analysis of the reprgation of the subject’s identity in a

novelistic work of art could prove illuminating that it brings into consideration the

28 Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book VII: The Eti¢dsychoanalysis, 1959-66d.
Jacques-Alain Mille, trans. Dennis Porter, New Yahk W. Norton, 1992, p. 12.
22 Jacques Lacaicrits, trans. Bruce Fink, New York: W. W. Norton, 20@610.
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individual and the social, the particular and thevarsal, and the psychic and the
symbolic in its focus on language/ideology relatibiacan argued for the construction
of identity through the alienation of the subjegtidnguage, the Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic demonstrates the construction of ideaalgdentity through the alienation of
the subject by the ideological signifier.

This critical model also examines those aspautsphases of the construction of the
identity of the subject that are neglected by eitteeanian or Althusserian notions of
subjectivity. If Lacan was mostly concerned witlojget formation in the oedipal
period and Althusser was involved in the ideolobicterpellation of the mature
subject, the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic presammodel for the analysis of the
subject that emphasised both the language acguigigriod and the mature years of the
subject. Elaboration on this theoretical convergasmot an argument regarding a
simple matter of comparison or a casual relatignshinis convergence, however,
provides a theoretical framework for the analy$ithe subject. The Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic becomes more significantmvive bring into consideration the
large number of disciplines — literary and cultuteory and criticism, gender studies,
semiotics, and film theory, to name only a few atthave been influenced by Lacanian
and Althusserian theories on the subject.

The critical methodology offered by the LacanAdthusserian dialectic does not
merely give the Althusserian concept of interp@iat psychoanalytic character; it also
aims to add to the Lacanian perception of langaegkthe unconscious the concept of
ideology. What should be noted is that if one alsthtwo perspectives alone is applied
to reading literary texts, the study would not ibeusive in that each merely focuses on
one particular aspect and phase in the construofitimee subject. Furthermore, whereas
the Lacanian subject is analyzed through his/hsirel@and fantasy, the Althusserian
subject is considered to be subjected to ideoldbg. Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic,
however, studies the ideological fantasies of thgext and the way they have been

formed through the unconscious interpellation efgshbject.

6.3 Linguistic Alienation as Dramatic Interpellation

To begin with, | consider the close affinity betweabe Lacanian concept of ‘alienation’
and the Althusserian perception of ‘interpellatiand the role they play in the
construction of the subject’s identity. The sectwgues that the alienation of the
subject by language in infantile phase is a drasyaticess of interpellation while the

interpellation of the subject by ideology in matyears causes his/her further
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alienation. | shall also demonstrate that both @sses take place in the subject’s
unconscious.

By ‘alienation’ Lacan meant the process in Wahite subject identifies
himself/herself with a signifier in the languagédie is exposed to. Alienation is a
major characteristic of the Lacanian subject: thigexct is first alienated through
identification with the other in the mirror stadater, it is alienated through
identification with the language he or she acqLiré$he subject, therefore, cannot
construct its own identity. The subject’s idenigyhe result of the subject’s
identification with the signifiers. On the othemt& ‘interpellation,’ in Althusser’s
view, is the process through which ideology addressy individual upon its arrival to
society and, in this way, makes him/her the sulifgthat ideology. Althusser’'s main
thesis here is that “ideology interpellates indiidts as subject$® The way ideology
makes an individual a subject happens throughpetktion. It is through interpellation
that individuals are turned into subjects. In Akker’s theory, individuals are born into
ideology and immediately become subject to it. $higjects do not realize their
subjection to ideology and consider themselvestrde and independent individuals.

There are two implications of the subject whemehe term is used: the subject
through ideology and to ideology. In Lacan, to@ sbject, after the mirror stage,
becomes a subject through language and becomégegtsio a number of signifiers
that alienate him/her. Subjection in Lacan happleraigh language and to signifiers.
Language acquisition process happens when thecsudgeomes alienated by the
signifiers. Linguistic alienation can be thus reéekto as a dramatic mode of
interpellation, one that the subject is not awdr& be concepts that alienate the
subject, which | call ideological signifiers, existthe language the child unconsciously
acquires.

Apart from this common feature of the termsermdition and interpellation, one should
also point to those characteristics of languagei@@ology that provide a common
context for the subject. First, both language aewliogy are pre-existing structures in
which the subject is positioned. It means that tieyays already exist before the
subject’s entry into them. “[T]he notion that thenan subject is constituted by pre-

given structures,” Robert Lapsley and Michael WastImaintain, “is a general feature

230 For an account of the subject’s alienation bydther see Jacques Lacan, “The Subject and the:Other
Alienation,” in The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XlI: The FoudBarental Concepts of the
Psychoanalysised. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. Alan SheridaeyNyork: W. W. Norton, 1978, pp. 203-
215.

31| ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys115.
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of structuralism, according to which subjectivisydetermined by structures such as
language, family relations, cultural conventiond ather social forces® On the other
hand, Althusser’s thesis, “individuals are alwaiready subjects®* can be observed
also in Lacan when he demonstrates that the Symbuler exists before the entry of
the subject into it. Language plays the determimgig in the Symbolic order and the
unconscious becomes subjected to it.

Secondly, while ideology interpellates the indivatiand thus constitutes him/her as a
subject, language, too, includes a number of saysifvith which the individual seeks
to be in state of identity. In other words, thejsuabis both the subject to/of language
and ideology he/she is exposed to. Moreover, drpgllation deals with the moment
and process of recognition of interaction with ildggy, alienation designates the
moment and process of the formation of the sullijased on language. Both processes
show how the subject recognizes his/her relaticeadity, which is, in this regard,
constructed through language and ideology.

The Lacanian subject is the subject of theuagg he or she is exposed to in the
Symbolic. The Althusserian subject is the subjétbdhe ideologies that interpellate
him/her. Thus, the Lacanian-Althusserian subjestilgect to both language and
ideology. The ideological signifier interpellatéstemerging subject in a dramatic way
through language acquisition, and, accordingly stigect is alienated; it also alienates
the mature subject through a dramatic interpelatide crucial point to make here is
that ideology is manifested in language, and, dlesubject is interpellated through
language. This leads us to contemplate more orethgon of ideology to language and
the ways and moments in which language embodiedage. Towards the end of the
present chapter | shall elaborate more on thistoprewhen | attempt to analyse the
ideological character of the Symbolic.

The Lacanian-Althusserian subject, though segto remain completely identical to
signifiers, cannot enjoy a state of full identigtlween him/herself and them. Whereas
the Lacanian subject always fails in his/her attesnap fulfilling this desire, the
Althusserian subject, likewise, cannot become ge®itin other words, a state of
complete identity in both cases is impossible. f@sellt is a ‘gap’ that is never filled.
This gap is shaped in the subject’s unconsciougewia/she enters the Symbolic. That

is why the Lacanian/Althusserian dialectic is tonbastly conceived of in the

232 Robert Lapsley and Michael Westlak€ilm Theory: An IntroductionManchester: Manchester
University Press, 1988, pp. 10-11

233 ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys119.
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exploration of the Symbolic. If we categorize tloenplete mother/infant identity into
the realm of the Real, there is no loss, no languagd no ideology in this state of
identity. There is, instead, only fullness and ptete identity between the infant and
the mother, or, as in Hegel, between the subjetiNature.

The mechanism through which both language deology construct a subject never
permits the subject enjoying a state of full idgntietween him/her and the signifiers.
The more a subject attempts to cope with the maidslented by ideology, the more
he/she is required by ideology to follow the mode.in language, the endless chain of
subjectivization happens because these signifies imatheir essence a gap in that they
are only to be found in language and not in realityere is, therefore, a lack in both
ideology and language on which they are construdtedrder to discuss the function of
both ideology and language in the subject’s idamatifon with them it is illuminating to
refer to the way superego functions in its Zizekianms: it is like a bank to which we
can never pay back the whole of our debts; the merpay off, the more we are in
debt.

The concepts of ‘ideological interpellation’ anohguistic alienation’ contribute to
this anti-humanistic view that the subject is @& tause and creator; he/she is,
however, the effect and created. The subject iefieet of both language and ideology
into which he/she is born, and by which he/sheott lalienated and interpellated. Both
language and ideology are structures. Languagerusturalism, is conceived of as a
‘structure,’” and ideology, in Althusser, is refet® as ‘the structuré** My argument
here is that the language that alienates the dubjetanifested in the ideological
structure by which the subject is interpellated.iM/the subject participates in the
construction of his/her false sense of completemeige mirror stage, he/she
participates in the reproduction of the conditiohsis/her subjecthood. The close
affinity of Althusser’s theory of the subject tatiof Lacan concerning the relation of
the subject to both ‘society’ and ‘mirror-image’shiaeen thus mentioned by Terry

Eagleton:

the relation of an individual subject to societygashole on Althusser’s theory is rather like
the relation of the small child to his or her mirnmage in Lacan’s. In both cases, the

human subject is supplied with a satisfyingly wedfimage of selfhood by identifying with

234 Althusser’s notion of ‘the structure’ is distinghiable from the common concept of ‘structure’ iatth
the first concept designates “the structure in samce” of the complex whole. See Louis Althussem “
the Materialist Dialectic,” ifFor Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, London: Verso, 1969, pp-208.
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an object which reflects this image back to it icl@sed, narcissistic circle. In both cases,

too, this image involvemisrecognitionsince it idealizes the subject’s real situafion.

More interestingly, one can observe in Althussdgegnition of ideology implicit
echoes of Lacan’s concept of the Imaginary. Whekeaan believed that the subject
immediately after the mirror stage lived in the fimary, Althusser, too, argued for the
“an imaginary relation” of the subject to “the reainditions of existence.” This
‘imaginary relation’ is what Althusser calls idegio Moreover, Althusser’s proposition
that ideology is “an imaginary relation to the reahditions of existencé® is also in
parallel to the Symbolic in that it is represenitethnguage; it is language that
constructs, maintains, and changes the imaginsatiae of the subject to the real
conditions of existence. In addition, the relatadrihe child to the image in the mirror is
‘imaginary’ in that the child imagines that the eths complete and identifies itself with
the supposedly complete image of the other in tineom

Ideology, according to Althusser, does notefthe ‘real’ world; what ideology
misrepresents is itself one step far from the Remdan’s concept of the Imaginary is
distinguishable from the Real as far as languagernserned. Anthony Elliott has

described this relation in the following way:

For Althusser, there is a duplicate mirror-struetat the heart of the ideological process, a
structure which possesses all the unity and pldeitaf Lacan’s imaginary order ... what
the mirror of ideology essentially does is to inmleeceived social meanings at the centre
of the imaginary relationships of individuals t@ithreal conditions of existence. Thus, in
constituting the self in relation to discourseglaks, race, sexuality, nationalism, and the
like, the individual comes to misrecognize itsedfaan autonomous subject, believing itself

to be legally free and self-legislatify.

Although Elliott’s approach in this regard appearde illuminating in a further
investigation of the association between LacanrahAdthusserian theories, he does not
work on the problems emerging in the process otitheelopment of a critical
perspective based on both theories.

While the Lacanian alienation happens in airé@utl way in the infantile phase of the

development of the subject, the Althusserian irgdsion takes place directly for a

235 Terry Eagletonl.iterary Theory: An IntroductionOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983, p. 150.

238 | ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essgys109.

237 Anthony Elliott, Psychoanalytic Theory: An Introductio®xford: Blackwell Publishers, 1997, p. 104.
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mature subject. However, the Althusserian concéptterpellation can happen
dramatically both for the emerging and the matuitgesxts. Consequently, each one of
these theories focuses on one aspect of the proteabjection. If Lacanian theory is
concerned with the formation of the subject in imile@ phase, Althusserian theory is
dealing with the subjection of the individual in tui@ years. The Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic thus brings into consideration both infl@rand mature years in the
development of the subject.

Secondly, whereas alienation in Lacan is aronscious process of which the
emerging subject is unaware, and interpellatioAlihusser happens directly to the
mature subject, the Lacanian-Althusserian dialeetiards interpellation as also taking
place dramatically. For instance, when the subgeatatching a programme on TV,
he/she is indirectly interpellated by not only ttieological framework the programme
is part of but also by the ideological signifiepreduced there.

Moreover, language acquisition process carldmeansidered as a dramatic
interpellation. Likewise, alienation, too, is noéeraly confined to infantile years. The
grown up subject is also alienated by the ideokbgy interpellates him. Thus,
alienation is the immediate consequence of int&apeh in both infantile and mature
years.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic thus pdegia model for the analysis of the
subject’s identity that pays attention to two diffiet modes of the alienation of the
subject through bringing into consideration twdetiént phases in the development of
the process of the construction of the subjecto Altsis not only concerned with the
direct way of interpellation, as in Althusser, llgo explores the dramatic ways of
interpellation in both infantile and mature yedrattcause alienation. The common
medium in both processes is what | refer to asladpeal signifier. | shall further

explore the language/ideology relation in the fwiloy sections.

6.4 The Subject in the Ideological Symbolic:

Towards a Critical Methodology
Although the ‘Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic’ prd&s a more wide-ranging critical
methodology for the analysis of the subject, iefcertain theoretical problems. Any
attempt to bring together the Lacanian and Althiaeeheories of the subject
inevitably faces a number of theoretical problewkile | referred to some of these
problems in Chapter Two in my evaluation of redéebretical treatments of the
Althusserian and Lacanian concepts of the subj@ity here to scrutinize the problems
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emerging in, as well as the methodological premidethe Lacanian-Althusserian
dialectic.

This section consists of three main subsectiinss, an exploration of both ‘inter-
subjective dialectic’ and ‘intra-subjective lack’ the identity if the subject will be
presented. Referring to the unconscious charatiater-subjective dialectic, | shall
analyse two modes of this dialectic that | refeascconstructive and destructive inter-
subjective dialectics. Then, | will explore therasubjective lack with reference to my
earlier study of the constitution of the subjectiolack in Lacan with reference to
distinguishable conceptions of lack in Hegel anthdsser.

Secondly, ‘the ideological constitution of thebject’ will be discussed with
reference to the ideological Symbolic that the sabis exposed to and that ultimately
alienates the subject through an unconscious aoteypellation. And finally, the
question of the ‘representation of identity in laage’ will be examined with reference
to the ideological languages that bring about idgickl subjectivities. The exploration
of ideological signifier will thus be crucial toithsection in that it plays a central role in
the constitution and representation of the idealalgdentity of the subject in the

language exposed to, and produced by, the subject

6.4.1 The Inter-Subjective Dialectic and Intra-Subgctive Lack

The inter-subjective dialectic and intra-subjeclaek play a significant role not only in
the construction of the identity of the subject &isb in causing the incompleteness of
identity and the impossibility of the subject. lIMirst demonstrate that there is always
an inter-subjective dialectic at work in the ongpprocess of the construction of
identity. Then, | will argue that the intra-subjeetlack is what causes the ongoing
changes in the identity of the subject, on one hand results in the incomplete nature
of identity and the impossibility of the subjecty thhe other hand.

The terms identity and subjectivity, thoughdregically distinguishable in definition,
are often used interchangeably. However, | shaiwker identity as an umbrella term
which includes and brings together different sulbyees within the subject. Thus,
whenever | refer to the identity of the subjea really talking of all the constituent
subjectivities of the subject. That is why the gah&erms of national identity and
religious identity are considered in the preseasitias merely national subjectivity and
religious subjectivity. When the term national itgnis used for national subjectivity
widely in media and mass culture, a particular ecipyity of the subject’s identity has

been regarded as the most dominant constituenoptrat identity; that is to say, these
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general terms are used whenever a particular gubjgeds considered as the whole
identity. This usage of the term identity has eepbya wide popularity in media and
mass culture whereas the term subjectivity is thelarly term to denote only a
constituent part of the subject’s identity.

As demonstrated earlier in the thesis, Hegslizadhic of inter-subjectivity with intra-
subjectivityin one separate and autonomous entity is considered one of the first
attempts that dealt with the internal dialecticeMgen subjectivities in the same
identity. The dynamic of inter-subjectivity is whetists between different subjectivities
inside the subject’s identity. This dynamic ha®aa external manifestation that exists
between the subjectivities of different subjects.

There are different approaches to what the-subéjective dialectic within the
subject’s identity causes for the subject in comterary theory; these approaches can
be generally divided into the constructivist angyliistic determinist. The structuralist
tradition of the humanities argues for the selfutatpry character of the systems and,
correspondingly, the restricting power of the simoes. Structuralism believes in the
subject’s lack of freedom from the structures idahg language and ideology.
Structuralist approaches thus employ a determapigtoach to the subject, which is
primarily linguistic. On the other hand, post-sturalist thinkers have given more
freedom to the subject in its encounter of thecstme. Can the subject overcome the
inter-subjective dialectics within his/her identity constructing a new subjectivity?
Whereas a constructivist standpoint would agreb thié possibility of constructing a
new mode of identity for the subject, a linguistlicaleterministic answer to this
guestion would argue for the impossibility of a quete re-construction of the identity
of the subject that is distinguishable from itgyoral identity in every aspect.

An illuminating response based on both constrist and linguistic determinist
approaches can be observed in Judith Butler wharseepts of ‘performativity’ and
‘the agent’ have further explored the inter-subjectialectic*® However, her concept
of ‘the agent’ comes out of the power that has kthib. Butler's analysis of the
struggle between the agent and all-including pava@rbe read as her interest in inter-
subjective dialectic. What is notable is that 8trsiggle first happens in language and
has a ‘psychic’ aspect. No subject invents byfitded language he/she speaks; speaking

a language is rather like borrowing it; it is dngtfrom an already existing vocabulary.

238 For an account of Hegel’s idea of internal aneétexl modes of the inter-subjective dialectics See
G.W.F. Hegel, “Independence and Dependence ofGmiciousness: Lordship and Bondage,” in
Phenomenology of Spirirans. A. V. Miller, Oxford: Oxford University Bss, 1977, pp. 111-119.

239 For an account of Judith Butler's parallel empleymof structuralist and post-structuralist apphesc
in developing her concepts of ‘performativity’ aftile agent’ see Chapter Two of the present thesis.
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The individual subject does not, and cannot, dettidaneaning of words in that the
subject always already finds itself in a langudg# has established signifying codes.
When we learn to speak, we learn to use those redes when we become proficient
speakers, our speech still has to follow those saael rules.

There is, for Butler, always a negative powewrark that does not let the inter-
subjective dialectic result in a new subjectividn both sides of the dialectic there is an
attempt of subjection. Subjectivity is always ek®ytsubjection through power. Thus,
there are always at least two powers at work irdiakectic between two subjectivities.
For Butler, as in Hegel, this dialectic happenthmpsyche of the subject. That is why
Butler approaches any inter-subjective dialectroulyh emphasis on the subjection that
any subjectivity exerts. She writes:

Subijection is a kind of power that not only unitatly acts on a given individual as a form
of domination, but also activates or forms the sabjHence, subjection is neither simply
the domination of a subject nor its production, designates a certain kind of restriction in

production®*

There is a struggle between different modes ofexfign in that subjection is itself ‘a
kind of power.” As demonstrated earlier in the theButler seeks to present a theory
that provides more freedom for the subject in camspa with other structuralist
theories. Whereas Lacan’s emphasis on the Symisdlidts in the impossibility of any
constructivist attempt of the subject, Butler's cept of the agent and his/her
performativity allows more freedom. While the Laansubject is linguistically
determined, Butler's agent can be conceived obasteuctivist.

A similar account of the internal dialectic it the identity of the subject has been
mentioned by D. E. Hall. Referring to the ‘meta-asveess’ of the subject when facing
any internal dialectic, Hall argues that “the pbs#y that one can gain control over
that which has controlled one’s consciousr®sbecoming conscious of that dynamic of
control is the premise of most twentieth-century theooigsoliticized subjectivity.®**
What Hall is concerned with happens only when thigext differentiates him/herself
both as the knowing subject and the object of stiMgta-awareness,’ the term

employed by Hall, is the awareness of the confietiveen our self and the other

240 Judith Butler The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subject®tanford: Stanford University Press,
1997, p. 84.
241 Donald E. Hall Subjectivity London: Routledge, 2004, p. 55.
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subjectivities of our identity. ‘Meta-awarenessushpoints to the self-reflexive nature of
the dialectic between the constitutive subjectgtof the subject’s identity.

The inter-subjective dialectic in the identfythe subject can be considered as
having constructive and destructive modes. Consieimter-subjective dialectic
happens when a new subjectivity emerges out adiilectic between opposing
ideological subjectivities. This newly-formed sutijeity is distinguishable from the
other subjectivities in that it is conceived ofaasynthesis, in the classical Hegelian
sense, which emerges out of the conflicts betwkermxisting subjectivities. The other
subjectivities, such as those formed in the prooétanguage acquisition, are the result
of the subject’'s mental attachment to the sigrsfig¥hat is notable here is that this
emerging subjectivity is not fixed and stablegaither undergoes an ongoing process in
that there are always a number of other subjeisvih the subject’s identity to which
this new subjectivity is the other. There is contaan inter-subjective dialectic
between the constituent subjectivities of the idgmf the subject. Even if an existing
subjectivity becomes the dominant in the subjadesitity, it is still conceived of
having undergone a constructive dialectic in thiaatwltimately occurs is the
foregrounding of a particular subjectivity.

The deconstructive inter-subjective dialeatic,the other hand, occurs when the
conflicting subjectivities don't give birth to thiesse of a new subjectivity. The subject
here is dangling between ideological subjectivitidss mode of the inter-subjective
dialectic can cause psychological disorder forsihigiect. The frequently quoted term of
‘shattered personality’ can be applicable to tHgext when the deconstructive inter-
subjective dialectic affects his or her identithig mode of the inter-subjective dialectic
is what is generally referred to as identity cri3ise significant point here is that this
mode of inter-subjective dialectic has often anamscious feature, one the subject is
unaware of.

There is often an intra-subjective dynamic atkwithin the subject’s identity, one
that exists within the subjectivity itself. Subjedly always includes a lack since it is
constituted by language. Language negates whighifiss, and it is thus based on lack.
Subjectivity also includes the subjectivity agawsich it defines itself. This
characteristic is generally referred to as antagganidentity is thus never fully
constituted and has an ‘incomplete’ character. ‘iTfo®mpleteness’ of identity does not
merely go back to the inter-subjective dialectidie it. It is also essential to the
function of identity in that there is always anr&subjective lack at work that produces
the impossibility of the subject. For instance eavrsocial movement cannot claim it has

155



completely fulfilled its purpose since identificati with a particular subjectivity or
doctrine is not ‘reducible’ to identity. There aevays other subjectivities in the same
identity and, furthermore, identity always failsftdly embody what it says it includes.
Butler, Laclau, and Zizek in their collective ‘inttuction’ toContingency, Hegemony,
Universality: Contemporary Dialogues on the L@B00) have argued for the
‘incompleteness’ of identity when they are dealvith the ‘identity-claims’ of the

present day social movements. They write:

...'identity’ itself is never fully constituted; iratt, since identification is not reducible to
identity, it is important to consider the incommerability or gap between them. It does not
follow that the failure of identity to achieve colefe determination undermines the social
movements at issue; on the contrary, that incorapéss is essential to the project of

hegemony itself*?

Even if we say that identification may be reducitl@ particular subjectivity it is a not
well-founded proposition in that subjectivity it&inctions exactly in the same way
identity does. Subjectivity, like identity, alwagsgates itself.

Investigation into the lack upon which idenigyestablished has been examined in
contemporary philosophy, psychoanalysis, and paatxiddm. Again here Hegel is
important. He was specifically concerned with the getween the subject and the
absolute Spirit, and his notion of the incomplessnef identity has give vein to the
contemporary idea of the impossibility of the sehjé& major question in critical
evaluations of identity is the investigation inbe@ tlack identity embodies and is built
on. As Lacan demonstrated, there forms a gap irdéwity of the subject immediately
after the mirror stag€? Also, as Jameson suggested, there remains a ¢fap inoment
of the transition of the Imaginary to the SymbdfitZizek, too, is obsessed by the lack
the barred O, ideology, is based®8hHowever, what makes Althusser subject to
further criticism is his ignorance of the lack tidentity is based on. In other words,
Althusser did not argue for the existence and dimgraf an intra-subjective lack within

identity.

242 jJudith Butler, Ernesto Laclau and Slavoj Ziz€kntingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary
Dialogues on the Left ondon: Verso, 2000, pp. 2-3.

23 3ee Jacques Lacan, “The Subject and the Othematibn,” inThe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book
XI: The Four Fundamental Concepts of the Psychoaigled. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. Alan
Sheridan, New York: W. W. Norton, 1978, pp. 203-215

244 See Fredric Jameson, “Imaginary and Symbolic itabaMarxism, Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the
Problem of the Subject,” iMale French StudiedNo. 55/56, Literature and Psychoanalysis. ThesQue

of Reading: Otherwise (1977), pp. 371-2.

245 5ee Slavoj ZizekThe Sublime Object of Ideolagyondon: Verso, 1989, p. 122.
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As | demonstrated in Chapter Four, a mythigaheple of the existence of the intra-
subjective lack could be observed in the story ok’ encountering of God. Althusser
did not deal with this problem from this view; haswot part of the Hegelian tradition
of analysing inter-subjective dialectic and inttdective lack. Althusser renounced
Hegel when, dealing with Marx’s epistemologicaldkehe attempted to purify the
latter from the former. As Judith Butler notes ar first book, there were two different
readings of Hegel in the mid-twentieth-century eerthe first reading was that
provided by Alexandre Kojeve and influenced suguife as Lacan and Bataille; the
second was that presented by Hyppolite and infle@scich figures as Althusser and
Foucaul?*® Althusser, in his criticism of the Hegelian infhee in Marx, did not bring
into considerations those parts of Hegel's argumtdt had influenced Lacan.
However, we should note that the Hegel Lacan wihiseinced by was not the Hegel
Althusser tried to separate from Marx: the HegehAs$ser criticised was the
philosopher who was devoted to the analysis of pistsics and the Absolute Spirit,
and the Hegel Lacan followed was the philosophey whs devoted to the analysis of
the subject’s identity with reference to the idéatherness.

The subject always carries a lack of full idigribetween itself and the other, be it the
mother, Nature, God, substance, or language atbighe The interesting point is that
the subject always fails in seeking to reach asifull identity between itself and the
other. The non-identity of the subject and the p#igo goes back to the intra-subjective
lack that exists in identity. The subject thus carive completely identifiable with the
ideological language it both acquires and, consatyjeeproduces. The intra-
subjective lack avoids any full identity betweer gubject and what the ideological
language requires it to be. This causes the alwagsing functioning of all ideologies.
Both inter-subjective dialectic and intra-subjeetlack generate the always incomplete
nature of identity.

Therefore, the identity of the subject is cdesed as constituted by different
subjectivities, themselves formed by ideologicablaages. The subject always fails in
its attempts to be in a state of complete iderdifon with what ideological language
wants it to be. There is thus a permanent staitecofpleteness in identity, one that
causes non-identity of the subject and the othiee. Subject hence does not experience

248 Eor Butler’s account of these two major trendEriench Hegelianism see Judith ButBubjects of
Desire: Hegelian Reflections in Twentieth-Centurgrieg New York: Columbia University Press, 1987,
pp. 63-79.
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a stable and fixed condition of identity and ipermanently positioned in an ongoing

process of change.

6.4.2 ldeological Constitution of the Subject

Based on its sameness to that which has creatabijectivity can be considered as
identical with the ideology that has produced ubfectivity first exists in the Symbolic,
and then becomes part of the identity of the subjBeferring to the Althusserian
definition of ideology, one can propose that suldyeg, except for that produced by art,
has an ideological characféf.Approaching the Symbolic as ideological, we are
explicitly providing the Lacanian concept with attrAisserian signification.

Language, Lacan argues, is the most significanstituent part of the Symbolic. It is
also the medium through which the ISAs and, espigtiee RSAs, exert their power
and influence. Language, in my argument, remaiesladical in that the subject is
primarily exposed to it through familial and educaal systems, which are the
ideological State apparatuses. Language can bedextjas ideological also because it is
the medium through which we define our “imaginaghation to the real conditions of
existence.**® Likewise, there is no relationship between languaigd reality in
structuralism. Language, in this sense, is notehéty but a window through which
reality is represented.

Apart from the function of the ISAs, Languatgelf reproduces the conditions in
which the Symbolic becomes ideological. Thus, sttbjity takes on an ideological
function not only because of the ideological chemaof the Symbolic but also because
of the representation of the ISAs in it. Also, 8ymbolic is ideological since there
always exists a ‘problematic.” Althusser used #rentto demonstrate the ideological
burden of the words and the context in which wel@zated. Problematic means that a
word or concept cannot be considered in isolaitoonly exists in the theoretical or
ideological framework in which it is used.

Subjection to a number of signifiers in theqass of linguistic alienation is a
dramatic unconscious interpellation. This is masilfean Althusserian reading of the
Lacanian concept of alienation. Lacan employedéim ‘alienation’ for the process in
which the subject identifies him/herself with arsfger. The subject’s identity is the

result of the subject’s identification with the sifjers. Therefore, it is these signifiers

247 Althusser did not rank art among ideologies. listeder to Althusser’s notion of art/ideology rétmn
later in this chapter.

248 | ouis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Statpparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essagys109. For a full account of Althusser’s periapbof ideology
see Chapter Four of the present thesis.
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that determine the identity of the subject. Thedraan subject is the subject of the
language he/she is exposed to in the Symbolicstibgect, from this point of view,
seeks to remain identical to linguistic signifiéssgnifiers are conventionally loaded
with ideological designations. The unconscious beeg) through language, the site of
these signifiers.

The subject’s mental attachment to these segsifills for the subject the
unconscious gap that appears when the unity bettheesubject and its mother is
shattered in the process of language acquisitiene o points should be clarified:
first, by signifiers | do not merely mean the Laieanphallus; there are also a number of
other signifiers that the subject unconsciouslksee identify him/herself with.
Secondly, although the phallus has been consideydide dominant signifier in Lacan,
a signifier that both fills and creates the gaphmunconscious, it also fills the gap that
emerges in the mother/subject disunity.

Lacan’s frequently quoted “the unconsciougriscsured like a languag&®
considers the formation of the unconscious accgrtbrthe structure of language. This
proposition points only to the formation of theustiure of the unconscious. If we bring
into consideration Lacan’s other proposition tithe“unconscious is the Other’s
discourse,*°we find out that the relation between the uncanssiand language is not
merely a matter of structure; it is also a mattezamtent. | want to contend that the
unconscious is ideological in that the discoursthefother is, in an Althusserian sense,
most often ideological. The Other is always alre@@plogical and in close affinity
with the ideological feature of the Symbolic. Thigct, then, is exposed to an
ideological Other, and its subjectivity becomeidgical. However, the subject’s
identity is not entirely identical with the Othdiere is always an ego that considers
itself to be different from the Others. The egowbkuer, is only a small part of the
subject’s identity. Thus, apart from that, the othgbjectivities in the subject’s identity
are identical with the ideological Other. | calefie subjectivities ideological.

The second exception that remains outsidedalenrof the ideological subjectivity,
besides the ego, is ‘real art.” Althusser’s famdeslaration on art is illuminating here.

In “A Letter on Art in Reply to André Daspre” he ote:

The problem of the relations between artidedlogy is a very complicated and difficult

one. However, | can tell you in what direction durestigations tend.do not rank real art

%9 Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI: The FoudBuarental Concepts of the
Psychoanalysised. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. Alan SheridaeyNyork: W. W. Norton, 1978, p. 149.
%0 Jacques Lacaikcrits, p.10.
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among the ideologieslthough art does have a quite particular andipeelationship

with ideology®*

A significant question to ask here is ‘what is Irag’ is by definition?’ Or, what did
Althusser mean by it? Answering this question lealto the area of aesthetics and
Althusser’s relation to literary and artistic arism. The immediate answer is that we
refer to any classic work of art as real art. Wdhatassic work of art is would be
relevant to the philosophy of aesthetics. | wilbgly contend that ‘real art’ is that
which, although including ideologies and being et in an ideological framework,
distances itself from ideology and the ideologmahtext in which it is produced. A
work of art is here considered as having a distmre the ideologies it represents; this
distance is created by criticising, satirizingsonply deliberately ignoring the
ideologies that create a context for the text. Wéhat interest to me is first how these
ideologies are represented in the text, and, thew,they have transited into the
language which carries them.

An Althusserian reading of other Lacanian cgggives birth to similar results. For
example, fantasy in Lacan is generated because afdsire that comes from the Other.
What | want to show is that fantasy can be an wmigioal narrative because it comes
from the Other that is already ideological. Althbugacan considered fantasy to
embody a sexual narrative, it can also includduligment of those non-sexual
repressed desires that have been generated yAkeFantasy, the manifestation of
the unconscious desires of the subject, is thg sternarrate about our desires. The
desires of the subject are not always sexual.

A clear example of the ideological fantasy feppwhen a smoking teenager dreams
of buying cigarettes. This fantasy has been creaydtie ideological rule that bans the
selling of tobacco to anyone under eighteen. Anoglbbed example is a poet’s fantasy
of receiving the Nobel Prize for literature, a degienerated by educational and cultural
institutions. It is propagated by ideology, and ith&itution that awards the prize is
itself an ideological State apparatus. Other idgicl institutions such as TV channels,
radio stations, newspapers, and websites areraflilboting to its ideological
establishment. Ideological apparatuses such agnsities and academic centres invest
in this poet by, for example, inviting him/her telider lectures. Therefore, a discourse,
which is ideological, is created. The desire ofgbet for the Noble Prize is thus
ideological and determined and reproduced by tmaliyic.

%1 ouis Althusser, “A Letter on Art in Reply to AnglDaspre,” in_enin and Philosophy and Other
Essaysp. 151.
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However, as Lacan maintained, in the realnihefunconscious the signifier lacks
any signified. Ideology thus exists in the uncoassiin the form of a signifier, a letter,
word, phrase, or statement: the signifier has aoladical burden. It is this very
ideological burden of the signifier that makeshiak of it as a signified. Moreover,
language is the most significant constitutive péthe Symbolic. The ideological
dimensions of language are thus reproduced every da

Commenting on ‘discourse,” Julian Wolfreys caless the relationship between
language and power and maintains that languagat isnerely an adjunct to forms of
power,” it is rather “the articulation of that poweReferring to Foucault’s view on
relations between the subject and discourse, he fgoher to argue that there are

always a number of other elements present:

... human subijectivity and identity itself is proddaaut of various discursive formations as
a result of the subject’s entry into language s$hiatugh and informed by figurations and
encryptions of power, politics, historical, cultuaad ideological remainders organized

through particular relationships and netwdi¥s.

Formation of subjectivity thus begins with “thebject’s entry into language.” As |
discussed earlier, language is a battlefield dflimigies. The subject’s initiation with
language creates an ideological interpellation loictv he/she is unconscious. Language
embodies ideological features and elements; itralssand reproduces them, and
ultimately makes them constructive of the subjestibjectivity.

There are two different phases in the subjext{sosition to language: infantile and
mature years. | elaborated on alienation in infaryears earlier in the thesis. As for the
mature years, the subject is alienated througldiaogical interpellation that has both
direct and dramatic modes. An example of dire@rpellation is Althusser’s story of a
police calling an individual in the street; the eyae for indirect and dramatic
interpellation, which happens through languageisn the subject watches a movie,
serial, or news on TV. The subject is here draraliyienterpellated through ideological
language. What is of importance here is that idggold interpellation and its
consequent linguistic alienation often happen ethconscious.

In both phases the ideological constitution ragpen both consciously and
unconsciously. An example for the conscious ideickdgonstitution of the oedipal

period is those moments when the child is freqyeagking questions. What is

52 julian WolfreysCritical Keywords in Literary and Cultural Thegrilew York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2004, p. 66.

161



operating here and needs to be analyzed is thedgeghe subject acquires, learns, or
is exposed to. The language the subject encounterth the oedipal and mature
phases interpellates the subject. What seems rotsila is that, in Althusser, ideology
and interpellation not only consist of but also stitate each other. Thus, wherever
there is ideology, we can see interpellation atkwdhe subject is ideologically
constituted in that the linguistic signifiers siBainconsciously alienated by are already
ideologically designated and, hence, loaded witidaalogical burden. Thus the
Symbolic the subject is exposed to is itself prechamtly ideological in that most of the
subjectivities are ideological. Moreover, there @ifeerent ideological subjectivities in

the identity of the subject and the subject funwtiaccording to the ‘dominant’ oA%.

6.4.3 Representation of Identity in Language

Subjectivity, especially when ideologically congtéd, is represented in the language of
a text. The question of the relation of a textdealogy has been of high interest to any
Marxist literary criticism. However, what makes thresent methodology
distinguishable is its focus on the representatiodeological subjectivities in

language. ‘ldeological language,” a key concephinanalysis of the identity of the
subject,’ is not responsible for the subject’s vehidlentity. It represents only a

particular subjectivity that is itself permanentlyanging because of the changes in the
framework and extent to which the subject is exgot#eological constitution of the
subject happens when the ideological signifiesialaished in the subject’s
unconscious. Investigation into the ideologicablaage is a complicated process in that
each ideological aspect of language is itself grilced by a vast number of ideologies in
the same language. What are the characteristas ofeological language? The origin

of the answer goes back to what ideology itselinsAlthusser, except for real art and
science, everything may be categorized into thiere&ideology. More specifically,
ideology is that which is found in and producedliy ideological State apparatuses: the
language in domestic, educational, religious, avidigal systems is ideological. If we
consider their mode of language reproduction wieeial reference to their
mechanism of ideological production, we will suat@edetermining a moment when

Marxism and psychoanalysis meet in language.

53| have borrowed the concept of ‘the dominant’ frBmman Jakobson. See Roman Jakobson,
Language in LiteratureKrystyna Pomorska and Stephen Rudy, eds., Cag#ridA: Belknap, 1987,
pp. 41-6. Accordingly, there is always a dominauitjsctivity among the constitutive subjectiviticstioe
identity of the subject.
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If, for Althusser, everything except for real and science is ranked among
ideologies, therefore, language, in most instantés usage is provided with an
ideological character. Therefore, the processmjuage acquisition includes ideology
acquisition too. The subjection of the subjectd®alogy happens through language
dramatically. Language makes us the subject tdadggdrom an early stage of life
sometimes even without our perception of it. Largguis a pre-given structure to the
subject, and it thus plays the role of the Othethe subject. On the other hand, every
subject uses and expresses language in its partiwaly, and, accordingly, it is also a
belonging of the subject. Then, language is bathother and the self to the subject.

Furthermore, language can be conceived ofeasdhverging point where both the
universal and the particular come together. Languag the other, is the site of the
universal. It is, as what the subject owns, the gitthe particular. The identity of the
subject is thus characterised by its distance ftoruniversal and the particular. What
happens to the subject when positioned in thequdati in opposition to the universal
has been the subject of a substantial philosoptetadte. A recent contemplation on the
struggle between the two is Laclau’s “Universaligtarticularism, and the Question of

Identity.” He argues that “pure particularism iff-skefeating:”

... the argument for pure particularism is ultimatelgansistent. For if each identity is in a
differential, nonantagonistic relation to all othéentities, then the identity in question is
purely differential and relative: it presupposes ardy the presence of all the other
identities but also the total ground that consituthe differences as differences. ... if a
particularity asserts itself as mere particulatitya purely differential relation with other

particularities, it is sanctioning the status qu@ower relations between the grofijs

If the Other is considered as the universaltiah the subject is exposed and if the
self is taken as the particular which the subjectipces, language will become the
terrain where both are manifested. Bringing intostderation Laclau’s remarks on
particularity, one can propose that language istfaning on its universal feature,
which comes from the Other.

Artistic language — produced by the persongraf poetry or manifested in a poetic
novel, to name only a few — often represents tmegodar and not the universal.
Whereas language is closely related to the unil;atdsecomes the site for particularity

in some inventive styles of composition. Howevkere is still a conflict between the

24 Ernesto Laclau, “Universalism, Particularism, &imel Question of Identity,” i@ctober Vol. 61, The
Identity in Question (Summer 1992), p. 88.
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universal and the particular in the creative soflevriting: any invention in language is
in opposition to the Other from which language basn obtained. Therefore, there is
always a struggle with the Other in artistic worRgviewing my argument concerning
the consideration of the Other as constitutivehefitleological Symbolic, | want to
contend that artistic invention in language is prafound conflict with the ideological
Symbolic that has already constituted the subject.

The subject’s relation to language in the albexamples reminds us of the famous
Lacanian idea of ‘the wall of language.’ Languagéhat which keeps the subject from
the Other. Language, on one hand, divides the subfal the Other, and, on the other
hand, divides the subject itself. In a seminar bgoainted to the wall of language as
the factor behind the separation of the subjechftioe Others:

So there’s the plane of the mirror, the symmetnoalld of the egos and of the
homogeneous others. We'll have to distinguish aerevel, which we call the wall of
language...The subject is separated from the Ottierdrue ones, by the wall of
language... In other words, language is as much tbdmnd us in the Other as to

drastically prevent us from understanding fim.

Lacan’s consideration of language, like Laclau’pbasis on universality, is in favour
of the Other. In both accounts, although an indigldego exists and particularity is at
work, it is the Other that exerts its influenceta last instance. Language,
consequently, becomes the site for dialectics batvideological subjectivities.

Yet, the subject can succeed in affecting tttee) the structure, if we agree with the
Althusserian model in which every change in a pcaatesults in a change in the
structure to which that practice belongs. The Addarian model of the position the
subject provides, in comparison with Foucauldiad emen Lacanian approaches, a
‘relative freedom’ for the protagonist of a liteydext in his/her acts of identity re-
construction. ldeology is regarded by Althussehnasng no beginning and end. It is
part of human existence. The subjects need idezdagithat they need to explain
themselves, even in their sexual and non-sexutdgas. But what makes the
Althusserian model different is that while in Ladhe subject is doomed to be
governed forever by the desire of the Other, asd @hile in Foucault the subject’s

psychic identity is marginalized in favour of thisaburse that has already produced

% Jacques Lacaffhe Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book II: The Egaé@ué’s Theory and the Technique
of Psychoanalysis, 1954-195&d. Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. Sylvana TomasKkkw York: W.W.
Norton, 1991, p. 244.
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him/her, in Althusser the subject can affect tmecttire and ideology. The Althusserian
subject, because of his/her practices, includieghieoretical practices, can affect not
only the other levels of the social formation bisbahe complex whole itself.

As far as the subject’s act of the developnoétanguage in his/her mature years is
concerned, the Althusserian model also providedative freedom for the literary
protagonist of a given text in facing the conflibetween the his/her linguistic
inventions and the ideological subjectivities thatround him/her. The Lacanian
subject is always doomed to be determined foreye¢hé Symbolic. This theoretical
feature has been ignored in both Zizek and Butkerauations of Althusser. However,
Butler’'s concept of the agent is similar to theniléserian model in that it seeks to
come out of a linguistically determinist framewankd deals with the complicated
process of de-institutionalization and the rise@iv subjectivities within the subject’s
identity.

As noted, the representation of identity inglaage is mostly analysed throughout
this thesis through focusing on the realm of themBglic. However, the relation of
language to the Imaginary and the Real has alasadochallenging critical
evaluations. In his paper on Freud and Lacan Atudemonstrated how the
Imaginary itself is structured and determined tigtothe order of language. Examining
Lacan’s psychoanalytical concepts of the triad rdeat the subject is positioned in,
Althusser argued that “the moment of the imagingsif ... is marked and structured in
its dialectic by the very dialectic of the Symbdbeder, that is, of the human order, of
the human norm ... in the very form of the Ordethaf signifier, that is, in the form of
an Order formally identical to the order of langedty®

Concerning the relation of language to our wsid@ding of the Real, | demonstrated
earlier in the thesis that Lacan approached thé &ethat which is not expressed in
language and, hence, which the subject cannot iexgper However, the problem here
is that the Real, though inexpressible, existsl @amonstrated in Chapter Two,
Jameson argues that Lacanian theory of the tridersiis notable in that it investigates
these three different orders in the same subjecthim, the transition of the Imaginary

into the Symbolic is important, an approach obsg¢md.acan’s reading of Poe’s “The

2% | ouis Althusser, “Freud and Lacan,”\Mritings on Psychoanalysis: Freud and Lac@tiver Corpet
and Francois Matheron, eds., trans. Jeffrey Meh|iaw York: Colombia University Press, 1996, p. 26.
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Purloined Letter®’ Also, as discussed earlier, Zizek employs bothahand Hegel in
order to deal with the relation of language toReal.

What is important here is that the conceptibtihe Real is made through the
Symbolic. In other words, there is nothing outdite Symbolic that can deal with the
Real. In our perception of the Real we use langtiaggeis a major constituent part of
the Symbolic. Even philosophers, who are obsessidthe investigation of the Real,
inevitably explore it through the sign system o 8ymbolic, language. Therefore, any
discussion of the association of language to beill Bnd Imaginary orders is itself
determined by the Symbolic.

The question of the construction and represientaf identity is also crucial in
Critical Discourse Analysis. Norman Fairclough’srwgrovides a classic example
here. He focuses on the way language regulatesaland¢hanges, the social order. In
Language and ContrdlLl989) he deals with the instrumental role of laange in
maintaining and changing ideology and power retetidemonstrating the way
language contributes to the domination of some lgdmp others, Fairclough argues that
the aim of CDA is “helping people to see the extenwhich their language does rest
upon common sense assumptions, and the ways imwiese common-sense
assumptions can be ideologically shaped by relstidmpower.®*® Later dealing with
the relationship between language and ideolodyritical Discourse Analysis: The
Critical Study of Languagg€L995) Fairclough seeks to develop a theoreticadehfor
the analysis of language in relation to ideologgt power.2>® However, the main
project of CDA, as Fairclough maintainsAmalyzing Discourse: Textual Analysis for
Social Researc(R003), is concerned with the analysis of linggaisttegories including
the relationship between the structure of the aexk the agent of the text, which he
refers to as “structure and agené$f"and the linguistic elements of networks of social
practices, what he calls “orders of discourse.”

The critical model provided by the Lacaniankhiisserian dialectic, though
apparently similar to CDA, is distinguishable franm several ways. First, there is here

an emphasis on the Lacanian concept of the uncmrseaind the process that makes

%57 Fredric Jameson, “Imaginary and Symbolic in Laddarxism, Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the
Problem of the Subject,” iMale French Studie®No. 55/56, Literature and Psychoanalysis. ThesQue
of Reading: Otherwise (1977), p. 373.

28 Norman Fairclough,anguage and Powetondon: Longman, 1989, p.4.

%9 Norman FaircloughCritical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Analysi$ LanguageBoston: Addison
Wesley, 1995, pp. 70-83.

?Norman FaircloughAnalyzing Discourse: Textual Analysis for Socias&ech London: Routledge,
2003, p. 22.

%1 pid., p. 24.
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ideology part of language and, accordingly, theomscious. CDA, however, is not
involved in the process of the formation of theamsxrious as far as the linguistic
alienation of the subject in the oedipal phaseigerned. Secondly, the ideological
interpellation of the subject is central in thegenet methodology in that it produces
ideological subjectivity within the subject’s idé@pt As for CDA, while it is concerned
with ideological discourses, it does not focustmndirect and dramatic ways of the
interpellation of the subject as far as the roleeblogical signifiers in constructing
identity is concerned. Furthermore, a major shaniog in the methodology followed

by CDA is that it emphasises the concept of dissetw the extent that the subject itself
is marginalized. Dealing with the construction gdaaticular discourse in a Foucauldian
paradignt®? CDA approaches subjectivity through the analysihe texts and not in
the identity of the subject. This is a paradoxmaisequence of Foucault’'s work:
whereas Foucault’s project was to bring into foitiesmarginalized subjects and
minority groups, CDA, on the contrary, tends toagnthe analysis of the subject in
favour of representing the foregrounded discourse.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic, howeveigancerned with the analysis of the
subject itself and the way the subject is consgditty the ideological Symbolic
manifested in the language the subject is expasdtdlso focuses on the way the
subject’s identity is represented in the languagershe acquires and later reproduces.
In addition, the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectinsiders the ideological language
reproduced by the subject as representing onlytecpiar subjectivity within the
subject’s identity. Ideological language that reerds the subject’s identity undergoes
an ongoing state of changing in that there is adnsmghange at work in the structure in

which the subject is positioned.

6.5 Concluding Remarks

The present chapter investigated the major thealgiroblems and premises of any
critical attempt that applies both Lacanian anchi@diserian theories of the subject to the
same work of art. A summary of the arguments o thiapter includes: first, although
the Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic as a critiggdraach to the analysis of the subject
might be conceived of as the convergence of lacknaaterial, this incongruity appears
to be vital for the permanent functioning of lange&deology relation that is

manifested in what | referred to as ideologicahgigr. Secondly, it was argued that the

%2 For Michel Foucault’s influence on CDA see Nornfirclough Discourse and Social Change
Cambridge: Polity Press, 1992, pp. 37-61.
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Lacanian formulation of linguistic alienation arettAlthusserian concept of
ideological interpellation are closely related iway that both dramatic and direct ways
of ideological interpellation in infantile and matuwyears, as two distinguishable phases
in the development of the process of identity cartsion, cause linguist alienation for
the subject. Consequently, the subject undergoesrtades of linguist alienation that
occur in language acquisition process and the matears respectively.

The chapter, then, concentrates on the theatgiremises of the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic as a critical perspectivethe analysis of the identity of the
subject. First, considering the concept of iderdgyan umbrella term that brings
together different subjectivities within the reatdnthe same subject, | explored the
‘inter-subjective dialectic’ and the ‘intra-subje lack’ in the process of identity
construction. Secondly, | discussed the ideologioaktitution of the subject with
reference to the ideological character of the Symlamd subjectivity. Approaching the
Symbolic as ideological, this thesis explicitly pides the Lacanian concept with an
Althusserian treatment. Thirdly, the representatibthe identity of the subject in
language was explored while focusing on ‘ideololgsignifier,” a key concept in my
analysis of the subject’s identity, and the rolpléys in alienating the subject.
However, ideological language is not responsibtdéte subject’s whole identity. It
represents only a particular subjectivity thatself permanently changing because of
the changes in the framework and extent to whielstibject is exposed.

In my study of the process of subject formatiodoyce’s novel in the following
chapter | shall thus focus on the two modes oflmfgoal interpellation and the
consequent linguistic alienations. Elaboratinglanitentity construction of the subject,
I shall explore the relation of language to the 8giht through exploring the moments
in which ideology transits into language. This agwh shall also foreground the
ideologies that existed in the context in whichtésa was produced. The text’s strategy
towards these ideologies is determined by the wayhich these ideologies are
represented in the text. Considering the self-donsoess of the subject not as a fixed
state but as an ongoing process that always renmaiosplete, the following chapter
also deals with the role of language in the re-ttanton of identity through
investigating the inter-subjective dialectics beswédeological subjectivities.

168



Chapter Seven:

The Ideological Symbolic and Aesthetics of Languagea A Portrait of
the Artist asa Young Man:

A Case Study in Subjectivity Formation and Represeiation

7.1 Introduction
This chapter demonstrates how the Lacanian-Althigsséialectic can be applied as a
critical approach to reading a literary work. Fitsshall interpret the process of subject
formation in the protagonist of James Joy@eBortrait of the Artist as a Young man
(1916), Stephen Dedalus, through both the Lacadeanof linguistic alienation and the
Althusserian concept of ideological interpellatitmvestigating the ideological
signifiers in Stephen Dedalus’ language acquisipimtess, | shall examine the role
they play in the construction of an ideologicaljsghvity for the subject. Language
acquisition process in the Lacanian-Althusseriatedtic is not only studied in parallel
to the process of the identity construction ofghbject but also examined with
reference to those ideological signifiers to which subject becomes mentally attached.
| shall also argue that the ideological chamaof the subjectivities represented in the
novel can be read through an attentiveness toitteatogical language. Dealing with
the inter-subjective dialectic between the ideatabsubjectivities in the identity of the
other characters of the novel, | shall also exarboté constructive and deconstructive
modes of the inter-subjective dialectic in the titgrof Mr Casey and Dante, two major
characters in the novel.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic is alsac@lto the exploration of the re-
construction of identity in the subject’'s maturewge | shall therefore outline the re-
constitution of the ideological subjectivities defhen’s identity through focusing on
the new artistic language of the last parts ofnitreel that he attempts
to replace for the language he has been usingghout the novel. The Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic is instrumental in showiraphthe employment of this new artist
language is in parallel to the construction of & @tistic subjectivity in Stephen
Dedalus in that it focuses on the representatiadeottity in language through dealing
with the complicated process of identity re-consinn and the internal dialectics
among the constituent subjectivities of the sulgadentity. Otherness within the

subject’s identity is thus studied here with refeeto the different languages of the
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ideological subjectivities. The aesthetics of laaqggiin the novel is then examined in
parallel to the aesthetic theory that the protagfazonstructs his new artistic

subjectivity on.

7.2 The Ideological Other of the Symbolic:
Language and the Constitution of the Subjech A Portrait

The subject is split by the Symbolic order in ttiegt Other he or she is exposed to
consists of different ideological languages. Asuadyin Chapter Six, the ideological
signifiers dramatically interpellate and, thenglimstically alienate the subject in
language acquisition process. The formation ofestthjity through the unconscious
acts of identification with the ideological sigmifs of the Symbolic is thus conceived of
as the first major stage in the process of thetcocison of the identity of the subject.

The present section first seeks to demonsti@teideological signifiers dramatically
interpellate and linguistically alienate Stepherd@las, the protagonist & Portrait of
the Artist as a Young MarFamily and school, as two significant ISAs, pdavthe
contexts where ideological languages function geoto construct the identity of the
subject. Then, | shall analyze the inter-subjectiidectics between the ideological
subjectivities and focus on their consequencethimcharacters of the novel. Otherness
within the subject’s identity is studied here thghiexploring the difference between the
ideological subjectivities provided by religion andtionalism. The deconstructive
mode of the inter-subjective dialectic is here desti@ted through concentrating on its

negative mental consequences for some of the deeasaxf the novel.

7.2.1 Linguistic Alienation and ldeological Interpélation:
Language, the ISAs, and the Subject Formian

The infant, throughout the process of languageiatitopn, is unconsciously alienated
by language signifiers and, thus, becomes a subfe¢hat language. The exploration of
the Lacanian concept of alienation is essentiiécanalysis of the subject formation.
This section attempts to demonstrate how the itleotithe subject, Stephen Dedalus,
is constructed through both mechanisms of alienatial interpellation. My analysis
focuses on the role of the language employed bynidger ISAs, family and school, in
the subject formation of the protagonist of theelov

As | demonstrated earlier, alienation can besimered as a dramatic mode of
interpellation. It is dramatic in that it takes ggaunconsciously and it is a mode of
interpellation since linguistic signifiers are idegical. | already argued that besides the
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phallus, which is the most significant signifiertire subject’s unconscious according to
Lacan, there are other signifiers with which thbjeat seeks to be in identity. These
signifiers are loaded with ideological designatiansl already defined by ideology.

The identity of the subject, in Lacan, is comsted when the subject unconsciously
seeks a unity between itself and the signifier@sehsignifiers alienate the subject in an
unconscious way. These signifiers are supposdthgfthe gap that emerges after the
mother/infant disunity. This new unconscious utiggween the subject and signifiers
takes place when the mother/infant identity is tenatl first because of the emergence
of the other and then as a result of the subjectgiisition of language.

The novel opens with a tale the protagonistthdr is narrating to him. The diction
and style of the first two pages of the novel, vahdeal with the early years of the
protagonist’s life, have been clearly chosen. Témytain the protagonist’s account of

the first experiences of his life and the talefatber narrated to him:

Once upon a time and a very good time it was thex®a moocow coming down along the
road and this moocow that was coming down alongdhd met a nicens little boy named

baby tuckoo...?®®

Although the repetition of such words and phrasesime,” ‘the moocow coming down
the road,” the ‘and’ between “once upon a time amery good time,” and ‘the road’ is
a characteristic feature of the tales parents f@attheir children, the act of ‘repetition’
itself in language acquisition process is instrutakin giving an ordered shape to the
infant’s chaotic unconscious. The unconsciousus thtructured’ according to the
structure of the language the subject acquiresiehsonstrated earlier, the Lacanian
account of the unconscious is in sharp contragtdd-reudian consideration of the term
as ‘disordered.’ This change in the unconsciousifdisordered to ‘structured’ is in
parallel to the process of subject formation. A§rChlacCabe argues, the very story of
the beginning of the novel also determines thecira within which the subject is

positioned:

If we refer back to the opening section of A Pattnge can find that the interplay between
narrative and discourse is dramatized in the opefaw lines. The narrative told by the

father produces the structure through which idieratifon will determine discourse. The

63 James Joycd Portrait of the Artist as a Young Mawnith notes and an introduction by Seamus
Deane, London: Penguin Classics, 2000, p. 3.
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position of baby tuckoo within the narrative is starting-point for the subject’s

discourse&®*

The signifiers, which are themselves based onl&cause of language negativity, seek
to become unified with the subject’s unconsciou®e Tenguage exposed to the small
children also determines the structure of theiromscious. For example, the way the
infant is dramatically entertained and educatedudh fairy stories depicts a world that
is based on the binary opposition of good/bad, hubgng/animal, small/big, and
children/grown ups. The tale usually told to infahy their parents follows a certain
narratological pattern that plays a significaneriol the subject formation. Furthermore,
even such childish use of language has a decisigarr interpellating the child
dramatically; that is to say, the child, througls tstyle and a kind tone, is positioned in
a context in which he/she will face a number ofversal truths and simple divisions of

good and badlhe narration continues:

His father told him that story: his father lookeccham through a glass: he had a hairy

face®®

His father had a hairy face in contrast to thdtisfmother. Apart from the father/the
mother and hairy/hairless binary oppositions amdstiuctural construction of the mind,
one of the elements of binary oppositions is alwhgscentred. The father is the
privileged element of the father/the mother binaay in that the first lines of the story
open with references to father. As | demonstrageties, in Althusser the child has
already the name and, hence, the identity, ofdabieef, and in Lacan the ‘name of the
father’ is also considered as the ‘no’ of the fatthe both accounts the father’'s authority
is manifested along with the language the subgeekposed to. Language, which
includes the symbolic rules and the ‘no’ of thénéat provides the Other upon which
the identity of the subject is formed. The Symbdiboth interpellating and alienating
the subject through language. The family is th&t fi6A to which the subject is
exposed. If we regard the family as an ISA, them siwould analyze the interpellation
happening there. However, interpellation occurgr@adly in the family and the subject

is not aware of it.

264 Colin MacCabeJames Joyce and the Revolution of the Walfted., New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2003, p. 63.
265 | pid.

172



Language in Lacan is thought of as having acolase character. Stephen, as we
recognize later, cannot communicate with his fatlbis rebellion against the father
changes into the form of rebel against language ttdatment of language later in the
novel and, especially, in the other two novels twcé, shows this influence. Thus, in
the same page he refers to his mother as havingéa smell than his father.” While
father/mother is a binary opposition, there is @swmntradiction between Uncle Charles
and Dante. Dante’s two brushes, the one with thean velvet back for Michael
Davitt, and the one with green velvet back for [Bdrmre symbols that go throughout
the novel. Throughout the novel Stephen links the®secolors to the way his family
members deal with Irish politics. The very signifigreen’ is symbolically repeated in

the first poem:

O, the wild rose blossoms
On the little green plete.

It is interesting that in the beginning pagesalso mentions the Vances, who can be
conceived of as the ‘other’ of their family, theywdncle Charles is the ‘other’ to Dante
and green to maroon for the little child. Thesedifferent binary oppositions at work.
These ‘others’ are behind the formation of the igmf the protagonist. Other
important binary oppositions are hot/cold and lidatk, the latter implied in the
following poem. Eileen, the Protestant girl to wh&tephen wishes to get married is
the other to him in that while he is a Catholicg #ha Protestant. Stephen thus has to

apologize because of such a wish:

His mother said:
—O, Stephen will apologise.
Dante said:

—O, if not, the eagles will come and pult bis eyes.

Pull out his eyes.
Apologise,
Apologise,

Pull out his eye

Apologise,

2% bid.
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Pull out his eye
Pull out his sye
Apologis¥.

This part should be considered from different viekisst, Stephen is asked not to name
Eileen because she is a protestant. This is thiernfioment when Stephen as the subject,
is requested to remain subject to the ideologreahéwork of the family, represented
primarily in his mother and aunt. Secondly, thighis first time both in the novel that
the subject is informed and aware of the punishraeieology. Thirdly, these motifs
are included in a language that is expresses kemtlyin the form of a poem. The ‘O’
uttered by both his mother and aunt is apparenkip@ feminine one, but it has really a
harsh religious consequence: the eagles will camdepall out his eyes. Here ideology
begins to repress. The eagle here acts like atogieal and repressive State apparatus,
be it the Catholic Church or the law subject tdtits a good example of impeachment,
where the subject is also castrated by the symbatier.

Stephen is made a subject through a poem,tarmigal one, one that the subject is
interpellated by dramatically. Both fairy tales andsery rhymes can be considered as
means of structuring the child’s unconscious thiounglirectly interpellating it with
their signifiers and concepts. Moreover, we segébetition of certain words in the
poem. Repetition especially here in this poemnseans to create a pleasant rhythmic
beat in order to softly and dramatically subjeepben.

The next significant stage of Stephen’s metéakelopment and formation happens
when he is learning the names, the signifiers. ateare reminded of the significance

of the names for him:

She had taught him where the Mozambique channebnasvhat was the longest river in

America and what was the name of the highest mouittahe moorf°®

Children have a passion for knowing names. Thegatknow where the longest river
in America is but want to utter the name of it, @¥his the word, the signifier. These
names, here symbols for general knowledge, doaldscisive role in the child’s
alienation. These words alienate the subject inLdeanian sense of the term. Later he

begins to identify himself with these names:

%7 bid., p. 4.
28 pid., p. 7.
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Stephen Dedalus

Class of Elements
Clongowes Wood College
Sallins

County Kildare

Ireland

The Europe

The World

The Universé®®

These are the words, the signifiers, which proBtephen with his identity. These
signifiers are alienating the protagonist of theaidhrough creating an identity
between Stephen and them. Thus, Stephen’s idenfitymed by his identification to
them that is in parallel to his alienation in thiay are forming him and he himself
forms himself. Afterwards in his thought, he corteethe major signifier, God. He
contemplates the different words used for G8dhis is another example of his
obsession with the signifiers.

The word ‘name,’ in ancient Greece, was thednaed for the ‘word'’. It is the same
with the Holy Scriptures, when God taught Adantfal names, which is all the words.
As Maud Ellmann has pointed out, the same funaticthe words can be seen in the
character of Wondjina in Homerkhe Odysse$/* The mythical story of Wondjina
refers to the relationship between naming the thangd their creation. There is always
a relation between the names and the knowledgecthayey and the reality they create.
This process is later reversed in the novel whepl&in coins a number of words
through processes of portmanteau and neologism.

On the other hand, the school, as another ndgotogical State apparatus, plays a
significant role in the interpellation of the suttjeStephen’s first experience of the
school is mentioned immediately after the end effitst two pages of the novel. The
style abruptly changes from a simple and dramé#yie f a small child to a mediocre

and descriptive style of a school boy:

The wide playgrounds were swarming with the boykwere shouting and the perfects

urged them on with strong cries. The evening as pale and chilly and after every charge

29 bid., pp. 12-3.

20 pid., p. 13.

21 Maud Ellmann, “Polytropic Man: Paternity, Identiapd Naming inThe OdyssegindA Portrait of the
Artist as a Young Mdrin James Joyce: New Perspectived. Colin MacCabe, Brighton:Harvester,
1982, pp. 73-4
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and thud of the footballers the greay leather W fike a heavy bird through the grey

like.*"

Although this style is not highly figurative, it cdear that Stephen has an artistic
concern even from this beginning because he usamaer of similes and images for
his descriptions. At school Stephen remains asidett in that he does not take part in
the activities done by the other students. Her@) #se family, his egoism is evident.
From the beginning he divides the world into twee world of others and the world of
the self. Although this is common to autobiographimvels, what makes Portrait
distinct is that whereas the protagonist of a @diddungsromans influenced by the
society’s conventions, Stephen remains detacheal i surroundings from the
beginning to the end.

Clongowes Wood College gives Stephen his éxgerience of going from an
ideological apparatus to another one, from fanglge¢hool. What is of interest here is
the change in language; in other words, there ebanapt change between two different
types of language the subject is exposed to. Whehegfirst style of language is
characterised with a soft tone and kind treatmeamd, it dramatically brings to the
subject a structural and linguistic alienation tlgb nursery rhymes, the second mode
of language includes a harsh tone and directlypetates the child.

The students are ordered what to do and whdbran. Stephen is punished by
Father Dolan for not working hard; Stephen is gotd and it is because of his broken
glasses. But the perfect of studies does not keléw. The other events in the school

make it a place similar to a prison or police hesutter:

The door opened quietly and closely. A quick whispa through the class: the
perfect of studies. There was an instant ofldglance and then the loud crack of a
pandybat on the last desk. Stephen’s heart igam fear.

—Any boys want flogging here, FatAenall? Cried the perfect of studies. Any

lazy idle loafers that want floggingthis class?*

This is an indirect criticism of the traditionalssgm of education, where the teacher
was supposed to be of absolute power to do whateverants to the students. The
Lacanian concept of the Symbolic is the realm imcWiAlthusser’s ideological State
apparatuses find their vein in language. Interpeteof the subject through language is

272 A Portrait, p. 4.
23 |bid., p. 49.
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observed in the words of the perfect of studieg déscription of the aches of the
beaten hands of Stephen by Father Dolan showsnhptloyce’s uses of different
imagery and his mastery to represent the act sotthk bitter memory of the

experience:

...the swish of the sleeve of the soutane as theypandvas lifted to strike. A hot burning
stinging tingling blow like the loud crack of a len stick made his trembling hand

crumple together like a leaf in the ffré.

The educational system, especially in its trad@lanode, provides the context in which
the subject faces direct interpellation and aliematStudying the role of schools in the
making of middle-class identities in Victorian Biith while referring to Robert Graves’
experiences at school, Regenia Gagnier suggestatha schoolboy one had no
content but rather only relative value in the hielng until one finally assumed one’s
privileged position in society or the empif€>The school here becomes a repressive
apparatus, a place for punishment. Conceived afsagnificant ISA in the Althusserian
theory of ideology, the school now becomes an exaifop the RSA, where both
ideological interpellation and physical repressiome together.

The other significant scene in which ideoloylaaguage is strongly felt and
affective is the famous sermon in the third chaptehe novel. Father Arnall delivers a
sermon that marks the day of St. Francis Xavieis passage begins with: (dramatic

interpellation)

—Remember only thy last things and thou shalt mofai ever—words taken, my dear
little brothers in Christ, from the book of Ecclesfes, seventh chapter, fortieth verse. In the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Hblys& Amerf’®

This is the beginning of Father Arnall’'s sermon‘@st things,” which are Death,
Judgment, Hell, and Heaven. Although the first eeoé of the extract is directly from
TheBible, the style of the rest of the paragraph, excapafchaism, is like the first
sentence. First, he uses the common catholic pbfdsey dear brothers in Christ”;
however, the tone of his speech, which is initiltilyd and generous, later becomes

frightening.

2 Ibid., p. 51.

27> Regenia GagnieBubjectivities: A History of Self-RepresentatiomBiitain, 1832-19200xford:
Oxford University Press, 1991, p. 179.

2% pid., p. 116.
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The repetition of the word ‘God’ brings to our miticht Father is the representative or
spokesman of God. He gives himself the right tk talpeople of God. Father Arnall
uses other characteristic features of religiouguage such as is the usage of different
binary pairs: this world/that world, life/deathpls/Evil, heaven/hell, Adam/Eve. These
binary oppositions determine the structure of thednof the subject.

Father Arnall’'s account of the beginning of thharld emphasizes the story of
Lucifer’s pride and the famous motif of the novielon serviam: | will not serve’’
After the break, Father Arnall delivers a sermod s time focuses on the story of the
original sin of Lucifer and his fellow angels whalffrom heaven at God’'s command.

After describing the hell and its fire, he says:

The horror of this strait and dark prison is insehby its awful stench. All the filth of the
world, all the offal and scum of the world, we &otel, shall run there as to a vast reeking
sewer when the terrible conflagration of the last das purged the world. The brimstone
too with its intolerable stench; and the bodiethefdamned themselves exhale such a

pestilential odour that as saint Bonaventure says,of them alone would suffice to infect

the whole world®

The structure of this part of the sermon is basedhe Bibleand Giovani Pietro
Pinamonti’'sHell Opened to Christians, to Caution Them fromeleing into 1t(1688),
which was translated and published in Dublin in&88 This passage explains the
horrors of the Hell such as the boiling of the ld@mnd brains of the sinner. Father
Arnall also says that the worst horror of the Helhe presence of the devils. Religion
that was supposed to be compassionate in the begiahthe passage now transforms
into a source and means of torture.

What is of significance is that the aim of thessage is not on spirituality; it is rather
to evoke fear and to make them frightened. Thikesway ideology plans to make
people become subjected to them. Interestingly,uttimately successful. It makes
Stephen repent; he is paralyzed by fear and thgmamts. The repetition of prayer of the
church at the end of this section is consideretthi@somplete establishment of
Stephen’s complete repentarfE®The church, as an established ISA, like the sghool
employs a method that is characteristic of the RIAs language it employs evolves

fear and thus ideological institutes become a placeeate Repression.

2’7 bid., p. 126.
2’8 Ipid., p. 129.
2’9 See Seamus Deane’s note on the #&Rprtrait, p. 299.
20 |pid., p. 146.
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Stephen becomes so affected by this sermornénttinks of the rich meal he has just
eaten, and thinks it has made him into a brutisatare. Stephen listens to the rain
falling on the chapel and imagines another biblilcadd coming:

Rain was falling on the chapel, on the gardenhercbllege. It would rain for ever,
noiselessly. The water would rise inch by inch,ag the grass and shrubs, covering the
trees and houses, covering the monuments and thetaio tops. All life would be choked
off, noiselessly: birds, men, elephants, pigs,drbih: noiselessly floating corpses amid the
litter of the wreckage of the world. Forty days dady nights the rain would fall till the

waters covered the face of the edfth.

He becomes calm; the language in the lastgbdhnis chapter is full of bright and
spiritual imagery. The air is clean; he is calm aslis God to forget him. He wants his
lost innocence back. Stephen is seeking an idemgityveen himself and religious faith.
In other words, the religious subjectivity now pades his identity. He confesses to a
priest that he has had sexual relations with a woamal that he is only sixteen. The
priest offers forgiveness and Stephen heads hoefhieddilled with grace.

Stephen’s confession makes him feel that lagasn in full identity with those
signifiers that have already constituted his/hentdty. Stephen is now at complete
mental balance. He is calm and even surprised \wadimds that the rain is over and
the sky is all open and blue. The other exampldaiflogical language happens at the
beginning of Chapter Four when Stephen is reviewisgeligious orders:

Sunday was dedicated to the mystery of the Holgifli Monday to the Holy Ghost,
Tuesday to the Guardian Angels, Wednesday to Sag#ph, Thursday to the Most Blessed
Sacrament of the Altar, Friday to the sufferingudeSaturday to the Blessed Virgin
Mary %

Joyce has here taken the list from a book of amleapture Stephen’s complete
adherence to the regulations of the church. Exfcehe only verb of the passage and
the prepositions all other words are religious sTiharks the moment when Stephen’s
subjectivity is in complete identity with religioe®ncepts and terms. He is now

completely subject to religious faith. Stephensabbgical subjectivity, though

21 pid., p. 125.
22 |pid., p. 159.
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including the lack that paves the way for lateragohism, is now so dominant that is
considered as his identity at this part of the hove

Therefore, the family and school provide thateats where the subject is both
alienated and interpellated through language. iftude of alienation happens not only
in Stephen’s infantile phase but also in his l&fer Whereas infantile ‘child language
acquisition’ provides a process through which thikdas linguistically alienated by
ideological signifiers, the grownup subject, tadramatically interpellated when, for
example, he/she is educated at school. Both examopldirect and dramatic

interpellation occur i\ Portrait.

7.2.2 The Inter-Subjective Dialectic:

Religion, Nationalism, and Otherness
Language, as the realm of otherness, providesuthject with different ideological
subjectivities. The ideological constitution of thabject is dependent on the inter-
subjective dialectic of the Symbolic. This sectidamonstrating the inter-subjective
dialectic between religious and nationalistic satijéies, seeks to argue this dialectic
can act either as constructive of a new subjegtmvitfurther subjection to previously-
formed subjectivities.

Religious faith is one of the most wide-ranginfjluences on subjectivity in the
identity of the subjects iA Portrait. As a young boy, Stephen is early exposed to
Catholicism through Dante’s symbolic maroon velwetsh. Even his name has a
religious connotation that refers to St Stephea fitist Christian martyr. Catholic
terminology and references litter the novel froartsto end, whether through the
obvious repetition of prayers or obscure referencé&3atholic theology and history. To
take the formal language of religious adherena#, fivhen Uncle Charles asks Stephen
to recite the prayer before the meal, it is th&t fiime that Stephen has been allowed to

eat dinner with the elders. Stephen says the prayer

Bless us, O Lord, and these Thy gifts which throlighbounty we are about to receive
through Christ Our Lord. Ameft®

This is the establishment of Stephen within thigi@hs context in which the Christmas

dinner is to be served, featuring the traditioomahf of Catholic blessing, a language

23 |pid., p. 28.
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both archaic and perfectly at place at the fanaibld. However, it is clear that Stephen
is not comfortable at the occasion. This is obvifsam the way he is dressed: “The
deep low collar and the Eton jacket made him feeleq and oldish?®* At the

Christmas table, Catholicism and nationalism, asrvajor ideological subjectivities,
come across together. While Catholicism is in pesisa of a number of established
apparatuses and institutions, nationalism remarssaiscourse without a formal
apparatus or established institution in the naStdphen becomes familiar with the Irish
nationalism through the family. His father has jwdic tendencies. Stephen takes
weekend walks through the town with his father ande, listening to their political
discussions and their stories about the past. 8tegbes not understand many of their
references. Pericles Lewis points to Stephen’sioel@o the political events of the day

in this way:

A portrait tells the story of Stephen’s emergemte tonsciousness as an emergence into
Irish history. Political events that play a cruaiale in Stephen’s conception of his place in
history, such as the fall of Parnell, precede Stefshconscious understanding of Irish
politics, and Stephen’s attempts to understand suehts are part of the novel’'s drama ...
As a child, Stephen cannot solve the problemstheatiogy and politics raise for him ...
Stephen is conscious of growing up in a world incltpolitics and story weigh upon the

brains of the living®®

The first significant discussion regarding Irishiaaalism happens when Stephen

returns home from the college. It is the time ofrféd’s death:

—Parnell! Parnell! He is dead!

They fell upon their knees, moaning in sorf®®

The family tensions run high when discussing thetldef Parnell. Whereas Dante later
says that the church had done the right thing talemn Parnell, Mr Casey considered
Parnell a hero and blamed the church for his déagignificant event of the novel
happens here when a debate rises between DanMradasey. This sensitive subject
becomes the topic of a furious, politically chargegument over the family's Christmas
dinner. When Mr Casey criticizes the negative intpaé the Catholic Church in Irish

24 pid., p. 29.

285 pericles LewisModernism, Nationalism, and the Nov€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2000, pp. 13-4.

288 A Portrait, p. 25.
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politics, Dante gets angry and says that nobodulghmiticize the church. “It is
religion,” Dante says, “[t]hey are right. They muiitect their flocks.**’

This disagreement finally becomes a furiousiargnt. Dante quotékhe Bible
saying that priests must always be respected. 8eves that the church should be
more respected than politics. What is interestinthhat Dante answers Mr Casey by

qguoting fromThe Bible

“—Woe be to the man by whom the scandal consstit Mrs Riordanit would be
better for him that a millstone were tied about ik and that he were cast into
the depth of the sea rather than that he shoulddakze one of these , my least

little ones%®

As observed, Mrs Riordan’s answer to Mr Casey mpuletely borrowed fronThe
Bible. Interestingly, sometimes it is Dante herself tetomes the manifestation of that
faith. Here the normal words and those frohe Biblehave been mingled together in a
way that they seem to be of the same origin. She/sier disapproval of Protestantism
again when she says: “The blackest Protestantitatid would not speak the language
| have heard this evening®

Both Catholicism and nationalism attempt to endlle Irish subjects subject to them.
In the debate, Mr Casey is for Irish nationalisrd &ante for Catholicism. It is clear
that both attempt to make the poor Stephen sutgeabe corresponding ideology.
Stephen is thus located in a position that twceddiit ideologies are clashing, each one
attempting to use the language he likes: while Bases the language Diie Bible Mr

Dedalus, another patriotic present at he scens,thedanguage of an Irish parody:

O, come all you Roman catholics

That never went to mass

When Mr Casey talks about Parnell and the womamaklean illegal affair with, Dante
gets infuriated clearly because religion would petmit such affairs. Mr Casey
believes that politics and Irish nationalism areatvmatter and Catholicism has nothing
to do with nationalism. There is no resolution begw them, as there is none between

27 bid., p. 30.
28 |pid., p. 31.
29 |pid., p. 34.
29 |bid.

182



Dante and Mr Casey. Both insist on their own staimtp. These two discourses here

prove to be contradictory. The result is such adettate:

—God and religion before evdrint)! Dante cried. God and religion
before the world!

Mr Casey raised his clencheddisd brought it down on the table
with a crash.

—Very well, then, he shoutedisely, if it comes to that, no God for

Ireland*

The above dialogues manifest an inter-subjigtiiralectic between these two
subjectivities. This dialectic, though taking pldsween two subjects, has in internal
form too. In other words, each one of the subject®nstituted by the opposite of what
s/he attempts to take side with. However, one sfdhe dialectic is so powerful that it
results in disordered behaviour. As for Mr Casey Bante, this dialectic is destructive
in that it creates mental imbalance, manifestdatiénact of crying and the trembling of
the body. It is also destructive in that it doesnesult in a synthesis, which is the
logical outcome of a dialectic in a purely Hegels@mse. Both subjects, Dante and Mr
Casey, are subjects of a specific ideological laggu The inter-subjective dialectic
here is not constructive of a new subjectivitysitather a means to further subjection to
the already dominant subjectivity of the identifytiee subject. The alienation in Dante
and Mr Casey is the result of their being ideolalijcinterpellated by Catholicism and
Nationalism respectively.

What is observed in both characters is whabmmonly referred to as the crisis of
identity. Each one of them thinks that he/sheliedtened by a subjectivity opposed to
his/her own. They cannot create reconciliation leetwthe two, or choose one of these
two subjectivities, or develop one by the otheraflis why sometimes we see them in
the novel acting in another way. For example, Dant® is religious, hits “the
gentleman on the head with her umbrella becausatiéaken off his hat when the
band playedsod save the Queett the end?*> The same happens to Mr Casey because
when he says no God for Ireland it does not meanti# is atheist; he is a nationalist
who believes that the Irish people, because of theolvement in strict religiosity,

have neglected their cause: “We have had too muchiireland.”?**

21 pid., p. 38.
292 |pid., p. 37.
293 pid., p. 39.
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The nationalist Mr Casey believes in Parnell anigkihof him as the savior; the
religious Dante thinks of Christ as the saviorsthare two ideologies and each need a
messiah. The intra-subjective lack that | discussdle preceding chapter creates a gap
that has to be filled by such a messiah. Ideoldgighjectivity includes and needs a
telos. This is the promise of ideology. Parnell wapposed to realize Irish
independence. The same is right concerning Damtédnanbelief in the Christian idea of
the utopia. However, as explained earlier, ideologyer fulfils the utopia it depicts and
this is itself one of the reasons behind the peenafunctioning of ideology. On the
other hand, the inter-subjective dialectic candmestructive of a new subjectivity. Here
the term dialectic remains loyal to its Hegeliaagssin that if the two sides of inter-
subjective dialectic are considered as thesis atidlgesis, the new subjectivity
constructed out of this dialectic is a synthesig that is different from the two.

Later at school, Stephen discusses with otlelests Irish nationalism. There is also
inter-subjective dialectic between the student$ wdtionalist aspirations and
Catholicism that is what the school stands for. W& ateresting concerning the
educational system i Portrait is that it is so much blended with the religioystem
that is hard and even sometimes impossible to aeptrem. The Catholic nature of the
educational system represented in the novel iss&ed that the school can be mostly
considered as a religious institute. Clongowes Woollege is primarily a religious
institute, and the education there is heavily maig religious doctrines. Religious
education is so important that even when Stephtarged to leave Clongowes because
of financial problems of the family, he attends\E&elere, a Jesuit school. Although
there are signs of the religious system everywheBelvedere, he develops, after
several ups and downs, a passion for writing atistigractivities; what is of interest
here is that even the play in which he is supptsedt is for a religious occasion, the
Christian feast of Pentecost.

A major ideological subjectivity present iretidentity of a number of the characters
of the novel including some of the students is aulgr orthodox nationalism. This
popular form of nationalism plays the role the &ftHor the aesthetic ego of Stephen.
For example, later at the school Stephen is askédd students, Davin and McCann,
to develop a more serious interest in politics reég Irish issues. Davin, a manifest

Irish patriot, clearly expresses his passion fishlnationalism in the university: “Vivre
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L’Irlande!”?°**"Try to be one of us,” Davin says to Stephen,rifjiour heart you are an
Irishman but your pride is too powerfuf®

This mode of nationalism is expressed in jalistic discourse; it is idealist,
“schoolboyish”, and concerned with slogans tham weork. Seamus Deane argues that

both Joyce and Yeats are marked by a rejectioraditional nationalism:

Despite the differences which separate them, Yaadsloyce repudiate the more
pronounced forms of political nationalism — thoseatiated with Pearse and with the
journalism of newspapers like D.P.M Moran’s The de&xa— on the same grounds. Itis, in

effect, too crude, too schoolboyish, too eagertmahd a spirit of solidarity and service

that has more in common with propaganda than itlisart?%°

However, as Deane later argues, if Yeats’ Irelaad ane in which the Celtic past was
to be embraced, Joyce’s Ireland was one in whiaitusg reality did not yet exist. It
was Joyce’s aspiration and ambition to create hisnwvorks. Thus, if Yeats was
disappointed with the present Dublin, Joyce’s Dukas to form anew in his works. “It
is well known,” Seamus Deane argues, that Joyqauttiated Irish literary revival,” but
unlike Yeats he “remained faithful to the origimainception of the Revival.” If Yeats
talked of and indeed gave up “the deliberate aveatf a kind of Holy City in the
imagination” Joyce’s “Dublin became the Holy Citivehich Yeats had despaire’”
Stephen, instead of becoming a subject tadiimsinant mode of Irish nationalism or
to what the educational system calls for, develbbpsw subjectivity that is neither
religious nor nationalistic. This new subjectivisynon-ideological and based on art and
aesthetics. Jean-Michel Rabaté inJames Joyce and the Politics of Egoi&D01)
argues that Stephen, as the ego, was in conflibttive idea of the nation. However,
this does not mean that he was not a politicalenran the contrary, his treatment of

politics is one of the most complicated:

To say that Joyce should be called an “egoistbigust flippant provocation or personal

accusation but an effort to link his literary aralifical position to a much older debate

294 |bid., p. 199.

29 |pid., p. 220.

2% seamus Deane, “Joyce and NationalismJames Joyce: New Perspectives171.

27 See Seamus Deane, “Joyce and Nationalismjaines Joyce: New Perspectivep. 71-2.
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hinged around the claims of the “individual” fighgj against repressive systems, claims that

were often refused as being either “egoistic” orai@histic.**®

There is also a conflict between the rational efgh@ Irish subject and British
Colonialism, Catholicism, and even vulgar natiosrali The rational ego of Stephen as a
modern Irish subject is in conflict with two sefsothers that | call Big External Other
and Big Internal Other. The identity of the Irigkbgect is not only host to these ‘others,’
but also constructed by them. Whereas British dgalmm and the Roman Catholicism
are the Big External Other to the Irish Subjea, itteological discourses within Irish
identity such as nationalism are the Big InterntdeD. Both are represented in the
identity of the Irish subject. Big External Otherthe target of the rebels of the Big
Internal Other, and Joyce’s egoism, manifestedsreboistic aesthetics, is rebelling
against both.

The rational ego of the Irish nationalist sabflaus occupies only a small space in
Irish subject/ivity. The two sets of others argsaverful that have given an ideological
character not only to the Irish subject but alsth®lrish rational ego that calls for
independence and freedom. Ideological subjects/ities play the role of the other for
the rational and aesthetic ego of the subject. T an ideological character to the
ego itself that supposedly sought to rebel agaimesh. In other words, there is always a
clash between the rational ego of the Irish natishsubject, and the other discourses
that have created the same subject. This claslig@suhe victory of the others within
the identity of the Irish subject, and thus théoral ego cannot succeed in its
aspirations. That is why the vulgar mode of natisnabecomes a dominant
subjectivity for the characters of the novel.

The ideological realm in which the Irish subjeclocated provides a realm of
‘otherness’ for the study of Irish identity. Thoeblogical ‘other’ has given birth to an
ideological ‘ego,” and the dialectic between thige constructs what is called the
ideological identity of the Irish subject. RPortrait, the rational ego also becomes
ideological. It is this simplistic, arrogant, arological rational ego of Irish nationalist
subject that Joyce criticizes and satirizes. Da&v/engood example of an Irish subject
with such rational ego.

Joyce’s response to this ideological ego magdiled, as Jean-Michel Rabaté has

done, ‘negoism.’ Joyce’s ‘egoistic estheticismhstorms into ‘esthetic negoisft®

2% Jean-Michel RabatéJames Joyce and the Politics of Egai€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001, p.24.
29 gee Ibid., pp. 75-7.
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Stephen’s “ego nego,” first seen in the 1904 téx& @ortrait, appeared as “egoism” in
Stephen Heroand, then, completely developed as “negoisnFiimegans Wake
Rabaté ’s discussion is an attempt to separatieldodogical rational ego from the
aesthetic ego in Joyce. The same negoism can haosigally seen in the famous
quotation fromUlysseswhere Stephen says to Bloom “we cannot changedhetry.
Let us change the subjedf®Joyce’s response to ‘the ego/the subject’ dialéstic
observed in the establishment of the esthetic segm his works.

Joyce’s consideration of the British colonitgisan be called, according to Derek
Attridge and Marjorie Howes, a mode of semicolasial They discuss Joyce’s relation
to Irish politics in their introduction to the bottkrough reference to the following
quotation fromFinnegans Wake

Gentes and laitymen, fullstoppers and semitals, hybrids and lubber§t

Here Joyce, using his portmanteau method, turndigti@ction between full stops and
semicolons into, they argue, “the opposition betwgermanent and temporary
inhabitants of a colonized country, or ‘stoppersd &olonials.”*% In another essay of
the same book Marjorie Howes argues that Stephléredztely leaves out Great Britain
in order to narrate his nati6#® However, whereas Stephen omits the name of Great
Britain in the diagram he draws at school, he tkeainnovative in his aesthetic
employment of English language and leaves out #tieenlanguage of his nation,
Gaelic. Therefore, Stephen’s treatment of Irishiomatlism has provided contradictory
critiques because his response is paradoxical. sAsew later in the present chapter, the
idea of beauty in the aesthetic ego of Stephenrbes®o dominant that it takes the
place of such concepts as religion, nation, andeh@daname only the most significant.
In conclusion, religion and nationalism provide major subjectivities for the
context in which inter-subjective dialectic ris@ie internal dialectic between these
nationalism and religious subjectivity is destruetfor both Dante and Mr Casey
because it creates mental imbalance and psychalatjgorder. What is significant is
that this destructive dialectic functions in theonscious, of which the subject may not

be aware of. Although the nationalist discourseasgnted in the novel is successful to

390 James Joycé/lysses Jeri Johnson (ed.), Oxford: Oxford University $,e1993, p. 599.

301 James Joyc&innegans Wakel52.16, quoted in, Derek Attridge and Marjoriewds (ed.),
Semicolonial JoyceCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000, p.1.

392 Derek Attridge and Marjorie Howes, “Introductiorni’ Semicolonial JoyceDerek Attridge and

Marjorie Howes, (eds.), Cambridge: Cambridge UrsitgrPress, 2000, p.2.

393 Marjorie Howes, “Goodbye Ireland I'm Going to Gdigeography, scale, and narrating the nation,” in
Semicolonial Joycep. 71.
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subjectivate a number of characters, it is not ebleeet its ideals. This dialectic is
constructive for Stephen. It results in the synthega new subjectivity, one that is
non-ideological and based on art.

7.3 ldentity Reconstruction and Representation:

From ldeology to Artistic Subjectivity
Stephen Dedalus, alienated with ideological signéfiand interpellated in domestic,
educational, and religious contexts, undergoes@ fpwocess of re-constructing his
identity. He moves from ideologically constitutatgectivities to a new subjectivity
that is creative and artistic, revolutionary, amghly critical of conventions. How
Stephen re-constructs his identity should be ingatdd in the analysis of this new
subjectivity. Stephen’s particular perception df aranifested in both his aesthetic
theory and the novel itself, is in close affinioythe construction of this new
subjectivity.

This section consists of two major parts: firsghall present an argument on the
materialisation of epiphany that Stephen goes tilv@aiter he is disillusioned with the
ideological subjectivities. The materialized epiphas experienced by Stephen results
in the emergence of a particular mode of artistlgectivity, one that is based on
language and that is to replace the already catetiideological subjectivities within
his identity. Secondly, | examine the instrumentéé played by language in the
reconstruction of the identity of Stephen with refece to art/ideology relation in this
newly-formed artistic subjectivity.

7.3.1 Disillusionment and Materialization of Epiphay
The transition from the protagonist’s disillusionmi&vith ideological subjectivities to
the ultimate artistic creativity goes through a eniailized experience of epiphany. This
section, while referring to examples of disillusioent in the novel, provides an analysis
of the rise of illusions and their consequent cleatagdisillusions in Stephen’s identity.
Considering Stephen’s experience of epiphany a&csiste moment in his act of
identity re-construction, the present section seéeksggue that the particular
materialized character of Stephen’s experienceighany is in close affinity with both
the aesthetic theory and artistic creation of theeh

A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Masa novel that contains several instances of
disillusionments for the protagonist. Stephen’sagggment in an illusion clearly

manifests his unconscious identification with tlberesponding heroes involved in that
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illusion. As demonstrated earlier, identity is nedlucible to a mere act of identification;
however, investigation of subjectivity by elabongtion its identification to its
corresponding external manifestation is illumingtin the analysis of identity. What is
crucial here is that the ideological discourseheritmage with which Stephen identifies
ultimately plays the role of the ‘other’ to him.niteans that the identification with a
character transforms into diversity from him.

Stephen first identifies himself with the hefolrhe Count of Monte Crist@t home,
while reading Alexandre Dumas’s novel, Stepheresptly affected in its adventure and
romance. Stephen imagines himself as the loveret®ties, the novel's heroine. Later
throughout the novel he identifies himself withuanber of other figures such as Parnell
and Jesus Christ. He also thinks of the real dasigms of his name, St. Stephen, the
first Christian martyr. His identification with Nafgon and Lord Byron is another
example of his illusion of becoming the nationaidhef his country. And finally, at the
last line of the novel, he identifies himself wibledalus, both as the father and the son.

Stephen’s mental acts of identification areithmediate result of his seclusion both
at home and school. When his father says thawmsssa “lazy bitch,” Stephen leaves
the house and wanders through the rainy Dublindeagle, quoting poems to himself.
Disillusionment with the family reaches its heig¥ten he and his father are in Cork.
He escapes from it by reciting poems on solitudetans entertains himself with art.
The other example of disillusionment with the famd that he is not happy at a
birthday party of another child. After a set of omiglerstanding with his aunt, he sings a
song with the others, but he mostly enjoys hisifigebf being separated from them.

Disillusionment is a significant cause for tienation of the protagonist. The term
alienation can be widely used in two different exts$. First, there is the Lacanian
understanding of the term that | discussed at #ggnining of this chapter, when |
outlined the role of language acquisition in thentabdevelopment of the subject. The
second is the general designation of the termstinett terms as self-alienation and
alienated character are its derivations. Therénays the dissociation of self/other in
both modes of alienation. If the subject/otheretifit is what constructs the subject, its
dissociation brings about alienation. In its gehsr@aning, alienation is used when the
subject consciously recognizes the limitations wedk points of an ideological
discourse or an ideal image; the subject beconesatéd here because he/she has no
firm belief in what he/she used to rely on. Botkigeations are manifestedAn

Portrait.
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Stephen, as a result of alienation, first gaffeom moments of psychological
imbalance that are reflected in his behaviour. d4@siting the prostitutes, and yet
knows that it is a sin and the source of other suth gluttony and pride. He knows that
he should not be sinful, but he cannot help itesine is motivated to commit sin by the
power of the flesh. His thoughts here are the imatedexample of his Catholic faith.

When contemplating his several acts of sex withogtgute, he says to himself:

At most, by an alms given to a beggar whose blgdsinfled from, he might hope wearily
to win for himself some measure of actual graceA certain pride, a certain awe, withheld
him from offering to God even one prayer at nigittugh he knew it was in God’s power to

take away his life while he slept and hurl his dwellward ere he could beg for mer.

This quotation, which sounds like the speech deeggman, shows that Stephen is now
deeply influenced by a constituent subjectivithdf identity. If he wants to be free, he
should flee; flight is regarded as disobediencks ititeresting to know that it is exactly
at the time of his becoming a priest that his deyparfrom religious faith begins. He
thinks that instead of finding the wisdom in theiadh he should find it in himself and

his wanders:

His destiny was to be elusive of social aglifjious orders. The wisdom of the priest's
appeal did not touch him to the quick. He was destito learn his own wisdom apart from
others or to learn the wisdom of others himself @aimg himself wandering among the

snares of the worltf®

The novel thus traces the protagonist’s growvdisglusionment with such ideological
apparatuses as the family, the school, the charahprthodox nationalisf® In A
Portrait we see ideologies loosing cololihe movement of the novel, too, is in a way
that each chapter closes with a synthesis of triumipich is destroyed in the next
chapter. In each chapter Joyce repeats the sameenpat showing Stephen embracing a

dream in contempt of reality, then seeing that mreastroyed.

304 A Portrait, p. 111.

%% |bid., p. 175.

%% The conflict between the subject and the mentiadedlogical apparatuses has been also discussed
by Regenia Gagnier when, dealing with the litearfgjectivity of the late nineteenth and early tvietht
century, she refers to “the institutional apparesusf church, family, and school or State agairstkvin
the Victorian period ‘the self’ formed and oppossélf.” Regenia GagnieGSubjectivities: A History of
Self-Representation in Britain, 1832-19Z0xford: Oxford University Press, 1991, p. 223.
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These instances of disillusionment ultimatelyd to an experience of epiphany for
Stephen. Of theological and metaphysical origia,tdrm epiphany is used by Joyce to
point to an earthly moment in the life of Stephdmew a deep and abrupt change
happens to him. It is believed that St Stephendxgerienced an epiphany in the last
moments of his life by seeing God and Jesus. Epiplsa however, changed in Joyce to
an earthly experience. His works are full of theaghly epiphanies. IBublinershe
had already demonstrated some examples of epiphaggyod example is that which
happens to the protagonist in the short story Ardbyce defined it istephen Heran

the following way:

By an epiphany he [Stephen] meant a sudden spintaaifestation, whether in the
vulgarity of speech or of gesture or in a memorallase of the mind itself. He believed
that it is for the man of letters to record thegpleanies with extreme care, seeing that they

themselves are the most delicate and evanescemménts®’

If epiphany in religion has positive consequeneeggte subject and moves him from
scepticism to faith and from darkness to lightJayce’s usage of the term it does not
always result in hope. Whereas in theology epiplamyes close to the idea of
revelation, when a divine truth is manifested ® pinophet, in Joyce epiphany has an
earthly nature, one that reveals a truth to théagamnist about the real life and relations
between human beings. That is why the descriptidnscexperience of sex, which
ultimately disillusioned him, finds a divine langyeathat almost seems like a religious

epiphany:

It was too much for him. He closed his eyes, sweeing himself to her body and mind,

conscious of nothing in the world but the dark puee of her softly parting lip§®

This style of language brings to mind the languagéad already employed to describe
Mary when he said “The glories of Mary held hislsmaptive... symbolizing the
preciousness of God’s gift to her souf’*He describes the woman he has an affair
with the way he later describes Mary. The abovdajian is close to a theological
language and is in contrast to the language thitbeuses for the first true love in his

397 James Joyc&tephen HerpJohn J. Slocum, Herbert Cahoon (ed.), New YoewNDirections
Publishing Corporation, 1963, p. 216.

398 A Portrait, p. 108.

39 pbid., p. 112.
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life. Whereas the description of Mary is foregroumith a religious mark, the

description of the girl he sees on the shore isadteristically literary:

She stood before him like one whom magic had chéimge the likeness of a strange and
beautiful seabird. Her long lender bare legs wetEdte as a crane’s and pure save where
an emerald trail of seaweed had fashioned itsedf sign upon the flesh. Her thighs, fuller
and softhued as ivory, were bared almost to the Wigere the white frings of her drawers

were like featherings of soft whit dowH.

The style of this passage is highly figurative. fehare several examples of imagery at
work. There is visual imagery in ‘the likeness afteange and beautiful seabird’ and
‘ling lender bare legs.” There is also tactile iraggin ‘a sigh upon the flesh.’ In
addition, there are several similes and metaphof®ik. The tone of the passage,
because of the zealous expression of sensual sjslpassionate and refreshing. This
tone reminds us of the fact that he is describibgautiful girl and that this beauty
proves an inspirational source for him. The stylthe above quotation is analogous to
the Latin paragraph on Mary earlier mentioned. B@edikes the musicality of the Latin
phase and here he attempts to create a musichhmtfgt his description. The beauty he
recognizes in the girl and, correspondingly, thnglaage that is involved in that beauty
are what significantly matter to him. He sees jfoisng girl on the beach when he is
waiting for the news about his acceptance to theeusity. Being struck by her beauty,
he realizes that he is not to be constrained byptlumdaries of his family, his nation,
and his religion. The most significant epiphanyhia novel occurs here.

Epiphany, though having a religiously spiritdakignation, is here given an earthly
character. The language describing the momentiphapy is profane and the object of
description is the sexualized body of a girl. lastef a spirit, it is the physical body
that is manifested to Stephen. Whereas the revealetlis regarded as truth in the
theological conception of epiphany, it is the bganftthe earthly material that is
regarded as the object. In addition, there is terésting similarity between the
materialization of epiphany in Joyce and the matization of ideology in Althusser.

As | demonstrated in detail in Chapter Four, whgidaology was predominantly
described as a set of ideas and, hence, an abesttégt it was provided with a material
and tangible existence in Althusser’s definitiortteé term. Althusser’s idea of the

materialization of ideology can be applied to Jéyettempt in materializing epiphany.

319 pid, p.185.
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Epiphany, which had been already defined gsraual and heavenly experience of
the manifestation of the truth, was given a malieed characteristic by Joyce.
Stephen’s experience of the materialization of lepiyy is the climax of the
transformations he went through in the course efntbvel. For example, the movement
from ‘jupe’ to ‘skirt’ in his conversation with théirector is expressive of a manifest
movement from religion to art, from heavenly cortedp materialist perception of
beauty. Stephen finds beauty in art and realizasthie strictness of the priestly life
does not go with his love for sensual beauty.

Stephen’s movement towards artistic subjegtiviowever, should not be conceived
of as a simplistic and clear-cut process. For examyghen he goes to the rector’s office
to report on Father Dolan, he sees the portraisgioits and “great men of the ordaf'”
The emergence of artistic subjectivity is thus amgbel to Stephen’s rebellion against
his religious faith. In rebelling against his ratigs faith he is really rejecting his mother
and aunt, and in rebelling against Irish orthodattiptism he is really rejecting his
father, uncle, and Mr Casey. Furthermore, Stepineng-constructing his new identity,
should also rebel against the constitutive ide@i@gsubjectivities of his identity.
Stephen, in his movement toward establishing astiarsubjectivity, manages to
concentrate on his materialist notion of art. Timigkof Yeats’ hero, Stephen writes in
his diary records of the last section of the fipatt of the novel:

Michael Robartes remembers forgotten beauty andnwilis arms wrap her round, he
presses in his arms the loveliness which has ladgd from the world. Not this. Not at all. |

desire to press in my arms the loveliness whichnisaget come into the worfd?

As noted earlier, Joyce rejected Yeast’'s mode tonalism. Although Yeats was also
criticized by his contemporaries, the true reballior Joyce was a rebellion in art
through the medium of language. The rebellion towamolitical independence becomes
rebellion towards artistic inventivenessArPortrait. Europe was at war at that time and
Michael Collins had been taken prisoner duringghster Rising in Dublin. His

rebellion needs sacrifice and Stephen acceptsltheifer’s “I will not serve” becomes
illuminating for him. In his dialogue with Cranlgwards the end of the novel, Stephen,

referring to his refusing of his mother’s requestrtake his Easter duty, says:

31 pid., p. 57.
312 pid., p. 273.
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I will not serve that in which | no longer beliewhether it call itself my home, my
fatherland or my church: and I will try to expresgself in some mode of life or art as
freely as | can and as wholly as | can, using fgrd@fence the only arms | allow myself to

use-silence, exile, and cunniftd.

Stephen thus rejects being interpellated by raligichere is here the rational ego of
Stephen that should take arms against ideologidgeéstivities within the same identity.
The rational ego of Stephen, being revolutionayniconflict with religious, domestic,
national, and traditional subjectivities in Stepkadentity. Hence, there are inter-
subjective dialectics at work in this phase ofrhmntal development. Early
manifestations of this new subjectivity are seehisnelementary poetical compositions.
Now it is this new mode of language that replabesearly use of language and forms

the artistic subjectivity.

7.3.2 Ideology, Art, and the Aesthetics of Language A Portrait
The process of the reconstruction of identity éomplicated and ongoing one. As |
showed in Chapter Six, whereas the constructiaigjae for the possibility of identity
reconstruction, linguistic determinism demonstraiessubject’s failure in
reconstructing its identity because of the inevé@abfluence of the Symbolic and the
unconscious/language unity. The representatiodenftity in language is not a clear-cut
and simplistic act in that identity, consistingdifferent subjectivities, does not have a
fixed state and a simplistic manifestation. Thistiem attempts to demonstrate the
representation of the reconstruction of the idgmiftthe subject irA Portrait with
particular reference to the language of the ndwako seek to explore the opposition art
manifests to ideology while investigating both itbgpcal and artistic subjectivities
constituting the subject. The protagonist in trosed critically approaches the
ideological subjectivities that had already constid his identity. The artistic
subjectivity the protagonist seeks to convey isdam the particular aesthetic theory of
art presented in the novel. The investigation efdbnflict between ideology and art,
their role in constructing their consequent sulby@cts, and their representation in
language of the text is thus instrumental in pringda better understanding of the
process of the reconstruction of identity in thisel.

A Portraitdoes not serve any particular ideology, but itudes different ideological

subjectivities and languages of the context iteepnts. As | discussed earlier in the

33 bid., p. 269.
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thesis, Althusser did not rank art among ideolaghesresists subjection to ideology
and it is, thus, a refusal of ideology. Howevet, @hile being disobedient to ideology,
includes it. Ideology is sometimes satirized ahdst criticized, sometimes refused, or
simply neglected. If the text is to commit itsalfdne of them it would itself become an
ideological product; art has been always in conflitd in a complex relation to the
ideologies of the context in which it is produc&tiere is always insubordination to
ideology in art. Trevor Williams iRReading Joyce Politicall{1997) argues that:

...Joyce’s work contains ideology: most of his chegecmisperceive reality and appear to
be suffused with false consciousness. But thisigmsay that the novel’s effect is
ideological. There are characterduabliners.. who briefly show signs of resistance to
false consciousness, andArPortrait it is clear by the end that Stephen has escaged th

dominant ideologies of church and stife.

Ideologies interpellate Stephen in languagmfeoyoung age; what happens to
Stephen is what happens to almost every one: leipgsed to ideology, both directly
and dramatically, through language. Towards theddiikde novel Stephen has
participated in a definitive refusal of ideologiéke expresses his aesthetic theory and
decides to become an artist after his epiphanystirisubjectivity is what that replaces
the former ideological subjectivity.

AlthoughA Portrait represents ideological subjectivities, it is dnestake side with
them and dissociates itself from them. Refusingrherpellation of ideologies, the
protagonist seeks to achieve a mature artisticestibjty. Sean P. Murphy idames
Joyce and Victims: Reading the Logic of ExclugRB03) points both to the text’s

relation to ideologies and the way Stephen conértimem:

Joyce testifies in botBtephen Her¢1904) andA Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man
(1916) to the ways ideology, while often employedhie service of disempowering colonial
subjects, can empower individuals who elect tostegicupying the places dominant
ideologies carve for them in the totality. ... Td@ of resistance, a potentially empowering
use of agency within the systems that enable (&sabld) subjectivity, necessarily points to

a context, to that which the resister resists, aideology>'®

34 Trevor L. Williams,Reading Joyce politicallyGainesville: University Press of Florida, 19974p.
315 Sean P. Murphylames Joyce and Victims: Reading the Logic of BiamiuMadison: Fairleigh
Dickinson University Press, 2003, p. 73.
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Stephen’s resistance to ideology should be exantmmedgh focusing on the way he
employs language. WhereAdPortrait manifests a glossary of ideological languages
including familial, religious, educational, and eveationalistic modes of language, the
protagonist of the novel is not interpellated ahelnated by these languages and their
ideological signifiers. Sean Murphy’s work on Joylmes not provide a study of these
different modes of languages. Also, he does notothstnate the tensions within
Stephen’s identity that are created because afdh#icts between these modes of
language, on one hand, and Stephen’s inventiveoapprtaanguage, on the othek

good example to show how Stephen dealt with ideetoim his time is observed in his
conversation with nationalist Davin. Here his idagsin close affinity to the aesthetical
theory he attempts to follow:

—This race and this country and this lifedaroed me, he said. | shall express myself as
[ am.

—Try to be one of us, repeated Davin. In yioeart you are an Irishman but your pride
is too powerful.

—My ancestors threw off their language araktanother, Stephen said. They allowed a
handful of foreigners to subject them. do you fahayn going to pay im my own life and
person debts they made? What for?

—For freedom, said Davit®

The internal inter-subjective dialectic within tidentity of such characters as Dante
now becomes an external conflict between Davin&tegphen. On one hand, there is
Davin, a manifest Irish nationalist, and, on theeothand, there is Stephen, who wants
to fly from those nets such as nationality. Joyeeisd ‘net’ reminds us of the
restrictions of ideology. As observed, the wordojeat’ appears here; Stephen does not

want to become subject to these ideologies. He says

—The soul is born, he said vaguely, first in thogaments | told you of. It has a slow and
dark birth, more mysterious than the birth of tleeyo When the soul of a man is born in
this country there are nets flung at it to holdatk from flight. You talk to me of

nationality, language, religion. | shall try to thy those net$\’

318 A Portrait, p. 220.
317 bid.
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Whereas in Davin’s view freedom is to be free fribia authority of the English, for
Stephen freedom is to be free from such nets a&snadity, language, and religion.
These three nets provide three ideological sulyiges from them Stephen “shall try to
fly.” Art provides the wings for such a flight. Lextin chapter five Stephen thinks of
‘flight.” He watches birds fly. Here flying is a raes to be free, which is reminiscent of
the freedom of Icarus and his son from the prisofnicient Greek mythology. He
thinks of the opening lines to the farewell speeftthe countess in Yeats’ plahe
Countess Cathlegf1892), where, the swallow is here the symbol feeflom.
Stephen’s decision “to fly over by those nets”és@mplished through an artistic

creativity, one that is not bound to ‘nets’:

His soul had arisen from the grave of boyhood, wipgrher grave-clothes. Yes! Yes! Yes!
He would create proudly out of the freedom and paiédis soul, as the great artificer
whose name he bore, a living thing, new and soamtgbeautiful, impalpable,

imperishablé™®

The idea of artistic creativity finds its propeiirvén the last pages of the novel. On 27
April, the last date in his diary, he says to hilhs®ld father, old artificer, stand me
now and ever in good steatt® The last line of the novel thus heralds the beigimof

the inventiveness. But what should be of concere tsethat there is again the clash
between religion and art even at the last lineh@iovel; for example, his reference to
his mother’s words: “She prays now, she says,Ithety learn in my own life and away
from home and friends what the heart is and whaeils. Amen.®?° Immediately after
this thought he says: “Welcome, O life! | go to euacter for the millionth time the
reality of experience and to forge in the smithyrof soul the uncreated conscience of
my race.®*

Stephen’s idea of artistic creativity is basachts aesthetic theory that is involved in
the properties of beauty according to his discumssicAristotle and Thomas Aquinas. In
his dialogue with Lynch, he argues that a workrtfan artistic object that has beauty,
should achieve integritas, consonantia, and cianthich he translates into “wholeness,
harmony, and radiancé® These are, in terms of Thomas Aquinas the threétips or

conditions of beauty which correspond to the tlstages of apprehension.

318 |bid., p 184.
319 pid., p. 276.
320 |pid., p. 275.
%21 bid,. pp. 275-6.
322 pid., p. 229.
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After his long discussion of his aesthetic tlyeBtephen defines three forms of art, the
lyrical, the epic, and the dramatic. In the lyhete is the presentation of the image of
the artist in relation to himself, in the epicbwth himself and others, and in the
dramatic to others, and “The artist, like the Gbdreation, remains within or behind or
beyond or above his handiwork, invisible, refined of existence, indifferent, parting
his fingers.®*

References to Byron in the novel are in diretdtion to Stephen’s aesthetic theory.
When asked in Belvedere school about the greategish poet, he refers to Lord
Byron. As it is known, Byron went to Greece to fighr the independence of the Greek
from the Ottoman Turks. Byron can be regardedtgpiaal example of the Romantic
subject whose idea of independence sounds siriliat of Stephen. Hence the idea
of love, freedom, and heroism with no respect deology re-appears. Seamus Deane,
while arguing for the significance of the ideawdépendence in Joyce, thus refers to

Stephen’s act of re-constructing his identity duivbat have already constituted him:

Joyce’s repudiation of Catholic Ireland ateldountering declaration of artistic
independence are well-known and integral featuféssdife-long dedication to writing.

Yet he was formed by the Ireland he repudiatedhésduest for artistic freedom was itself
shaped by the exemplary instances of earlier Wisters who had, in his view, failed to
achieve that independence which he sought for Hipaseindependence which was at once

the precondition and the goal of writiff.

Stephen’ refutation of Tennyson and his refeegio him as a ‘rhymester’ in his long
debate with his friends at Belvedere College is aisclose affinity with his aesthetic
theory. Tennyson was the most famous poet of tisto¥ian age; he was referred to as
poet of the people and was Poet the Laureate f@B0 after the death of Wordsworth
until his death in 1892. Tennyson was a masteedification, but he is considered
only as a rhymester by Stephen. Stephen’s modemativity was not what the
nineteenth-century philistines could have possapgreciated.

Stephen’s modernist creativity can be cleaglmnsin this symbolic contemplation
after being forced to compete in an academic comashich the opposing teams wear
badges with red or white roses—emblems of the Yamdk Lancaster families of the

fifteenth-century English history:

323 |pid., p. 233.
324 Seamus Deane, “Joyce the Irishman,Tire Cambridge Companion to James Joyee. Derek
Attridge, Cambridge: Cambridge University Pres4£®. 28.
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White roses and red roses: those were beautifaliceko think of. And the cards for first
place and second place and third place were bahatiours too: pink and cream and
lavender. Lavender and cream and pink roses wengtibd to think of. Perhaps a wild rose
might be like those colours and he remembereddhg about the rose blossoms on the
little green place. But you could not have a gneese. But perhaps somewhere in the world

you could®?®

Here the possibility of the existence of a greesershows Stephen’s artistic
imagination and modernist creativity that findsviesn in language. The depiction of a
green rose is a symbol for Stephen’s creativitg trat is not a completely objective
and realistic representation of the reality as.iHence, although there white and red
roses, Stephen thinks of the creation of a gregsa irohis art. This colour is also
demonstrative of the green place that is Irelandesgreen is traditionally the colour of
Ireland. This green rose of the child’s initial ign@ative creation acts as a symbolic
foreshadowing of the young man’s final devotioratbstic subjectivity.

Language is the most significant point of caricaion in Stephen’s aesthetic theory.
Language also provides the context and mediumegdttgin’s act of reconstructing his
identity through the establishment of an artistibjsctivity. One observes in Joyce the
representation of different languages, parodyirfigdint styles of composition, and
using different languages and particularly Lating@od example of Joyce’s parodying
of different languages of the history of Englisge is inUlysses’?®

Throughou® Portrait Stephen develops a particular concern for wordsigiing
jupe, skirt, tundish, and even his name. He astembers the words in his father’s tale
when he was a little child. A good example in hstume years is when Stephen and the
Dean of the university speak about aesthetics;hgtes disappointed by the older
man’s incomplete knowledge of English. When Steplsas the word ‘tundish,’
referring to a funnel for adding oil to a lamp, thean does not know the meaning of
this word. In his conversation with the dean, Hisession with and significance of

language appears:

325 A Portrait, p. 9.

3% For Joyce's relation to and obsession with langtiag)lyssessee Stephen Heath, “Joyce in
language,” inlames Joyce: New Perspectivep. 129-148. Joyce's obsession with languagédban
mentioned by Joyce’s scholars of different intaéllet backgrounds. For example, whereas MacCabe in
his James Joyce and the Revolution of the Wa8¥8) applies a structuralist reading, Derekiddte
presents a poststructuralist reading indugce Effects: On Language, Theory, and His{@600).
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—The language in which we are speaking is his leetds mine. How different are the
words home, Christ, ale, master, on his lips anthore! | cannot speak or write these
words without unrest of spirit. His language, smifaar and so foreign, will always be for
me an acquired speech. | have not made or acceptedrds. My voice holds them at bay.

My soul frets in the shadow of his langude.

Stephen’s “consciousness of language” is in dir@ettion to both his consciousness
that was made by the language he acquired andtiseiousness of a new language.
Stephen reflects that English will always be a ®waed language for him, an “acquired
speech.” He is aware of the ideological connotatiointhe words and consciously aims
at using a non-ideological mode of language toasgmt his artistic subjectivity. The
following extract from the novel is demonstratiiesStephen’s involvement in artistic

language:

—A day of dappled seaborne clouds.

The phrase and the day and the scene hagetbim a chord. Words. Was it their
colours? He allowed them to glow and fade, hue afte: sunrise gold, the russet and
green of apple orchards, azure of waves, the gnggd fleece of clouds. No, it was not
their colours: it was the poise and balance op#méod itself. Did he then love the
rhythmic rise and fall of words better than thess@ciations of legend and colour? Or was
it that, being as weak of sight as he was shy ofiiriie drew less pleasure from the
reflection of the glowing sensible world througle gorism of a language manycoloured
and richly storied than from the contemplation firener world of individual emotions

mirrored perfectly in a lucid supple periodic prege

This passage is evoked after his obsession witphhese ‘dappled seaborne,” an
inaccurate quotation from a book by Hugh Miftétlt demonstrates the power of the
words upon him. Stephen wonders how this line caffiect him to that extent. He is
touched by both the iambic tetrameter rhythm aedstiphisticated diction of this line.
He feels these characteristics since he is livingrag the words. Another example of
Stephen’s obsession with words is the polygluttteehniques he uses. Neologism

demonstrates Stephen’s love of language; it doesigoify merely a new concept

327 A Portrait, p. 205.

328 pid., pp. 180-1.

329 Stephen’s reference is inaccurate; Miller (180%+86ers to ‘breeze-borne’ ifhe Testimony of the
Rocks; or, Geology in Its Bearings on the Two Tbgiels, Natural and RevealéBoston, 1857). See
Chester G. Andrson’s note quoted in Seamus Deaaiition ofA Portrait, p. 306.
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introduced through language, it also brings to ntivedidea of introducing a new reality
in a lexical way.

The last chapter is then the most difficult chaptiethe novel. It is full of Latin
phrases, allusions, grammatical and philosopherai$ and Stephen’s theory of
aesthetics. The style is here that of a matureewrithe last part o& Portrait is similar
to the first parts obllyssesHe is not any more the baby tuckoo of the fiegggbut a
promising artist, one that is aware of aesthetnk@hilosophy of art. He is writing his
diaries and talking of forging the uncreated coesce of his race.

There is a connection between Stephen’s shydehis subjectivity. The development
of language and subjectivity are in parallel toreather. Moreover, attempting to
compose in a highly artistic style is expressivéhefprocess of the re-construction of
the already ideologically constituted identity. ddPaul Riquelme deals with the

relation of the styles ok Portraitto the character:

His constructing styles iA Portrait present a character whose experiences regularly
involve opposing forces that seem irreconcilalblehsas the violent political and religious
antagonisms that Stephen witnesses during thet@lagsdinner in part I. The strongly
divergent aspects of the book’s language pertailsaneously, though in different ways,
to the writer who has learned to work with consastd to the character whose life and

social context are filled with thefi”

The “violent political and religious antagonismgfich Riquelme refers to, find a
language for themselves throughout the novel.drredl to these antagonisms as
ideological subjectivities with which Stephen’sisits subjectivity is in a constant
dialectic and opposition. As | showed in this cleapéach ideological subjectivity has
its own ideological mode of language and thesedaggs have been, as | showed,
represented in this novel. Language is the battbbhf ideological subjectivities. There
exists a permanent struggle throughout the noveldsn being ideological
subjectivities and the subject’s rebellion agathstm. But what is crucial is that this
rebellion happens through language; the rebellgarest ideological subjectivities is a
rebellion against language not only because largyisagnostly ideologically designated

but because language is the medium that his igem#is already constructed by.

330 John Paul Riquelme, “Stephen Hero and A Portfati® Artist as a Young Man: transforming the
nightmare of history,” imrhe Cambridge Companion to James Joyck Derek Attridge, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004, p. 116.
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As demonstrated earlier, Language is the spaeee the universal and the particular
come together. The identity of the subject is ctimrized by its distance from the
universal and the particular. However, there isattonflict between the universal and
the particular in the creative style of writing.dhs to say, any invention in language is
really in opposition to the Other from which langeehas been already obtained.
Artistic invention in language is, thus, in a profiol conflict with the ideological
Symbolic that has already constituted the subject.

If we consider the universal to be found in $kbjectivities already constituted the
identity of Stephen and if we take the particuksittee newly constructed artistic
subjectivity Stephen seeks to arrive at, then, I88|s$ act of reconstructing his identity
through language first appears to be impossibteahlanguage is closely related to the
universal than to the particular. Stephen’s answéhis problem should be observed in
the context of his ‘aesthetic negoism.” Referriadriabaté’s ideas above, | discussed
that the egoistic esthetics of Joyce thus ledéaide of an aesthetic negoist, one that is
aesthetically inventive in language. Language tleomes the site for particularity in
inventive styles of composition. The contradictimiween the aesthetic ego of Stephen
and the ideological subjectivities that have alyeemhstructed him is manifested in the
language he employs towards the end of the novel.

Stephen’s aesthetic negoism in language iaiallel to the resistance of his artistic
subjectivity to ideological subjectivity. Stephenagainst being determined by
ideologies; he is constructivist of a new subjattithrough art. However, determinist
theories of identity argue that it is impossibletfee subject to change the Symbolic and
language s/he is first alienated with. If we coesifitephen as an agent, in the Butlerean
sense of the term, then he may partly succeedsigrefying the chain of signification.
As demonstrated in Chapter Two, according to Bistiewnstructivism, although the
subject is determined by the Other and languageagient can succeed in its acts of
identity reconstructing. A good example is the colof the rose. Roses are not green in
the real world, but they can be green in art. Tthéhat portrays the roses as green is a
non-conventional art that does not go with the ceammnderstanding of the objects.

The ideological constitution of Stephen is inipted by art. However, even the
reconstruction itself is an ongoing process thapesn-ended. Stephen himself is a part
of a new dialectic; he is not complete in subjechfation and undergoes an open ended
process. Stephen becomes a non-ideological sublectejects ideological
interpellation and is thus linguistically not alsgad. It is the artistic subjectivity of his
identity that becomes the dominant through invemess in language.
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7.4 Concluding Remarks

The present chapter has sought to analyze theraohish and re-construction of the
subject’s identity in James Joyc&dPortrait of the Artist as a Young Matcording to
the critical approach of the Lacanian-Althussedaiectic. The ideological
subjectivities of ‘the Other’ to which the subjéxiexposed in the novel were first
investigated while analyzing both alienation angripellation of the subject formation
through the language of the major ISAs. Then, thdysshowed that while the tension
between religious faith and nationalistic aspinasiprovides a deconstructive inter-
subjective dialectic in the identity of the chagmstof the novel including Dante and Mr
Casey, it results in the construction of artistibjectivity for the protagonist.
‘Otherness’ in this reading was studied within tealm the language creates for the
subject.

The chapter, then, focused on the processeafetftonstruction of the subject in the
novel. A complicated and ongoing process, the rettoation of identity in Stephen
begins with disillusionment and ends with inventigss. This process includes
epiphany, which | argued had a materialized expeeeThe movement throughout the
novel is thus from ideology to art; whereas ittflsegins with the ideological
interpellation of the protagonist, it ends withadl ¢or an artistic creation that goes
beyond the ‘nets’ surrounding the protagonist.

The exploration of the aesthetics of languageepresented in the novel in
instrumental in the analysis of the representatiiodentity in that whereas Stephen
attempts to reject ideological subjectivities, dustic subjectivity is both constitutive
and critical of these subjectivities. Therefores the process of identity reconstruction
is represented in the language of the novel inyathat it includes not only the various
forms of ideological languages but also the newstaztlanguage Stephen ultimately
employs. However, the inter-subjective dialectitha identity of Stephen is not
destructive in that it creates a new subjectivtye that creates art based on the same
aesthetic theory he himself has developed in tveln@his newly constructed non-
ideological subjectivity is itself dialectic andhus, open-ended. The analysis of
Stephen’s identity reconstruction is thus re-coteazed from a simplistic and one to
one relationship between ideological and artistigectivity into a complicated process
in which several ideological subjectivities areatwed and the new artistic subjectivity

is itself conceived of as an ongoing process.
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Chapter Eight:

Discussions and Conclusion

Critically examining the Lacanian and Althusseribeories of the subject, this thesis
explored the theoretical problems and methodolbgiemnises of a converged version
of both theories. The central argument the thesigist to demonstrate was that the
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic provides a more pahensive account of the process
of the subject formation than a purely psychoamadyor structuralist Marxist analysis
of the term. In order to demonstrate a practicadimeg of the formation and
construction of the subject’s identity in termglud critical approach of the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic the present research alsogaded to apply it to James Joyde’s
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Mdt©916).

Concentrating on the Lacanian-Althusserian rigdkcritical theory, the thesis
studied language/ideology relations through ingesing those critical and theoretical
works that have attempted to make a parallel ug®thf Lacanian and Althusserian
theories of the subject. As demonstrated, the ‘hecaAlthusserian paradigm,” was
practically employed, and harshly criticised in #rea of film theory and criticism. |
also showed that Lacanian and Althusserian theofidse subject as applied in cultural
studies suffer from a deep investigation into thebfems that emerge in such
convergence.

A notable study of the position of the subjegbsychoanalytical and Marxist
approaches was provided by Fredric Jameson whdapedethe problem in the
Lacanian model of subjectivity by referring to tj@ emerging in the transmission
from the Imaginary to the Symbolic. He also comradran Althusser’s relation to
Lacan by relating the Althusserian perception ef‘#bsent cause’ to the Lacanian
concept of ‘the Real.” Though original in his finds, Jameson’s response to a
Lacanian-Althusserian framework faces two esserg@nsiderations: first, although
he analyses the Althusserian concept of the ‘alismrdge’ in History, he does not
consider it as instrumental in the further expliorabf the Althusserian analysis of
subjectivity constitution; secondly, although h@centrates on the gap that is formed in
the transition of the subject from the Imaginaryite Symbolic, he does not directly
focus on the other theoretical problems emergirg luiacanian-Althusserian model of

analyzing subjectivity.
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Laclau and Mouffe’s critical project, which bgs together both Marxism and
Psychoanalysis, has provided an ingenious notidheo$ubject of politics with
reference to the Lacanian insights concerning timstitutive lack of the subject and its
identity. Laclau’s concept of ‘empty signifier iisnovative in that it explores how the
impossibility of society and other signifying syste continue to exist through the
impossibility of a full identification within botidentity and ideology. Laclau’s concept
of ‘empty signifier’ tends to bring both Lacan’s phasis on language as constructing
the subject’s identity and Althusser’s perceptibithe impossibility of the Subject.
However, instead of employing Laclau’s conceptrapéy signifier | used the concept
of ‘ideological signifier’ that not only manifesthgfers to language-ideology relations
in the identity of the subject but also demonstdte close association between the
Lacanian concept of linguistic alienation and tH#hédsserian concept of ideological
interpellation.

As for Zizek’s study of the problem, | showealhhe provides a twofold response to
Althusser. He criticises Althusser’s overlookingseking the social fantasy as “filling
out the voids of the social structure.” Moreoveg dniticises the Althusserian concept of
interpellation because the subject in Althusseendwefore the moment of
interpellation, is already a subject by being “pra@” by theOther. On the other hand,
Zizek’s concept of ‘the ideological Barred O’ appet be an explicit affirmative
response to the Lacanian-Althusserian dialecttban it brings together both the
Althusserian definition of ideology as present gwdrere and the Lacanian perception
of the barred Other as constitutive of the Symbolic

Judith Butler, too, has critically confrontedtiAisser’s concept of interpellation. Her
reference to interpellation as happening withinghleject’s identity and, thus, having
an inter-subjective character, proves to be ofeckfinity to what the present thesis
aims at demonstrating: the inter-subjective diatda¢tween ideological subjectivities
of the subject’s identity. Interpellation does atways need two persons to occur; it can
take place within the identity of the subject. K wonsider language as the battlefield of
ideologies and the context in which the subjeattisrpellated, then, Butler’ concept of
‘the agent’ and its relation to language provideslative freedom for the agent in
reconstructing his/her identity. In my analysisStéphen Dedalus’ act of reconstructing
his identity in the penultimate chapter of the préghesis | referred to Butler’'s idea of
the agent as providing a better theoretical framrkviar my argument that that

observed in the Lacanian theory of the subject. Odwanian concept of the subject
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emphasizes the subject’s inability in reconstrigctirs/her identity because of the
inevitable influence of the Symbolic.

Employing both Lacanian and Althusserian theof the subject in their works, the
above critics have not focused on the problemspaimdiples of the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic as a model for the analg$isubjectivity. As demonstrated in the
thesis, none of these critical efforts achieveralsssis of the two models. Therefore,
the present thesis proceeded to investigate tlyeidaye/ideology, lack/material, and
alienation/interpellation relations in the procegshe subject formation by first
studying the subject/object relations in ratiomalsnd romanticism, which provided
two distinguishable conceptions of the subjectofoth Lacanian and Althusserian
models of subjectivity.

Considering the Cartesian subject as an obiggtsubject, | explored the certainty
and centrality of Descartes’ rationalist treatmaftihe subject. The mind/body dualism
in Descartes resulted in the construction of a remolb modern binary oppositions such
as the subject/nature, the subject/object, andedemirgin. The subject/object
separation as well as the superiority and cengrafithe subject established the
hierarchy of these binary oppositions in a way thatfirst part of them was considered
to be superior to the ‘other.” As demonstratechmthesis, both Lacan’s and Althusser’s
concepts of the subject radically criticised thenanist designations of the Cartesian
subject’s characteristic features of certainty egtrality that resulted in the
consideration of the subject as free, autonomowsdacision maker.

On the other hand, the Hegelian perceptioh@fsubject is based on the treatment of
the subject-Nature identity in German Idealist pbaphy. Referring to the inspirational
and spiritual character of Nature, | demonstratedway Schelling and Novalis’ nature
philosophy were in congruity to the pantheist pipfecof Romanticism. In Hegel,
however, the subject-object identity ultimately dime the subject-Nature non-identity.
This non-identity with Nature causes two lackshi@ subject’s identity that are the
lack of a state of complete subject-Nature ideraityl the lack caused by the gap
between the subject and Nature. The Hegelian ifldseaonstruction of the subject
based on the other, which causes the alienatitimea$ubject, was further investigated
in my analysis of the Lacanian concepts of imagiraard linguistic alienations.

The exploration of the subject-Nature idenitityserman idealist philosophy thus
provides a philosophical background for investiggitihe Lacanian notion of the subject
of language and the corresponding subject-langidsgrity. This approach can be also
applied to the study of the Althusserian modehef $ubject/Subject. Furthermore, the
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incompleteness of the subject in both LacanianAdtidisserian accounts of the term
can be further explored through investigating tlentioned lacks in the Hegelian
perception of the subject.

| referred to the challenging questions théndtserian theory evokes in my study of
the Althusserian concept of the subject of ideolddye model that ideology requires its
subjects to cope with, that is the Subject, is nevaterially realised by the subject. |
have elaborated on the gap that exists betweesutiject and the Subject according to
Hegel’s idea of the subject-other non-identity. §egjing that the Subject is itself based
on lack in that it is never materialized, my aneysovides further investigations into
the constitution of ideology by lack. Althussertseanpt to remove Hegel from his
version of Marxism led to ignoring the lack thawals exists between the subject and
the Subject. A Hegelian-Lacanian reading of thigledas illuminating in removing its
shortcomings in that such reading investigatestimocharacter of this lack and the
reasons for its permanent existence and ongoingitum

Highly critical of the Cartesian subject anfluenced by Hegelian treatment of the
subject-other identity, the Lacanian perceptiothefidentity of the subject as
constructed by the other was in congruity with Haegenderstanding of the significant
role played by ‘the other’ in the rise of the setihsciousness of the subject. The thesis
demonstrated that the Lacanian discussion of théenianfant non-identity in the
mirror stage is reminiscent of the subject-other-ientity in Hegel.

Language, in Lacan’s concept of the subjetaguage, determines not only the
formation of the unconscious but also the structdithe Symbolic. It also negates the
lack it includes. The unconscious is thus baselhdn Demonstrating that the Other,
desire and the unconscious all are based on laekhesis examined how lack is both
created and negated by language. Whereas Lacaul tafkhe phallus as the most
important signifier in the unconscious, there ahepsignifiers in language that the
subject seeks to identify him/herself with. Therefdanguage acquisition process
exposes a humber of what | called in the theseofidgical signifiers’ to the subject that
determine his/her identity. The alienation of thbjsct through the ideological
signifiers thus provides the subject with ideolagidesires that are distinguishable from
the sexual desires.

After critically studying Althusserian and Laxan theories of the subject, the thesis
investigated the major theoretical problems andhwes of any critical attempt that
applies both Lacanian and Althusserian theoridb@ftubject to the same work of art.
The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic can be alsa@emed of as the convergence of lack
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and material in that these two theories deal with ¢ssentially different objects of
study: language as based on lack and ideology\asdha material existence. However,
as demonstrated throughout the thesis, ideologlgasconstituted by lack. The
constitution of both ideology and language on lasckot only represented in the
development of the unconscious but also appedrs tatal for the permanent
functioning of the desire of the subject.

Furthermore, the close affinity of the Lacanpanception of alienation to the
Althusserian concept of interpellation has beedistliin the present thesis. |
demonstrated how the subject’s alienation with lidgical signifiers in the language
acquisition process can be regarded as a dramatle of interpellation. Likewise, |
elaborated on the alienation that results in thgest's identity after being interpellated
both directly and dramatically in his/her maturange

Although the subject seeks to remain complatidntical to the ideological signifiers,
there is always a gap between him/her and what#wogical desires depict as the
objects of desire. | argued that the mechanisnutiiravhich both language and
ideology alienate and interpellate the subject npeemits the subject enjoying a state
of full identity between him/her and the signifief$ie Lacanian and Althusserian
subjects are then two sides of the same coin: vmhil@can the subject becomes the
subject to the Other’s desire, in Althusser it mees the subject of/to ideology; whereas
in Lacan the Symbolic exists before the entry ef¢hild into it, in Althusser, too,
ideology exists before the entry of the individusb it; the result of both entries is the
birth of the subject. Both concepts of interpetlatand alienation contribute to this
view that the subject is not the cause and theareslhe is, however, the effect and the
created. The subject is the effect of both theuagg and ideology into which s/he is
born. Consequently, they are both anti-humanibgoties of the subject. Both ideology
and language are pre-existing structures to winehrtdividual is exposed. Also, it is
significant to note the parallel made between theouascious and ideology: Both are
open-ended, having no beginning and end excepbiegs¢late to the human existence.

| sought to demonstrate that the Lacanian stiajed the Althusserian subject play a
supplementary role to each other in that each dtieemn focuses on a particular aspect
of the subject’s identity; whereas the Lacanianetiiended to consider the subject as
the subject of language, the Althusserian subjessicered it as the subject of
ideology. Also, whereas the Lacanian theory is eamed with identity construction
through imaginary and linguistic alienation in th&antile phase, the Althusserian

theory is involved in the ideological interpellatiof the subject in its mature years. |
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also referred to the Lacanian concept of desirecandidered it, in an Althusserian
sense, ideological. Then, | demonstrated how tisettee impossibility of a complete
identity between the subject and the lost desiteaitan and between the subject and
what ideology requires it to be in Althusser.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic thus pregid more comprehensive critical
perspective for the analysis of the subject. Howga¥simplistically developed — |
referred to a number of examples in Chapter Oné&e-similarities of both accounts
will result in misunderstanding and misclassifioatiMoreover, the Lacanian-
Althusserian dialectic will suffer from certain tiretical weak points if applied without
a critical investigation into the incongruity beevethe two theories.

The theoretical premises of my critical approanciude the following: first,
considering the concept of identity as an umbrtelten that brings together different
subjectivities within the realm of the same sulyjdus critical approach focuses on the
‘inter-subjective dialectic’ in the identity of tleubject and considers it as having
constructive and deconstructive modes. ldentityagbyfunctions through and because
of the inter-subjective dialectic and intra-subijetiack within it. Identity is never fully
constituted and has an ‘incomplete’ character. ‘iTfo@mpleteness’ of identity does not
merely go back to the inter-subjective dialectitside it. It is essential to the function
of identity in that there is always an antagonigmek motivated by intra-subjective
lack.

Secondly, the ideological constitution of tluject that happens through language
gives an ideological character to the Symbolic. ®daghing the Symbolic as
ideological, we are explicitly providing the Lacaniconcept with an Althusserian
signification. Subjectivity first exists in the Sywlic, and then becomes part of the
identity of the subject. Based on its samenesisabwhich has created it, subjectivity
can be considered as identical with the ideology tlas produced it. Therefore, the
ideological subjectivities of the Symbolic are nfasied in the identity of the subject.

Thirdly, the identity of the subject is repret in the language exposed to and
reproduced by the subject. ‘Ideological languabastbecomes a key concept in my
analysis of the identity of the subject. Investigatinto the ideological language is a
complicated process because each ideological agplertguage has been itself
influenced by a vast number of ideologies in theeséanguage. However, this
ideological language is not responsible for thgestits whole identity. It represents
only a particular subjectivity that is itself pemaently changing because of the intra-
subjective lack and its inevitable dialectic witier subjectivities.
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This critical methodology concentrates on tigividual and the social as well as the
particular and the universal in that it deals ndyavith the language as coming from
the Other but also with the language as acquiretthégubject. Although the language
acquired by the subject comes from the Other anepioduced by him/her, there can
also be instances of the subject’s re-significatibthe signifiers. As | explained in the
thesis by referring to linguistic determinist arwhstructivist theories, there is a pale
constructivism at work for the subject’s attempt@tonstructing his/her identity. The
examples of identity reconstruction of the subgeetrare and they involve a long
complicated process of internal conflicts betwednjectivities.

In order to demonstrate a practical analystheftheoretical premises of the
Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic the present thieassapplied this critical approach to
reading James JoyceAsPortrait of the Artist as a Young man my study of the
subject formation in Joyce’s novel | focused omakitic and direct modes of
ideological interpellation and their consequengliistic alienation. Elaborating on the
identity construction of the subject, | explored tielation of language to the Symbolic
through exploring the moments in which ideologysits into language. Considering
the self-consciousness of the subject not as d Bkate but as an ongoing process that
always remains incomplete, the thesis dealt wighrthe of language in the re-
construction of identity through investigating ihéer-subjective dialectics between
ideological subjectivities.

| also referred to the ideological subjectastiof ‘the Other’ to which the protagonist
is exposed to. | have studied the subject formdiypaxplaining how language,
including ideological signifiers designated by tBAs, alienate and interpellate the
protagonist of the novel. Then, the inter-subjextiialectic between religious faith and
nationalistic aspirations were explored. ‘Othesh@sthis reading was studied within
the realm the language creates for the subjecie&tty plays the role of the other for
the other subjectivities. As demonstrated, theristdjective dialectic within the
identity of the subject is not constructive of awsubjectivity for some characters
including Dante and Mr Casey.

A complicated and ongoing process, the recoastm of identity of the protagonist
iIs manifested in forming a new subjectivity thagins with disillusionment, goes
through an experience of the materialization opkany, and ends with inventiveness.
Epiphany is materialized in the novel not only hessit has been experienced by the
protagonist but also because it gives a materiatence to that which causes it. The
revealed truth here does not come from a divinecsout is the body of a girl.
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Materialization of epiphany by the protagonistrigparallel to the materialization of
ideology in Althusser because in both cases afdmdliefs are materialized.

Whereas the novel first begins with the procgssibjectivity formation of the
protagonist, it ends with a call for an artistieation that goes beyond the ‘nets’
surrounding the protagonist. The process of thenstcuction of identity through a
move from ideological to non-ideological subjedtvappened for Stephen Dedalus
through artistic inventiveness. My analysis is hegpendent on the Althusserian view
of art as not ranked among ideologies. The exptoraif the aesthetics of language as
represented in the novel is instrumental in thdyamaof the representation of
Stephen’s artistic subjectivity in that the artdanguage of the novel is itself based on
and constituted by a criticism of ideological langas of the novel. Thus, even in its
reconstructed form, identity is still constituteglideological subjectivities.

The internal inter-subjective dialectic is, hemr, constructive for Stephen in that it
creates a new subjectivity. This new subjectivstpased on the aesthetic theory
Stephen has developed in the novel and it is tlaceghe already constituted
ideological subjectivities of his identity. The iatic within Stephen’s identity first
occurs between the existing ideological subjed@isiand the newly formed artistic
subjectivity. But what is notable is that even thésv artistic subjectivity, as a result of
its antagonism, is in a permanent dialectic witineofartistic languages available to
Stephen. That is why there are frequent referetac¥gats and his mode of art towards
the end of the novel. The result of this dialecaa be observed in the style of language
used by Stephen in the last pages of the novel.

The Lacanian-Althusserian dialectic thus presid critical perspective for the
analysis of subjectivity construction and identigyconstruction that can be applicable
to different phases in the development of the sailifesluding both the infantile and
mature years. In positioning the subject betweeh lamguage and ideology it
investigates the relation of the subject to bothitfdividual and the social and,
correspondingly, focuses on the particular andutiieersal in language as the realm
where they meet. This critical approach is conagrmigh exploring ideological
languages in a given text and how they represewalagical subjectivities. Examining
the way an ideological subjectivity is formed, reguced, and represented, this
approach demonstrates how linguistic inventiveipéesgs an instrumental role in the re-
construction of the subject’s identity, which remsgieven in its synthesized form,

incomplete and undergoes an ongoing inter-subgechialectical process.
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