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PREFACE

My dissertation investigates the essential mechanism of ideology througtstine
of the debate between Louis Althusser and Jacques Lacan. Althusser and ¢scamon
of the most prominent French theorists of the laf&@tury. Their theoretical
convergence and divergence literally defined an important phase of the histoeydd+
Marxism. When they made a theoretical alliance in the early 1960s, they seemed to be
making a decisive progress in establishing a new link between Marxism andahkrsundi
via their shared interests in the questions of structure and subject. This alchno¢
last long, however: Lacan soon made a public criticism of Althusser in one of his
seminars, while Althusser, though much later, wrote an essay which exphoiied his
dissatisfaction with Lacan’s theory.

In her biographyJacques LacarElisabeth Roudinesco offers us a sharp contrast
between the positions occupied by Althusser and Lacan as follows: “Lacan . . . had
traveled in the opposite direction from Althusser. Hence his constantly renewed
attachment to Lévi-Strauss’s idea of symbolic function. While Althussevieel that
only by escaping from all filial symbolism could one achieve a founding acanLa
showed that, on the contrary, while such an escape might indeed produce logical

discourse, such discourse would be invaded by psychositahy readers today may be

! Elisabeth Roudinescdacques Lacartrans. B. Bray (New York: Columbia University Bse1997), pp.
301-02.
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dumbfounded by this passage, since the picture presented here about the two theorists is
diametrically opposed to the picture they tend to hold true. In the latter pictthrasgér

is depicted as an unyielding structuralist who disallowed the subject amgectteescape

from the dominant ideology, while Lacan is portrayed as a genuine critic of such a
position, who, by stressing the irreducible dimension of the real, showed how the subject
might be able to find a way to subvert the entire symbolic structure.

Of course, this latter picture cannot simply be whisked away as a thedyetical
unfounded popular belief. Althusser indeed began to be criticized as a structuralist (or
functionalist) not long after his famous essay on “Ideology and Ideologidel Sta
Apparatuses” was published. This criticism seemed to receive its longli@itedation
as well as its theoretical weight when Slavoj Zizek wildte Sublime Object of Ideology
to confirm its validity precisely by comparing Althusser’s theorjhviacan’s. Twenty
years after its publication, we still see this text heavily determimeeway in which both
Althusser and Lacan are perceived by various academic communities. So muc¢h so tha
even a critic like lan Parker, so unsympathetic toward Zizek, embracieththat the
latter’s criticism of Althusser is valid and reliably represergtsdn’s own positiof.

Should one think, then, that Roudinesco was simply mistaken? Much more recently,
however, Yoshiyuki Sato made a similar argument irPligvoir et résistancby
insisting that it is Lacan who took the most intransigent structuralist posititwe whole
debate that unfolded around the question of the subject in France during the 1960s and

70s, and that the theoretical works of (the later) Foucault, Deleuze, DerridatansisAr

2 lan ParkerSlavoj Zizek: A Critical IntroductiofLondon: Pluto Press, 2004), p. 86.
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all may be viewed as various attempts to distance themselves from suction pbsi
Lacan’s. According to Sato, Lacan’s entire theory can be chawmextday its emphasis
upon the “absolute passivity” of the subject in relation to the symbolic strdcSineuld
one think, then, that the current dominant picture which says otherwise is simply
mistaken?

| position myself among those who claim that Lacan was a much more orthodox
structuralist than Althusser was; however, | simultaneously argue thatiicial to see
their agreements as well as their disagreements. In other words, we shauloubeg
discussion by recognizing that structuralism itself was not a unified schtvaugght,
and, therefore, the respective relationships that Althusser and Lacan deweitbpie
cannot be thought of in a manner of all or nothing. Insofar as they both tried to move the
category of the subject fromcanstitutingposition to aconstitutedone, Althusser and
Lacan were both great structuralist3hey did not simply nullify the category of the
subject (including its activity and autonomy) but trieegxplainit by investigating
through what process and mechanism the subject is constituted as one who recognizes
itself as autonomous while still depending upon the structure in a certain wayaf@nly
clearly delineating their common interest in this way can one possibly loeigiquire

into the different choices they made in their own theoretical works.

% Yoshiyuki SatoPouvoir et résistance: Foucault, Deleuze, Derridéthusser(Paris: L'Harmattan, 2007),
p. 57.

* Etienne Balibar, “Structuralism: A Destitutionthe Subject?”Differences: A Journal of Feminist
Cultural Studies14.1 (2003), pp. 1-21.
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In order to carry out such an inquiry, | propose to revisit Zizek’s discussion of the
Althusser-Lacan debate The Sublime Object of IdeolagiZzek interprets the debate
principally by referring to the difference between the two levelsliadtan the Lacanian
graph of desire. He identifies the lower level with the symbolic and the upp®itbne
the symbolic shot through by the real. His claim is that, while Althusseslhimself to
the lower level in which the “alienation” of the subject in the symbolic tragspiracan
adds yet another level in which the dimension of the jeaiscancgis introduced, and
thus the “separation” of the subject from the symbolic itself becomes cobleeiva
contest this view by arguing that it is much more appropriate to identifpwes level
with the imaginary and the upper one with the symbolic. Zizek’s misapprehensidis re
from neglecting the crucial distinction Lacan makes betweeisymbolic that arrives in
advancen the imaginary phase itself atite symbolic propefthe pure symbolic
dissociated at the upper level from the imaginary). Due to such a misreadelg, Z
constantly misses the fact that Lacan considered his notion of separation only a
separation from the mother, which the subject can achieve under the conditiorsthat it
absolutely dependent upon the metaphor of the father.

Zizek’s portrayal of the debate, furthermore, fails to notice that, when the two
theorists collided with each other on the question of structuralism in the late 1960s,
something completely different was at stake. The point of the debate didlhot rea
concern whether or not the subject can separate itself from the structure, but how the
ideological formation of the subject as a social practice is to be situatgdtion to

other social practices such as the economical or the political. Instead ohdponghe



theoretically sterile opposition between the subject and the structureo ldigate the
central debate between Althusser and Lacan in another question: namely, h@it@are
understand the articulations of different social instances? While invesgigjaits
guestion, we find that it was actually Lacan who upheld structuralism in thitedsba
understanding the relation between different social practices accordimgltmic of
“structural homology” and reducing specificities of individual disciplireethe presumed
generality of linguistics. Althusser, on the other hand, viewed both linggiestid
psychoanalysis as regional theories and proposed to construct general themeasdy
of which the differential relations between various objects of regionalidiseayuld be
articulated. It was due to the absence of such general theories that Lacamngegith
his famous claim that “the unconscious is structured like language,” wasantreore
led to believe that linguistics (or psychoanalysis “allied to linguisticstild play the
role of the “mother-discipline” of all the other human sciences.

As Michel Pécheux, one of Althusser’s disciples, later showed in his own
theorizations, Althusser’s attempt to construct general theories (ebpdhialtheory of
discourse) shed new light on the question of ideological struggle and revolt. By
conceptually differentiating the level of language (as a set of signifiatare in
themselves politically neutral) and the level of discourse (as a set ofr@imbs and
articulations of the same signifiers, which can be highly politicathuslser paved the
way to a theorization of ideological revolt without regressing into theiseisthotomies
confined to the level of language: namely, langue/parole, structure/sainject,

necessity/contingency.



Through such a study, | attempt to show that it is Althusser who may betstnusssi
in understanding the logic of politics of resistance and emancipation, insofar as he
endeavored to discover a possibility of revolt immanent to ideology without presupposing
the metaphysical outside, the Archimedean point called subject. Whileiadrhtit
Althusser faced difficulty in this theoretical effort, | maintain thathsdifficulty did not
arise from his refusal of the Lacanian idea of the “subject of the unconsacatid
“beyond interpellation” but from his non-critical acceptance of a seemaadfhevident
proposition of classical Marxism: namely, “the dominant ideology is the idgoloine
dominant class.” This tautological proposition made it difficult, if not impossibieyifm
to sufficiently analyze contradictions and struggles internally instiibéhe dominant
ideology itself. | examine the debate that took place in 1978 between Althusser and
Etienne Balibar, another disciple of his, to show how one can find a way out of
Althusser’s predicament concerning the question of revolt while still rengglioyal to
his overall doctrine.

My dissertation, however, does not dismiss Lacan’s problematic; quite thargpntr
while taking a distance from mainstream interpretations, it proposes td fegaas a
theorist of civility who tried to tackle the issue of extreme violence. s
formulation of “the name of the father” can be viewed best as a theoreticgbtatibtem
recognize a positive hegemonic dimension of ideology which plays an important role in
reducing extreme violence, a role that revolutionary politics cannot égisdye. While

reading his posthumously published texts on Niccolo Machiavelli, | demonstaate t
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Althusser himself was drawn near such a theoretical motif of LacarXaniiee
convergences and divergences in their attempts to theorize a politicsitf. civil

The following is a preliminary explanation of some of the technical terntsinse
this dissertation.

The Graph of Desire

Fig. 1. The Elementary Cell of the Graph of Déksire

We can find a full explanation of the graph of desire in Lacan’s essay “The
Subversion of the Subject and the Dialectic of Desire.” The graph is presented as a
topological representation of the dialectical development of what Lacanhaalls t
“elementary cell” (see Fig. 1). The elementary cell represemisianal structure in

which a subject is formed while a signifying chain is sliding before ituketagine a

situation in which a sentence is being spoken to us; the meaning of each word is not fixed

until the sentence is completed. For example, the first signifier of theessaptence “I

®> While preparing this explanation, | have referred®ylan EvansDictionary of Lacanian Psychoanalysis

(New York: Routledge, 1996).

® Jacques Lacatkcrits: The Complete Editigrirans. Bruce Fink (New York: W. W. Norton & Conma
1977), p. 681.
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go to school.” can mean different things. It can mean the subjective form ,bbumhé

can also mean the alphabet letter ‘I'. Its meaning becomes fixed oaly wd hear out
the complete sentence. Therefore, one must carry out a retroactive operatigh thr
which the meaning of each word is carved out of the sentence. Although, in this case, it is
the period that functions as what Lacan calls a “quilting popuaint de captionnamely

a point at which the indefinite sliding of signifiers is stopped by a short cretviteen a
signifier and its signified), this situation can be generalized in such a wdgrgaage

as such is considered to be in need of quilting points. An infant before language
acquisition faces this general situation. It experiences languagsemseless Thindds
Ding). It is only when a quilting point is somehow given that the infant begins to
understand language and thus is formed as a subject of the signifier (marked as the

divided subjec# at the bottom left corner of the elementary cell).

Jouissance Castration

Fig. 2. The Complete Graph of Dedire

" Lacan,Ecrits: The Complete Editiom. 692.
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This elementary cell develops into a full-fledged graph (see Fig. 8jding to a
dialectical logic that Lacan elaborates in a complicated way. But, bastba graph has
two levels, the lower and the upper level, which can be called the level of “ai@nati
and that of “separation” respectively (these names themselves havekszeméanly
from Seminar XI)

The Real/The Symbolic/The Imaginary (RSI)

It is difficult to define technical terms such as the real, the symlaolitthe
imaginary, precisely because the definition of each term is at issue. Blpweme
commonplace explanation can serve as a starter. The imaginary isrthibaer
designates the dual relationship formed in the mirror stage between theddto a
specular image. An infant recognizes itself by narcissisfigddintifying with its own
image in a mirror. But this recognition is simultaneously a misreaognit only for the
simple reason that the infant is not really there in the mirror looking dt Bsghe of the
indications of such a misrecognition can be given, for example, in the phenomenon of the
left-right inversion. According to Lacan, the ego thus formed in the imaginaagher
the site in which the subject is alienated from itself. The symbolic, on the otherand, i
related to language, especially the structural dimension of signifeezan’s famous
formula states: “The unconscious is structured like languagée symbolic is therefore
the discourse of the unconscious which belongs to the realm of the Other. In contrast t
the dual relationship of the imaginary, the symbolic is characterized byadt

relationship. For example, the dual relationship between mother and son is, in the

8 Lacan,The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysie S@minar of Jacques Lacan Book, XI)
trans. Alan Sheridan (New York: W.W. Norton & Comgal1998), p. 20.
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symbolic order, mediated and regulated by the third term: Father. Heasyntbolic is
also the realm of the Law which regulates desire. Finally, the réahg resists
symbolization absolutely’” Hence, it is also the impossible: it cannot ever be given a
symbolic account nor can it be integrated into the subject’s sense of reatiis(i
context Lacan occasionally makes a sharp distinction between the reallapd Tédee
real constitutes the traumatic kernel of the symbolic. The symbolic revotwasdait,
avoiding it, displacing it, but never successfully flying from it. Thus, Lax#ers the
following definition of the real: “the real is that which always returns tsémee
place.®® Despite all its attempts, the subject cannot ultimately avoid the irez#, isis
the symbolic chain itself that preserves its place in the form of a void. Witkcutieng
the real, the symbolic could not have come into being in the first place. The real,
therefore, is an exception to the rule, not simply in the sense that it falldeotitsirule,
but in the sense that it is what constitutes both the possibility and the imptyssititie
rule. Lacan makes up a neologism “extima¢yih order to describe such a double-

binding relationship between the real and the symbolic.

® Lacan,Freud’s Papers on Technique, 1953-54 (The Semihdmagues Lacan, Book, krans. John
Forrester (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1988)66.

10 | acan,The Ethics of Psychoanalysis, 1959-1960 (The Serfnlacques Lacan, Book Viyans.
Dennis Porter (New York: W. W. Norton & Company9¥9, p. 75.

1 Ibid., p. 118.
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ABSTRACT

Slavoj Zizek argues that, if Althusser was an adamant structuralist viincexk
subject to a mere function of ideology, Lacan was a genuine critic of such a podiion, w
showed how the subject can separate itself from the symbolic structure ofjieol
Zizek’s portrayal of the debate, however, is not only based on a misapprehension of
Lacan’s own theory but also fails to notice that, when the two theorists collided on the
guestion of structuralism in the late 1960s, the issue was not the separation, but how
ideology as a social practice is to be situated in relation to other sociatgsab this
debate, it was actually Lacan who upheld structuralism.

Based on this rectified picture of the debate, | argue that Althusser mayassite
us in understanding the logic of politics of emancipation. | maintain that theuttiff
Althusser faced in his theorization of ideological revolt did not arise fromehisal of
Lacan’s idea of the subject of the unconscious located “beyond interpellatidndrout
his non-critical acceptance of a proposition of classical Marxism waigblbgically
defines the dominant ideology as the ideology of the dominant class.

My dissertation, however, does not dismiss Lacan’s problematic; quite thargpntr
it proposes to regard him as a theorist of civility who tried to tackle the issx¢reie

violence. Moreover, | demonstrate that Althusser himself was drawnuckaas

XX



theoretical motif of Lacan’s in some of his posthumously published texts on Mdthiave

| examine convergences and divergences in their attempts to theorizeca pbliivility.
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CHAPTER ONE
FROM OR TOWARD THE SYMBOLIC?
A CRITIQUE OF ZIZEK'STHE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY
Zizek's Construal of the Althusser-Lacan Debate

In the introduction tdhe Sublime Object of Ideolag§lavoj Zizek points out that
the famous contemporary debate between Habermas and Foucault represses another
debate whose theoretical implication is far more important:Altbusser-Lacan debate.”
Zizek claims that the latter debate has been repressed because it brinderegrire
the issue of ideology which constitutes the “traumatic kernel” that the imaker
Foucault debate does not want to face directly. According to him, each theorist in thi
double debate represents one of the “four different notions of the subject” along with
their respective “ethical positionSQ], 2). Habermas’s subject is the linguistically
revamped version of the “old subject of transcendental reflection” whose ufigtarsa
ideal lies in establishing and mastering the transparent intersubjecthraunication;
whereas Foucault’s subject is the aestheticized antiuniversalistic one trdutiton goes
back to the Renaissance ideal of the “all-round” individual capable of mastsring i
passions and thus turning his own life into a work of art. Zizek argues that, despite the
surface difference concerning universalism, they both enter the humantsbriradiich
highlights the supreme importance of the subject’s self-mastery drasdparency.

1



2
Althusser, on the other hand, represents a crucial break from this tradition assofar

he lays down the idea that the subject can never master itself becaadeatysin
ideology that it recognizes itself as a subject; ideology in this sense isf the
fundamental conditions that accompany all its activities. Hence, the Altlarssabject,
radically alienated “in the symbolic ‘process without subje@Oj( 3), is in fact anon
subject more or less completely reducible to a mere effect of ideology. To this
Althusserian subject, Zizek opposes the Lacanian subject which is defined by the
irreducible distance that separates the real from its symbolization.dkogao this view,
there is always a remainder or a surplus that resistsynaoblic integration-dissolution”;
this remainder is what in turn gives rise to the dimension of desire through tich t
subject finally comes across a chance to separate itself from the systhadture. From
Zizek’s point of view, the famous Lacanian motto, “not to give way on one’s desire,”
which is attributed to the indomitable tragic figure Antigone, sums up thekpiasition
proper to this kind of subject. It is not an attempt to return to the ethics of se#frymast
but on the contrary to subvert the symbolic structure that determines the \Brgrtdee
“ego.” Zizek illustrates this difference between Althusser and Lagaafbrring to the
difference between the two levels installed in the Lacanian graph of (feQikel 24).
While Althusser limits himself to the lower level in which the “alienatiohthe subject
in the symbolic transpires, Lacan adds to this yet another level in which teesiiom of
the real jouissancgis introduced, and thus the separation of the subject from the

symbolic becomes conceivable.



3

Although | am sympathetic towards Zizek’s view that emphasizes the Bnperof
the Althusser-Lacan debate suppressed from the contemporary intelleenel sc
nevertheless | am not in agreement with his way of characterizing the.dEterte are at
least two major problems that | see. The first one concerns the far too one-sided
characteristic of the picture Zizek presents to us about the debate. Newgtdryi
carefully reconstruct the way in which the debate actually unfolded, batisnt simply
to pass judgment on the alleged shortcomings of Althusser’s theory by imposing the
Lacanian theoretical grid directly upon it. This imposition is problematic, not only
because it ignores the respective ways in which the two theories were deybldped
because it tends to give readers an impression that Lacan designed hjsetpmially
his graph of desire, at least in part to refute Althusser’s position, or that Altlwas
criticized in a more or less unilateral manner by Lacan in this “debate.”

To see such an impression is questionable, it suffices to take into account some of
the relevant historical facts. Lacan’s essay that becomes Zizek'alageference point in
The Sublime Object of Ideology without doubt, “The Subversion of the Subject and the
Dialectic of Desire in the Freudian Unconscious.” It was originallytenias a
contribution to thd.a Dialectiqueconference held at Royaumont in 1960; it was printed
in Ecritsin 1966, just one year after the publication of Althusseosr MarxandLire le
Capital. On the other hand, Althusser’s essay, “Ideology and Ideological State
Apparatuses,” which becomes the major target of Zizek’s criticisms ywigten in 1969

(published in 1970). There was no significant reply from Lacan’s side to this essay
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Rather it was Althusser who later made a criticism of Lacan, edlgenihis 1976 essay

“The Discovery of Dr. Freud.” Lacan again did not reply. The only explicitsm

Lacan ever made against Althusser is found in the first two sessionsSarhisar XVI
(1968-69) which preceded the publication of Althusser’s essay on ideology by more than
one year; naturally, it did not directly address the issues raised by Altlsussmulation

of “ideological interpellation.”

Having this picture in mind, one might arrive at a hypothesis quite different from
Zizek’s own. His claim is that the graph of desire proposed by Lacan has twg levels
while Althusser’s theory has only one; this contrast in and of itself shows theegseof
the Althusserian theory which overemphasizes the role aiytimolic(or the symbolic
identification) and ignores the dimension of the real. However, if Lacan’s graph wa
proposed in 1960, and Althusser’s thesis on ideology in 1969, is it not more likely the
case that Althusseejectedthe second level of the graph while accepting perhaps with
certain modifications the first level only? Of course, one can still possipedhat
Althusser did not reject it, but rather simply missed it. However, as | glreadtioned,
he did make a criticism of Lacan in the 1970s. Then is it not rather fair to check out the
points of his criticism first? However, Zizek oddly enough never mentions tticsson
or the essay in which it appears.

The second problem closely connected to the first one concerns Zizek’s
interpretation of the Lacanian graph of desire itself. He identifies the lewad with the

symbolic, and the upper one with the symbolic cut through by the real. Howevem# see
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much more appropriate to me to identify the lower level with the imaginary angtrer
with the symbolic. The real intervenes in the form of “anxiety” as some saataly/st to
make the transition possible from the imaginary to the symbolic. In this pevepéads
Lacan who appears to insist on the necessity of the symbolic. Althusser, on the other
hand, seems to problematize it by rejecting (or “missing”) the uppédritekis theory of
ideology. Hence, the crucial question we must ask ourselves is: are we fnomngy
toward the symboliazshen we make a transition from the lower level to the upper? By
differentiatingthe symbolic that arrives in advanfrem the symboligroper, | will try to
show in this article that the lower level indeed represents the imagirtatg,tive upper
level represents the symbolic.

In The Sublime Object of IdeolaggiZzek’s criticism of Althusser appears at two
different places: initially in chapter 1, titled “How Did Marx Invent therfpyom?” and
then again in chapter 3, titled “Che Vuoi?” which specifically deals with theignext
the two levels in the graph of desire. In the following section, | will discussezhbph
which he alleges that Althusser missed the Kafkaesque dimension of the rea), namel
what he calls the “interpellation without identification/subjectivation.” nldst section,
| will question Zizek’s interpretation of the graph of desire by engagiysethin a
textual analysis of Lacan’s “The Subversion of the Subject.”

The Encounter with das Ding
In chapter 1 offhe Sublime Object of IdeolagiZzek attacks Althusser’s theory of

ideology by making use of Lacan’s discussiomla$ Dingthat appears iffhe Ethics of
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Psychoanalysis (The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Bookivbyder to criticize Althusser
for still taking an epistemological approach on ideology, Zizek raises tieedgshe
“objectivity of belief” which cannot be defeated or corrected by the subjgathing
proper knowledge. He illustrates his point with the example of commodihitat:
everyoneknowsthat money is a piece of paper, while tlaeyas if it were the
embodiment of wealth in its immediate reality. Everyone in capitalisrfasishist in
practice—not in theory.

How does this commodity fetishism become possible? It becomes posdlie as
subject misrecognizes itself as an autonomous player in market merelynguts own
self-interests while in truth it is the exterdings(the social institutions of market) that
think and act in place of the subject. This inversion of the active-passive relaiionshi
between the subject and the external market apparatuses is what placeslitpmm
fetishism well out of the range of the usual kind of criticism which simply condénas
a subjective illusion. Our fetishistic belief in money, in other words, is adiyreurs but
the objective belief that Things themselves have for us.

Zizek generalizes this point by linking it to the question of external obediertoe to t
law. What he means by this is the subject’s obedience in its external bekfavior:
behaves according to the law, it does not matter whether it truly believéisehaw is

right. He argues that such external obedience is not the same as submisson to t

1 Commodity fetishism, in the Marxian tradition, dgstes the phenomenon that men’s relations are
expressed as objectified relations of things incdygitalist market. Fetishism in the Freudian tiadj on
the other hand, designates the phenomenon thahtldeputs an object in place of the mother’s nmigsi
penis in order to disavow the “fact” of castration.



nonideological “brute force” represented in Althusser’s theory by the sypeestate
apparatus; it is rather what remains totally unthought of by Althusaerely “obedience
to the Command in so far as it is ‘incomprehensible,” not understood; in so far as it
retains a ‘traumatic’ ‘irrational’ characterSQ\ 37).

Now we can clearly see that this is the same kind of argument Lacan makes in his
Seminar Vllwhile discussing the role ofas Dingin establishing the authority of the
moral commands. The mutort als Ding(le motrather thara parole and the signifier
withoutthe signified) is precisely what seems to the subject incomprehensibieatia
and irrational. Das Ding” says Lacan, “is that which | will call the beyond-of-the-
signified” (Se VIl 54). It is the signifier (or a chain of signifiers) that is not yet
experienced by the subject as a meaning, but simply imposed upon it from without as a
persisting piece of reality. This is ultimately what Lacan refeesstthe real: “that dumb
reality which is das Ding"Se VI| 55)2 Why dumb? It is because it does not yet
generate any meaning for the subject to understand; all it does is to stubbi@miy r
itself as a signifier. Lacan identifies this dumb self-referentialaciteristic of the
signifier as the secret source of the authority of moral commands byadsgpttiwith
the (social) “reality principle” capable of restraining the subject'sdplire principle.”
He argues that the Kantian categorical imperative as a pure stiackirg any
empirical content or meaningdss Ding par excellencdt is from this standpoint that

Zizek launches a full attack on Althusser:

2 Of course, here one should take into accountatithat in this seminar Lacan still uses the tevens
“reality” and “the real” interchangeably
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Althusser speaks only of the process of ideological interpellation through which the
symbolic machine of ideology is ‘internalized’ into the ideological experiehce
Meaning and Truth: but we can learn from Pascal that this ‘internalizatipn’
structural necessity, never fully succeeds, that there is alwaysiagesileftover, a
stain of traumatic irrationality and senselessness sticking to it, antithbgftover,

far from hindering the full submission of the subject to the ideological command, is
the very condition of itit is precisely this non-integrated surplus of senseless
traumatism which confers on Law its unconditional authority; in other words,

which . . . sustains what we might call the ideologioais-sensgenjoyment-in-

sense (enjoy-meant), proper to ideolo@O{ 43-44; original emphasis)

Ideology produces a meaning enjoyable for the subject only when the latter

internalizes its symbolic machine comprised of a series of meassngjifiersals Ding

This internalization/symbolization, however, cannot fully succeed bedassgingqua

the real, by definition, resists symbolization. There is always somethiragjmag

outside of the meaning and truth that ideology provides for the subject. This remainder

may appear to be a completely unnecessary thing which rather getsviaytbé

ideology’s smooth operation; but, in truth, it is what constitutes the very miyethak

sustains the spiritualized jouse@nseexperienced by the subject. In order to draw

attention to this nonsensical surplus dimension supporting ideology, Zizek proposes,

against Althusser, that there is an interpellation whirgltedesr preconditionsany

ideological identification or subjectivation. He does so by calling out Kaflkaaitic of

Althusser. Zizek argues:

And again, it was no accident that we mentioned the name of Kafka concerning this
ideological jouis-sense[;] we can say that Kafka develops a kind of criticism of
Althusseravant la lettre in letting us see that which is constitutive of the gap
between ‘machine’ and its ‘internalization.’ Is not Kafka’s ‘irrational’daucracy,

this blind, gigantic, nonsensical apparatus, precisely the Ideological $iadeatus

with which a subject is confronted before any identification, any recognitiog—a



subjectivation—takes place? . .. This interpellation . . . is, so t@say,
interpellation without identification/subjectivatio(60|, 44; original emphasis)

Hence, the experience of the nonsensical bureaucratic machine that Kafks idepic
The Castlefor example, exhibits the dimension of the interpellation without
identification/subjectivation, which formspaiecondition for every possible generation of
symbolic meaning. However, insofar@as Ding the Castle, is characterized as
something that cannot be exhaustively internalized or symbolized, there ys ahillea
remainder or a reminder that returns and functionspasteondition, so to speak, for the
effective working of the symbolic law. This is why Zizek, right afterdducing the idea
of “interpellation without identification,” links it to the idea olbjet petit aand the
Lacanian formula of fantas$:¢ a, both of which in principle can emerge oafter the
internalization of the symbolic machine. Let us also point out in passing thazé Zi
this leftover is what will linger as something extremely ambivaleiisieffects insofar as
it simultaneously allows the subject a chance to separate itself frayrtimlic law as
in the case of Antigone or Christ.

At this point, however, | would like to bring in a piece of counterevidence that
sufficiently shows that Althusser’s theory indeed has the dimension of whatcéilte
the “interpellation without identification/subjectivation.” Taking seriously Lacanian
thesis that the symbolic laarrives in advancé Althusser in “Freud and Lacan” (1964)

argues: “These two moments [of the imaginary and the symbolic] are dodhinate

% Lacan’s own thesis can be found in “The Functind Bield of Speech and Language in Psychoanalysis”
(EC, 231).
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governed and marked by a single law, the law of the symbolic. . . . [T]he moment of the
imaginary [is] the first moment in which the child livesiitamediateintercourse with a
human being (its mothewithout recognizing it practically as the symbolic intercourse it
is (i.e., as the intercourse of a snmalimanchild with ahumanmother)” CP, 210;
original emphasis).

Contrary to Zizek’s claim, here Althusser clearly acknowledges thesl@stence of
the symbolic machine at work that is not yet experienced by an individual (tieashi
the meaning and truth of the law. The child’s initial intercourse with the matlaer i
immediate one; there are no meanings produced yet. The child only experiences the
motherals Ding—the Thing that speaks—and not asharhanmother” loaded with
meaningsin “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses,” too, Althussestensn the
Pascalian thesis—“Kneel down, move your lips in prayer, and you will believe’—in
order to indicate that it is the subjection (and not the subjectivatizfrgn individual to
the rituals themselves that is both logically primary and chronologipably in every
ideological interpellation: “[An individual’s] ideas are his materialats inserted into
material practices governed by material rituals which are tHeessdefined by the
material ideological apparatus from which derive the ideas of that sufjéct169).
Hence, it is only natural that the nonsensical, self-referential, dumb chistactd the

law that ZiZzek reveals with the tautological proposition, “Law is La30Q[ 36), is in

* Subjectivation takes place at the level of sigaifion, allowing the subject a full access to theanings
of signs; whereas subjectioasSujetissementakes place at the level of affects, forcing lblodily
submission of an individual to meaningless signsfie
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fact one of the crucial points that Althusser himself makes while disgubsrexample
of Christian religious ideology. The only difference here is that, for Althusser, t
prominent example is found in the biblical story of Moses: that is, God’s answer,to him
“| am that | am” (P, 179), instead of “Law is Law’”
Yet, is it not also such a tautological characteristic of the law thanLjagints out
at the very end of his exposition of tlogver level of the graph of desire? Lacan writes in
“The Subversion of the Subject”:
Let us set out from the conception of the Other as the locus of the sighifjer.
statement of authority has no other guarantee than its very enungiatidnt is
pointless for it to seek it in another signifier, which could not appear outside this
locus in any way. Which is what | mean when | say that no metalanguage can be
spoken, or, more aphoristically, that there is no Other of the OE@r3(1;
emphasis added)
It is up to this point that Althusser more or less seems to agree with Lacaré&Vhat

does not really agree with is Lacan’s construction ofifhpgerlevel of the graph of desire.

What is the reason for this disagreement, then?

® For this reason, Judith Butler, for example, asgueher essay “Althusser’s Subjection”: “[T]he ppi
both Althusseriarand Lacanian, [is] that the anticipations of grammar always and only retroactively
installed. . . . Wittgenstein remarks, ‘We speag,uiter words, and only later get a sense of their
Anticipation of such sense governs the ‘empty’aitihat is speech, and ensures its iterabilitghis sense,
then, we must neither first believe before we kmeelknow the sense of the words before we speEthé (
Psychic Life of Powe|Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997], 1&#phasis added). Mladen Dolar,
on the other hand, tries to supplement Zizek’sioaigcriticism of Althusser by making a further ictathat
Althusser misses the crucial difference that seéparais emphasis on the “non-sensical materiatity”
institutions and practices from Lacan’s own emphasi the “immaterial” characteristic of the “symiool
automatism” (Dolar, “Beyond Interpellation”, iQui parle vol. 6, number 2 [Berkeley: University of
California press, spring/summer 1993], 90-91). Heavethis is merely a fictive issue Dolar himself
created, since it is above all Lacan who emphasimgsvhat gives rise to “repetition automatism"ttse
materiality of the signifier"EC, 10; 16). | will engage in a full discussion of lBOs position as well as
Butler’s in chapter 3.
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Before we proceed with such a question, however, let us discuss another crucial
point that Althusser makes with respect to the nature of the child-motheynshap in
“Freud and Lacan.” His claim is quite surprising: he maintains that thal irgtationship
that the child has with the mother is theaginaryone rather than the real. We should be
clear about this. For Althusser, what is imaginary istimetmother herself as a Thing, but
the immediate relationship that the child has with her before it enters the gyorder
proper. Therefore, to characterize the relationship between the child and theamothe
imaginary does not necessarily mean that the dimension of the real is ighoredns,
instead, that the relationship between the imaginary and the real is thoughtnadie a
complicated way. They are not caught up in the epistemological dichotomy nf¢he t
and the false. This is precisely why later in “Ideology and Ideologictd Bfgparatuses”
Althusser defines ideology not simply as a distorted representation of theiresl “a
‘representation’ of the imaginary relationship of individuals to their realitions of
existence” (P, 162). Then, what is represented in ideology with more or less distortions
is not the real itself, but individuals’ imaginamsiationshipto it, that is to say, the
specific way or mode in which individuals live or experience the real. Therefore
ideology is neither a lie fabricated by “Priests or Despots” for the peiqiodeceiving
the masses (the Hobbesian idea of ideology), nor a result of the generaicgnuirthe
masses (the Platonist idea of ideology). Nor is it even an illusory productrdtedn or
alienated labor (the Feuerbachian idea of ideology that Marx folloWwlsardewish

Question.® Itis, rather, a social relationship that is as material as other kindsiaif soc

® Cf. Etienne Balibar, “The Non-Contemporaneity dfiisser,”The Althusserian Legacgd. E. Ann
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relationships (for example, the economical one). It is a relationship in whictet®ncr
individuals are interpellated into subjects of the society. The Kantian icdeastituting
subjects is substituted for by the structuralist ideeooftitutedsubjects. Althusser writes:
“The category of the subject is only constitutive of all ideology insofar adeallogy has
the function (which defines it) of ‘constituting’ concrete individuagssubjects”L(P, 171)

Let us, however, pay attention right away to the fact that what we see in Altuss
final formulation of ideology is the imaginary and the reabtthe symbolic.
Throughout the essay, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses,” he nevénais
term “symbolic.” This is quite astonishing, since, according to Zizek, whiatigser
lacks by missing the upper level of the graph of desire is the real, and sgtrthelic.
Why this discrepancy? From my point of view, it is because Althusser views tae low
level as the imaginary and the upper level as the symbolic (he just avoidsitigeoriz
ideology in terms of the pure symbolic), whereas ZiZzek sees the lower $ethel a
symbolic, and the upper level as the symbolic cut through by thgaeslséncg Then,
how about Lacan’s own account of the graph? His perspective laid out in “The
Subversion of the Subject” is much closer to Althusser’s view than to Zizek’s. Zizek, b
imposing his own view upon Lacan’s graph of desire, not only distorts his intention
behind the construction of the graph of desire but also makes Althusser’srariicihe

upper level unintelligible.

Kaplan and Michael Sprinker (New York: Verso, 1998)12.
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The Issue of the Upper Level of the Lacanian Graph of Desire

What is the central question that Lacan tries to answer when he construptspthe
of desire? We can properly locate this question where Lacan makes a trarmsitidher
explanation of the lower level to that of the upper one. Right after he concludes his
discussion of the lower level by pointing out the tautological nature of the authattiy of
law, Lacan states:

The fact that the Father may be regarded as the original representaliige of

authority of the Law requires us to specify by what privileged mode ofrme$e

is sustained beyond the subject who is led to really occupy the place of the Other,

namely, the Mother. The question is thus pushed back a B&ppGg§8)

Reading such a statement, we realize that the big Other that we encother a
lower level of the graph is not the father, but actually the métfdre whole
construction of the upper level, then, was intended to show why the symbolic order of the
father is still necessary besides the imaginary order of the mother, artidhtransition
is made from the latter to the former. This is also why, toward the end of thegiest
of the upper level, Lacan confirms: “The shift af){lowercase phi) as phallic image
from one side to the other of the equation between the imaginary and the symbolic
renders it positive in any case, even if it fills a lack. Although it props up {({igcomes

® (capital phi), the symbolic phallus that cannot be negativized, the signifier of

jouissance” EC, 697). Through what, then, does this transition from the imaginary to the

" Zizek understands this transition in reverse vidter linking the symbolic identification at thevier
level to the “Name-of-the-Father,” Zizek relates tlChe Vuoi? of the upper-level to the function of the
mother (se&0l 121).
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symbolic occur? It only occurs through “castration,” which is found at the right hand
corner of the upper level, which truly ends the whole graph of desire.

Hence, as Althusser argues, what the lower level depicts im#genary
relationship that the child has with its mother; whereas the upper levelbdssitre
transition from the imaginary to the symbolic or, according to Lacan’s owessipn,
the “symbolization of the imaginaryEC, 695). ZiZzek, on the other hand, confines the
imaginary only to the ideal egiga), of the lower part of the lower level of the graph,
while considering the ego-ideal, I(A), as #hanbolic properAfter distinguishing I(A)
guathe place from which the subject observes itsedti@acturalor formalplace), from
i(@) quaa collection of ideal features that one can imitataienty, Zizek argues, “The
only difference is that now identification [with I(A)] is no longer imaging@r . . a model
to imitate) but, at least in its fundamental dimension, symbolic . . . It isythibolic
identificationthat dissolves the imaginary identification [wi(a)]” (SOl 110; emphasis
added)’

| would not say that such an interpretation of Zizek’s is utterly wrong, difee i
Lacan himself who seems to formulate ia@ and the I(A) respectively as the imaginary
and the symbolic. However, it must be pointed out right away that this simplistic
distinction is rather misleading, and Zizek seems to fall victim to it. ISéfsinar J
Lacan not only says, “the superego is essentially located within the symbaokcgbla

speechin contrast tothe ego-ideal,” but links the function of the ego-ideal to the

8 | have replaced I(O) ari¢b) with I(A) andi(a).
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“imaginary structuration® How should we then think of the two apparently opposing
arguments, one of which says the ego-ideal, I(A), is symbolic, while thesath®it is
imaginary? Reading the following explanation of the ego-ideal from Dylangs/Aan
Introductory Dictionary of Lacanian Psychoanalysshelpful in understanding the issue:

In his post-war writings Lacan pays more attention to distinguishing th&legb-

from the ideal-ego . . . Thus in the 1953-4 seminar, he develops the optical model to

distinguish between these two formations. He argues that the ego-ideal is dasymbol

introjection, whereas the ideal ego is the source of an imaginary projectidine. .

ego-idealis the signifier operating as ideah internalized plan of the lgwhe guide

governing the subject’s position in the symbolic order, and hemospates

secondary (Oedipal) identificatiof

This explanation in itself seems contradictory, because it simultaneays|ig
apparently incompatible things: First, according to EvaDgifonary, the ego-ideal is
something symbolic; second, the formation of the ego-ideal “anticipates®¢badary
Oedipal identification. Does, then, this mean that the symbolic identification @lyot
different from the Oedipal identification but also precedes it? Zizek stia@esame
contradiction, since he argues that the symbolic identification alreadytdee at the
lower level (what happens at the upper level is just that the symbolic thuatgerarthe
lower level is cut through bipuissancethe real); in other words, Zizek is arguing that

the symbolic identification takes place without going through the experienice of

castration complex which is obviously placed at the upper level.

° Se | 102 (emphasis added); 141.

12 Dylan EvansAn Introductory Dictionary of Lacanian Psychoanay@iew York: Routledge, 1997), p.
52 (emphasis added).
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We would not be able to solve this riddle, unless we refer to the idka symbolic
that arrives in advangevhich Althusser emphasizes over and over again. As the
Dictionaryrightly points out, the ego-ideal is not really the result of symbolic
identification, but that of “symbolic introjection.” This subtle differenceric@l: it
shows that the ego-ideal is merely an introjection of the symbolic law \ahiistes in
advance. Although, or precisely because, the symbolic law arrives in advance aad thus
experienced by the subjgmtematurely it is not experienced in a symbolic way, but
merely in an imaginary way. The genuine symbolic identification, whickastly what
is meant by the “secondary (Oedipal) identification,” only coafes the child
experiences the “castration complex,” as Lacan later shows in his eksgyimary
identification that precedes such a secondary Oedipal identification is, oé cthas
imaginary identification whose effect is twofold: the formation ofi(agand that of the
I(A). Both formations are the two results of the same process of the ideittifieanich
isimaginary' Lacan explains:

Thisimaginaryprocess, which goes from the specular image to the constitution of
the ego along the path of subjectification by the signifier, is signified inraphdoy

the 1(a) - e vector,which is one-way, but doubly articulatezhce in a short circuit
of the $ - I(A), and second as a return routeSofs(A). This shows that the ego is

1 Lacan relates projection to the imaginary, antbjettion to the symbolic iBeminar [(Se | 83). Later
in Le Séminaire, Livre VIII: Le transfe(éd. J.-A. Miller, Paris: Editions du Seuil, 20@p, 416-17) he
argues that this symbolic introjection is the “poidial identification with the father” that comesiv
beforethe subject enters the Oedipal situation in wisigimbolic identification takes place. This is exactl
what the symbolic law that arrives in advance meBpfore understanding the meaning of the symbolic
law, the subject is pre-fixed by it at the “exqtedf virile” position from which it sees and desirthe
mother as an ideal ego. Hence, the triangle haretithe symbolic triangle, but the imaginary tgenof
the child, the mother and the imaginary phalkistiiat circulates between them.
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only completed by being articulated not asltioé discourse, but as a metonymy of
its signification EC, 685; emphasis added).

Lacan’s last sentence here is decisive for our discussion. According ko thige(A)
is the place from which the subject observes itself. Through a “symbolic idatibih”
(and not just through a simple introjection of the symbolic), the subject becomes able to
put itself in the very place of the Other and thus observes itself from theseal3di
means that the subject has now bec@mewn masterZizek says: “he becomes an
‘autonomous personality’ through his identification with [the ego-ide&PI( 110). And
yet we must realize that it is just unthinkable that the subject becomes its gten ma
without simultaneously becoming “thef discourse.” According to Lacan’s own
argument, the completed ego of the lower-level process is ndt 6fidiscourse,” but
merely “a metonymy of its signification.” Lacan’s argument here ig patural because
the distinction between the enunciation and the stater@eoh¢égis supposed to occur
at the upper level of the graph. Zizek keeps bringing what belongs to the upper level
down to the lower level. He would have been right if he had said that the game of
masterybeginsfrom the point where the distinction betweenifag and I(A) is
introduced; in other words, he is clearly in the wrong when he says that, atgbisfsta
development, the subjealreadyachieves its “autonomous personality.” The structure
and the vicissitude of such a dialectical game of mastery are in fact adet httempts

to demonstrate through the whole construction of the upper level of the graph ofdesire.

12 It is true that Lacan iSeminar llinks the function of the ego-ideal to the quesiid the sight of the
subject; however, he says that the ego-ideal ipldee from which the subject obserties ideal egoOf
course, insofar as the ideal ego is also considéeechirror image of the ego itself, we may acqeees
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As | mentioned earlier, Lacan’s theoretical aim here is nothing but to provide a
proper explanation of how the transition is made from the imaginary order to the
symbolic. Lacan offers three different models of explanation by makincaligba
distinction of three different kinds of death. The three models of explanation attee (1)
Hegelian dialectic of master and slat#C( 686-87); (2) Freud’s “latest-born myth” of
the dead father who does not know he is d&&z] 693-94); and finally (3) Freud’s
“castration complex” which is “not a mythEC, 695-98). The three kinds of death that
respectively correspond to those three models are: (1) the imaginary desaih \{thy
Lacan deals with the Hegelian dialectic while still explaining the loexezl); (2) the real
death (the fathawrally died; he just does not know that he is dead); and finally (3) the
symbolic death. And Lacan claims that it is only through the symbolic death that the

“subversion of the subject” can be properly achieved. What he means by subvemsion he

Zizek’s interpretation that the ego-ideal is thagel from which the subject observes itself. BueKiz
further claims that the ego ideal, unlike the idegd, is the place from which the subject can olesiself
as likabledespiteits apparent defects (he argues this is why thgestiis finally allowed a breathing space).
However, in Lacan’s own conceptualization, the @gal should be defined as the place from which the
subject can view itself as likabteecausall its defects seem to magically disappear. Theidgal is the
“voice” that, by manipulating the inclination ofelplane mirror placed at the center of the Lacanian
“optical model,” makes the subject see and dekgentore or less successfully assembled imagestf. its
Lacan argues: “In other words, it's the symboliatien which defines the position of the subjecsesing.
It is speech, the symbolic relation, which detemsithe greater or lesser degree of perfection, of
completeness, of approximation, of the imaginahjisTepresentation allows us to draw the distimctio
between thédealichand thdchideal. . . The ego-ideal governs the interplay of ietet on which all
relations with others depend. And on this relatmothers depends the more or less satisfying cteraf
the imaginary structuration'Sg | 141). In other words, the ego ideal is the OthpErspective in which
the subject appears as an ideal image. In his resent book on Lacan, ZiZzek rectifies his defimitif

ego ideal, and says, “Ego-ldeal is the agency wigage | try to impress with my ego image, the bibed
who watches over me and impels me to give my liestdeal | try to follow and actualizeHpw to Read
Lacan[New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2006], p. 80his new definition is almost the opposite of
his original definition, and it certainly approasheetter Lacan’s own; ZiZzek no longer considersije
ideal as the place from which the subject seel @sdikable despite its apparent defects. Stils new
definition, as we can see, is not exactly the sasnkeacan’s own, which emphasizes the function ef th
ego-ideal that symbolicallstructuresthe ideal image of the ego for the subject.
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has nothing to do with the revolutionary fiction that Zizek makes up out of Lacan’s
analysis of the upper level of the graph, namely the fiction in which the subjeaipise
against the symbolic law, and heroically dies while simultanealestyolishing it. In fact,
the Lacanian subversion of the subject is pretty much the same as the Hegelisal r
of the subjective positions between master and slave; it is a matter of the slave’
becoming his or her own master—an individual—and becoming free. Lacan’s only
contention with Hegel is that this reversal or subversion cannot be brought about through
the proposed Hegelian dialectic of master and slave. After claiming thatgbeant
guestion to ask is not just the question of death, but exactly the question of “which death,
the one that life brings or the one that brings life,” Lacan says:
This is clearly the theme of the cunning of reason, whose seductiveness is ie no wis
lessened by the error | pointed out above. The work, Hegel tells us, to which the
slave submits in giving up jouissance out of fear of death, is precisely the path by
which he achieves freedom. There can be no more obvious lure than this, politically
and psychologically. Jouissance comes easily to the slave, and it leaves work in
serfdom. . . . Paying truly unconscious homage to the story as written by kiegel,
often finds his alibi in the death of the Mastut what about this death? fact, it
is from the Other’s locus where he situates himself that he follows the game, thus
eliminating all risk to himself—especially the risk of a joust, in a “self-
consciousness” for which death is but a joleC, 686-87; emphasis added)
Lacan’s argument, therefore, is that the Hegelian dialectic of mastelasad s
cannot achieve its goal: the ultimate liberation of the slave subject (thég fcbrh the
master (the mother). It cannot do so because all it offers ia getne of imaginary death,

that is, the death that involves no real risk and therefore is nothing but a “joke.” No

liberation is possible, if no real confrontation with death is carried out.
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Then, how about the real death? The real death, for Lacan, is what is
paradigmatically expressed in the case of the death of Christ. Accordiiigky Facan
privileges Christianity, the religion of love, over Judaism, Abraham’s religiamxiety.
Zizek argues that Christ is the ultimate answer because he is the one whosb@come
“saint” by occupying “the place abjet petit a of pure object, of somebody undergoing
radical subjective destitutionSQl 116). Just like Antigone, he enters the realm of the
real (that is, outside or beyond the symbolic) by never compromising his déwre. T
relation between him and the big Other is thus inverted. By simply pegsisthis inert
presence, he himself becomes a questionable subject for the big QineMio?” or
“What does he want?”), revealing that it is rather the big Other its¢lfatties something
and thus desires him qua a miserable bodily human being. He heroically embraces his
own death while accomplishing the impossible, namely, the revolution that wipes out the
symbolic order of the big Other of that time—the Jewish 8od.

Is this, however, a correct interpretation of Lacan? First of all, LacaT npposes
Judaism to Christianity. Second, he privileges Abraham over Christ. Lagari'Baere
is nothing doctrinal about our role. We need not answer for any ultimate truth; and

certainly not for nor against any particular religion . . . No doubt the corpseisfées,

13 Zizek first identifies Christ with AntigoneSQ|, 114-17), and then links Antigone’s act of revolt

Walter Benjamin’s notion of revolution (“the oblitgion of the signifying network itself” or “the tial
‘wipe-out’ of historical tradition”). Zizek writes!If the Stalinist perspective is that of Creorg th
perspective of the Supreme Good assuming the sifahe Common Good of the State, the perspective of
Benjamin is that of Antigone—for Benjamin, revobutiis an affair of life and death; more preciselythe
second, symbolic deathSQl, 144). In his later works such Ber They Know Not What They [bondon:
Verso, 2002) an@he Fragile Absoluté.ondon: Verso, 2000), Zizek renounces Antigone igure

swayed by a fantasy of phallocentric heroism, wkéeping Christ and Benjamin as true revolutiorgarie
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but Moses’ tomb is as empty for Freud as that of Christ’'s was for Hegel. Abraham
revealed his mystery to neither of ther®Q, 693) Therefore, the issue is not laid down
as Judaism versus Christianity; Lacan puts into the same class Moses, Wimitedyde
not a Christian, and Christ. Furthermore, the one who possesses the secret solution is not
Christ but Abraham. Abraham did not let Christ know what he knew.

Why is Christ’s real death not the ultimate answer to the question of a possible
salvation of the subject? Lacan answers:

We cannot ask this question of the subjectlqlie is missing everything he needs

in order to know the answer, since if this subjeovas dead, he would not know it,

as | said earlier. Thus he does not know that I'm alive. How, thereford, wdle

it to myself? For | can, at most, prove to the Other that he exists, not, of course, with

the proofs of the existence of God, with which centuries have killed him, but by

loving him, a solution introduced by the Christidarygmalt is, in any case, too
precarious a solution for us to even think of using it to circumvent our problem,
namely: ‘What am?’ (EC, 694; emphasis added).

Hence, Lacan’s argument is that one cannot achieve his salvation by emhiacing
own real death, namely by sacrificing himself for the love of the Otherahigot do so
because there remains the ultimate question that the self-sacriGteistf never properly
answers: What an? In other words, what is the use of the saintly love of the Other if |
am dead, that is, if | turn into a Non-being? Thus we see Lacan confirame,ifi the
place from which ‘the universe is a flaw in the purity of Non-Being’ is vocifdraiad
not without reason for, by protecting itself, this place makes Being iswgjtilsh. This

place is called Jouissance, and it is Jouissance whose absence would rendeertge uni

vain” (EC, 694). In short, withoutny jouissance, the whole universe would be vain.
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On the other hand, it is precisely Abraham wshovivesthe big Other. The body of
his precious son (the corpse, the signifier) does not disappear like Christ's a'dMose
What is, then, the mystery that Abraham is holding in his hand without ever revealing it
to Moses or Christ? The answer is the symbolic death, in which one litiths
Abraham Kills his precious san a symbolic ritual and thus paradoxically brings life to
him. Let us here remember Lacan’s original question again: “We need to knolw whic
death, the one that life brings or the one that brings life.” As we alreadyrsafivst
death brought by life is the imagined natural death of the master that $iglgek awaits
indefinitely whereas the second death is the symbolic one through whicHfilialls
brought to the subject.
Lacan links this notion of symbolic death to the problematic of castration complex.
He declares this is indeed the moment of the “subversion”: “In the castrati@lesone
find the mainspring of the very subversion that | am trying to articulate gereans of
its dialectic” EC, 695). And yet the freedom that the subject finally achieves through the
castration complex is not a freedémom the law, but a freedonhroughthe law. Thus
Lacan argues:
In fact, the image of the ideal Father is a neurotic’s fantasy. Beyond the Mother—
demand’s real Other, whose desire (that is, her desire) we wish she would tone
down—stands out the image of a father who would turn a blind eye to ddsse.
marks—more than it reveals—the true function of the Father, which is
I;JdnddeadTentally to unite (and not to oppose) a desire to the(E&Vv698; emphasis

Accordingly, it is just far from Lacan’s intention to show how the symbolic law is

cut through by the reajouissancgand thus becomes vulnerable, allowing the subject to
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heroically rise against the law of the father and fight it. What is cut thropgluissance
is not the symbolic law of the father, but the child’s own imaginary relationshgtha
mother which appears as an imaginary game of mastery and control (thnekfaimous
Fort-Da game here)ouissancehat results from an infantile masturbation stirs up a
great amount of anxiety in the child. This anxiety which manifests itsdikin t
fantasmatic image of the child’s being devoured by its mother, can be resolydxy onl
the intervention from the side of the father who castrates the child and thus&iittet
The two deaths, the imaginary death of the master (the mother) and the tiealfdea
Christ (the child), represent the child’s failed attempts to become its owarméuste
still staying in the imaginary relationship with its mother. The symlu#ath is the
escape the child finally finds. While being submitted to the law of the fathetitdesc
simultaneously set free under the very same paternal law, because tikithawind of
law which does not exclude or repress the subject’s desire but rather $iberate
paradoxically by setting certain limits on it.

Now we can see why Althusser could not accept such a conclusion of the upper
level of the Lacanian graph of desire. From Althusser’s point of view, all thapter
level does is theoretically justify the necessity of the symbolic laheofdther. In 1976,
Althusser wrote two essays relevant to this issue: “The Discovery of [d'Faad
“Note on the ISAs.” In “The Discovery of Dr. Freud,” Althusser intenselyozes
Lacan and argues: “Lacan thus continued by constituting a whole theory distinguishing

the real, the symbolic, and the imaginary. Freud, who knew what was up when it came to
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the unconscious, had never resorted to such a theory, in which all is conceived not as a
function of the unconscious but as a function ofsymabolic that is, of language and the
law and thus of the “name of the fatherWWP, 90-91). We can clearly see from this that
one of Althusser’'s major complaints about Lacan’s theory indeed revolved around the
symbolic, whose necessity Lacan tried to elevate to the level of sciewmttissity by
famously claiming that “a letter always arrives at its destina{iBg, 30). Criticizing
such a necessity as a teleological illusion, Althusser opposed to it hisialstténesis”:
“it happens [il arrive] that a letter does not arrive at its destinati, 92). Although
he did not reject the notion of the symbolic in its entirety (he kept the idea ofiyts ea
arrival which prepared for the subject an empty place within the ideologicalinates
of a given society), it seems Althusser never accepted the idea thatpbssible to
make a complete transition from the imaginary order to the pure symbolic and/thereb
effectively pacify antagonisms and contradictions through an introduction of the dfam
the Fathel He argues in the same essay (though in a different context):
That peacdtransacted with the father] . . . represents for [the child] his sole chance
of one day becoming ‘a man like daddy,” possessing ‘a woman like mommy,” and
being able to desire her and possess her not only unconsciously but consciously and
publicly, either in marriage or in the freedom of a love relation, when the stte of
society’s law allows it. | say that this strength can be dratgle because if the
Oedipus complex has not been negotiated sufficiently wélieipeace (which in
truth is never completely achievetgs not been suitably realized in the child’s

unconsciouselements of contradiction subsistthe child’s unconscious that then
give rise to what Freud calls neurotic formatioMgP( 99-100; emphasis added)

4 Etienne Balibar argues that a major point of theflontation between Althusser and Lacan was formed
around the category of the “symbolic.” See BalilAtthusser’s Object,'Social Text39 (1994), pp. 168-
69.
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It would be interesting to juxtapose this passage with another from “Note on the
ISAs.” Althusser writes:

There are several reasons for the fact that the unification of the ruling igée®log

always ‘incomplete’ and always ‘has to be resumed’ . . . Just as the claskestrugg

never ceases, so too the struggle of the ruling class for the uniformity of shiegexi
ideological elements and forms never ceases. This means that the rudingyde
even though it is its function—can never completely solve its own contradictions,
which are a reflection of the class strugile.

How can one miss that such an argument of Althusser’s is in fact quitergonila
Zizek’s claim of “the inconsistent Other of jouissance”? For, as we cahlleesser too
claims that the ruling ideology is always “incomplete.” What Althusseridhasd course,
class struggle instead of jouissance. However, it is also true that, for AAekgaas
ideology is at stake, the real implies above all social antagonisms (tmeastmften
mentioned examples being class antagonism and sexual antagonism). Is it thésh too wi
an idea that, at least on this point, Zizek shares more with Althusser than véti?Lac

In the next section, we will return to the question of commaodity and examine how
Lacan’s approach to that question fits the overall picture of the two levéle gfaph
that we have just outlined.

Lacan’s Double Battlefront in the 1957-58 Seminar:
Constructing the Graph of Desire

There are two major texts where Lacan discusses Marx’s thebfetioala of

commodity from the first chapter @fapital I. They aréSeminar V: The Formation of the

15 Althusser, “Extracts from Althusser’s Note on tB&s,” in Mike Gane, “On the ISAs episode,”
Economy and Societyol. 12, no. 4 (1983), p. 456; Althusser, “Noses les AIE,” inSur la reproduction
(Paris: PUF, 1995), pp. 254-55.
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Unconscioug1957-58), andeminar XVI: From an Other to the oth@968-69).
Although Zizek somewhat recklessly blends together the argumentationshéawot
seminars infhe Sublime Object of Ideolaghere is an unmistakable difference in tone
between them. Paying tribute to Marx’s formula at a certain level, Lawngertheless
maintains a critical attitude toward it in the earlier seminar; where#ise later one, he
exalts Marx as the original inventor of the notion of symptom, linking Marx’s idea of
surplus value to his own idea of surplus jouissance. It is also gatheSeminar XVI
that Lacan makes an explicit criticism of Althusser. The name of Akhuss the other
hand, does not appear anywher&aminar VNor can we find any implicit criticism that
we can specifically relate to him. It is important to note that Laaaitisism in this
seminar targets Marx and Marxism in general, and not Althusser in patticula

It is true that, as Elizabeth Roudinesco says in her biogrgagues Lacai® both
Althusser and Lacan were aware of each other’s existence well before 1@57. A
attending Lacan’s talk given at tBeole normale supérierENS) in 1945 on the topic
of the origin of madness, Althusser not only complained about “Lacan#luted style”
but turned down “his idea of a cogito that included madness”; according to Roudinesco,
Lacan heard about this later through their shared acquaintance and kept it in mind for a
long time. But this brief encounter was all there was. Their first signtfoantact did
not occur until Lacan sent Althusser a letter in July 1963. It was righth&ftezad

Althusser’s article “Philosophy and the Human Science” in which he wasnieedgs a

16 E. RoudinescaJacques Lacartrans. B. Bray (New York: Columbia University Bse1997), 296 ff.
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key contemporary psychoanalyst who properly understood and unconcealed the essence
of Freud'’s rejection ofomo psychologicysvhich paralleled Marx’s denunciation of
Homo ceconomicus

Even then, however, Althusser was not famous; he did not yet have any significant
works published as Lacan already did. He acquired his fame onlyafieMMarxand
Lire le Capitalcame out in 1965. Naturally or not, Lacan was more interested in
Althusser’s students than in Althusser himself. The real reason why tantacted
Althusser was that he was in a desperate situation, having just been expelldgefrom t
Sainte-Anne hospital as well as from $eciété Francaise de PsychanalyS&P); he
was searching for a new lecture place and new members of the school he wds goin
found soon Ecole freudienne de Pari&FP). It was rather Althusser who was
theoretically interested in Lacan, and thus replied to him with long lettergiioigt his
theoretical thoughts and visions about the future alliance he wanted to draw between
them. As a result of this contact, Lacan was able to begin to teach in the ENS and even
received some of Althusser’s students as his own among whom we find his future son-in-
law and successor, Jacques-Alain Miller. Even after this historicalngekbwever,
Lacan was not really interested in Althusser’s project to fundtaitg renovate Marxism.
In other words, Althusser was for him just one of the Marxists who happened to be able

to offer some practical helps, and therefore should be dealt with at such a level.

7 Althusser, “Philosophie et sciences humain&sfitude de Machiaveed. Yves Sintomer (Paris: PUF,
1998): 43-58. Also see Althuss@ihe Future Lasts a Long Timeds. by Olivier Corpet and Yann Moulier
Boutang, trans. Richard Veasey (London: Chatto &d\us, 1993), p. 186.
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It is unlikely, then, that Lacan particularly had Althusser in mind when he made a
criticism of Marxism in the 1957-58 seminar. By mixing up the different contéxtse
two seminars which took place more than ten years apart, Zizek not only readanssL
later criticism of Althusser incomprehensible; he also disfigures Hisreeriticism of
Marxism in general by superimposing upon it the debate on ideology (or “distpur
which we know for sure did not happen until much later. We will disBessinar XVin
chapter 3. But, for now, let us focus aminar VReading this seminar, we learn
Lacan’s real intention behind the construction of the upper level of the graph of desire,
because it is also the very first text in which he develops the graph itself.

Weaving together a couple of different themes such as joke or witti¢¥ta), (the
distinction and relation between metonymy and metaphor, and the formation of the
unconscious, Lacan makes his theoretical interventions in two differengbadthels:

One with Marxism and one with Melanie Klein (or the Kleinian school). The respecti
weights given to the two battlefronts are not symmetrical, however. Much more

important is the debate with Klein. The debate with Marxism appears to be se¢andary

can be better understood when viewed against the background of the other debate. Hence,
| will first go over the issues with Klein, and then return to those with Marxism.

Let us begin by describing the state of the psychoanalytic movements n whic
Lacan found himself in the 1950s. It was a bloody battlefield in which two or more
radically opposed branches of mainstream psychoanalysis were constartiitiog one

another. This was largely a result of what is known as the “controversial dis=iss
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which broke out between Anna Freud’s school and Melanie Klein's in 1941, and lasted as
long as for five years. The controversial discussions began apparently because Anna
Freud, trying to escape with her father from Vienna which was then under tloé thudbe
Nazi Germany, moved to London where her rival theorist, Klein, was active as a
theoretical leader yielding strong influences over many Britishhgsnalysts. The final
outcome of the long heated debates was far from satisfying to either groBpitiste
Psychoanalytical Society (BPS) could do nothing more than to officially ddenit
presence of the three groups within the organization: Anna Freud’s, Klein’s, and the
“Middle Group” (to which analysts with the background of “object-relations theory”
belonged including Donald Winnicoftj. Roudinesco describes their issue as follows:
[T]he arguments were about the appraisal of Klein’s theories, but soon, as Winnicott
points out, debate centered on the training of analysts. Anna Freud’s party saw the
object of analysis as the undoing of the repression and the reduction of defense
mechanisms, in order to give the ego better control over the id. Transference should
not be analyzed until the defenses have been reduced. This training technique
corresponded to the interpretation of the second topography put forward by ego
psychology. . . . But for the Kleinians treatment began with recognition of the
primary of the transferential bond and the necessity of analyzing it fremutset,
regardless of any control the ego might have over the id.
Hence, Anna Freud’s position is that the psychoanalyst should view the patient’s
initial negative or aggressive reaction towards her, not as a transferenae abdefense

of the ego which she must disarm first in order to eventually bring about a genuine

positive transferential situation in which the patient may successfullyfigl@ntiself

18 Cf. Evans, “Object-relations theory (théorie diatien d’objet),” An Introductory Dictionary of
Lacanian Psychoanaysipp. 123-24.

¥ RoudinescoJacques Lacam. 193.
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with her and thus gain a stronger control over his own id. Since in this approach
strengthening the patient’s ego constitutes an indispensable prelimeyatpward any
possible analytic work, Anna Freud is considered the originator of the school known as
the “ego psychology” today, which is still very strong in the US. Klein, on the othdr ha
wants to consider transference strictly as the object of analysis, an bbjestiauld be
analyzed rather than used for an educational purpose, for instance. Therefore, the
patient’s negative reaction as well as positive is not to be dismissed as arssanece
aggression, but interpreted as a transferential phenomenon that might lead to the hidden
secret of the ambivalent relationship he has with his primary love objects.

This radical difference concerning the question of transference, howevehagpbes
to the much earlier debate in the late 1920s in which the burgeoning psychoanalysis of
children was at issue. The positions that the two theorists took were prettyhasante
except that they were more visibly related to their different undersigsof the
superegoespeciallythe time of its formatiarKlein’s renovation, as is well known,
consists in the discovery of the new technique called “play technique”; in ordento ga
access to children’s unconscious, it uses various toys that can serve as syetanise B
children of early ages lack proper language skills, the analyst cannot treaiding the
traditional technique called free association. Klein, by proposing to analyze the
“symbolism” of children’s interactions with toys, effectively pioneers intirgin
territory of which psychoanalysis has long been kept out. Yet this new technidg® is a

to imply that children’s psyche develops at the early ages of one to three, tmsuch a
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extent that psychoanalytic interpretations for adults are more or lesarlsimpplicable
to it. In order that children’s reactions to certain types of toy-playing should be
psychoanalytically meaningful and thus interpreted as “transfereribesg’should be
assumed an early formation of the superego in their psyche. This is why in Her artic
“Symposium on Child Analysis” (1927), Klein says: “It is certain that the egaitafren
is not comparable to that of adults. The superego, on the other hand, approximates closely
to that of the adult and is not radically influenced by later development as iotH@ eg

In her “Four Lectures on Child Analysis” (192%#) Anna Freud refuses this position
and insists on her father’s idea drawn upon an interpretation of the second topography
that the superego is only formed as a result of the dissolution of the Oedipus complex
which is normally achieved at the ages of three to five. Klein, in response, proposes to
shift the Oedipus complex as well to a much earlier period in her articley Eades of
the Oedipus Conflict” (1928). She claims that the “sense of guilt associdgked w
pregenital fixation” that children experience as early as at the end afsthgehr is the
direct effect of the “introjection of the Oedipus love-objeétsAlex Holder nicely sums
up the point of controversy as follows:

What Klein here calls the “superego in the true sense” must be her postulbted ear

superego . . . [S]he plainly distinguishes between the earliest, primitive
identifications that contribute to superego formation, on the one hand, and, on the

20 M. Klein, “Symposium on Child Analysis|’ove, Guilt and ReparatiofLondon: Hogarth, 1981), p.
154,

2L A. Freud, “Four Lectures on Child Analysistitroduction to Psychoanalysi{sondon: Hogarth, 1974).

2 Klein, “Early Stages of the Oedipus ConflicThe Selected Melanie Kleiadit. by J. Mitchell, (New
York: Free Press), p. 70.
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other, later identifications that, at most, alter the self (the ego). Annd,Fre
contrast—Ilike her father—assumes the existence of successive idtotigcwith
the primary objects, which persist for many years and lead to the settinghgp of
superego during the phallic phase only after the Oedipus complex has been
overcomé?

Anna Freud, therefore, considers the superego in the proper sense radically absent
from the psyche of children younger than three. She maintains that what Kleikemligta
views as the early superego is nothing but an expression of the unstable and temporary
relation that children form with external or not-yet sufficiently inteded objects such
as parents (original objects) or psychoanalysts (new objects). This isrglshevthinks
that the analyst can easily alter children’s premature psyche bysmapiipulating
external settings and assisting it to adapt better to them. The analyss<qqiuit
himself in the place of children’s superego and educate them from there {as ptmhts
out, thirty years later Anna Freud abandons this pedagogical approach and eesphasi
the importance of analysis as the sole dimension of treatffeltin, of course,
criticizes Anna Freud’s method by pointing out that it not only covers over thearesd c
of children’s neurosis by giving up the work of analysis that is due, but also sst$spa
in opposition to analysts, practically condemning the former as externalsothjatare

simply not good enough (“that is why your children are sick and need new external

objects such as ourselves, the analysts, etc.”).

% A. Holder,Anna Freud, Melanie Klein, and the PsychoanalysiShildren and Adolescentsans. P.
Slotkin (New York: Karnac, 2005), p. 87.

24 Holder,Anna Freud, Melanie Klein, and the PsychoanalysiShildren and Adolescentpp. 82-83.
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Lacan’s intervention in this debate is carried out by the meahg sfymbolic that
arrives in advancer what he calls iseminar V‘the primordial symbolization between
the child and the motherS€ V, 180). It is this idea that allows him to take sides with
Klein rather than with Anna Freud, while at the same time critically diagmegere
exactly the major difficulty of Klein’s theory lies. The idea of primordianbolization,
in other words, is Lacan’s double-edged sword: it rejects Anna Freud’s position b
approving Klein's ideas of the early superego and of the early stages ofdipai©e
complex®> while proposing to reformulate them from the point of viewhefsymbolic
which for him is strictly related to language and not just to “symbols” or symbol
equivalents such as toys that still remain at the level of the imaginaryndjbeproblem
he identifies in Klein's theory is that it does not really take into account thbdic
dimension by focusing too much on the dual relation between the child and the mother,
and trying to explain everything through a mechanism of imaginary projeceéome.
cite here two relevant passages fideaminar V The first one clearly shows Lacan’s
agreement with Klein on the question of the early arrival of the Oedipus complex:
This woman [Klein] who brings us profound views, so illuminating, not only on the

pre-Oedipal period, but on children who she examines and analyzes at a stage
presumed to be pre-Oedipal in a first approximation of the theory—this analyst who

% On this issue, my opinion differs from D. Evansisen he says that “Lacan disagrees with Klein en th
early development of the Oedipus complex . . .esihés not primarily a stage of development but a
permanent structure of subjectivity,” and sincdurther “argues that there is [a pre-Oedipal pHaskih
Introductory Dictionary p. 93). Although it is true that for him the Ogdé complex is a structure, and
there is a pre-Oedipal phase, too, neverthelesar_eearly distinguishes thao different structuresf the
Oedipus complex ieminar Vthe imaginary triangle (or ternate) and the syliclane of the Oedipus
complex (se&f V, 180 ff). He also affirms the existence of theféintile feminine superego,” which is
more archaic than the masculine o8&V, 462).
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forcefully approaches these children of themes sometimes in pre-verbsl term
almost at the moment that speech appears—well, the more she delves into the
supposedly pre-Oedipal time of the history, and the more she looks in there, the
more she sees there, always and all the time, permanent, the Oedipal qu&fstfon. (
164)

In the following second passage, however, Lacan decisively diverges feam K
claiming that her theory is still confined in the imaginary plane:
This is essential. . . . [B]y formulating it simply in terms of the confrontatioheof t
child with the maternal personage, she [Klein] ends w@pspeculative relation in
mirror. From this fact, it follows that the maternal body . . . becomes the enclosure
and the dwelling place of what can be localized, by projection, of the child’s drives,
these drives being themselves motivated by the aggression due to a fundamental
deception. In the last resort, nothing in this dialectic makes us depara from
mechanism of illusory projectian . In order to complete the Kleinian dialectic, it is
necessary to introduce this notion: that the exterior for the subject is abowem|l g
not as something projected from the interior of the subject, from its drives, but as the
place where¢he desire of the Otheas situated, and where the subject has to
encounter it. $f \, 271-72; emphasis added)
Here, the Other whose desire Lacan argues the subject must encountenis not a
imaginary other, but the symbolic Other whose place is for the time betngied by
the mothequa“a speaking being"f V, 393). Lacan’s claim is that, without this
dimension of the desire of the Other, one would not be able to explain how it becomes
possible for the subject to eventually escape from the vicious circle of projdgating
drives into maternal part objects and then cannibalistically re-incorporhaéngit the
form of bad objects, which are yet again required to be projected to the outsidg, etc.; i

would rather seem to be a miracle for a child to come out of this Kleinian hell as

“normal”.
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In order to illustrate how the eventual departure from the Kleinian vicious @rc
possible, Lacan distinguishes two different levels at which the child’s demamal to t
mother operates: The level of need and that of desire. The child’s or ratheatits inf
demand, at first, naturally starts out as a simple demand for a satisfaictis biological
need (such as the need to be fed or the need to be in a right temperature). Theasfant cri
out when it has a demand; the mother takes up this demand and does something in
response. If it is satisfied, the infant will stop crying and go back to itsakigtate of
calmness. If not, however, the infant will continue to cry until its demand is sdtfi
until it is simply too exhausted. We can see that this crying of the infaaidgloperates
as a sort of signifier that should be interpreted by the mother. Insofampasates as a
signifier, we also see there opens up a gap between the subject’s demand and the
mOther’s response.

What Klein calls “bad objects” result from the frustrations that the infaryt m
experience with respect to its needs; the infant is frustrated becausarfgiexsome
breasts do not produce enough milk. And yet, what Klein further discovers is the fact that
over the course of development the infant’'s demand tends to grow more and more
insatiable. Even when it is fed enough, the infant will not stop crying. This unappeasable
hunger leads the infant to enter what Klein calls, after her mentor, Karl Abrdieam, t
second phase of the oral period in which it starts to attack the mother by saylistical
biting her nipple. It is essential, however, to notice that, in her theory, frustration is

thought of in terms of needs or, at most, of innate drives that the infant is born with.
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By contrast, Lacan suggests that such a frustration should be theorized atltbe leve
the signifier. The infant is frustrated, not because there are things likedzestistthat do
not catch up with its demand (whether the fault should fall on the side of the poor breasts
or on the side of the greedy infant), but because there is an abysmal gap tiattsépa
demand as a signifier and the Other’s interpretation of it. This gap cannosbd ol
principle because it is not simply caused by a temporary miscommuniaatiwhith the
infant’s future acquisition of proper language skills would make up a sufficientosolut
What constitutes the fundamental deadlock for the infant is the dimengios désire of
the Other It is because the mOther desigemsubject, and because the infant desires the
very desire of the mOther which mutates frequently, that the infant is bound up to feel
frustrated.

Over the initial horizon of the demand as need thus emerges its beyond, namely the
horizon of the demand aesire It is this excess that will eventually come into full play
when the child begins to engage itself in what is known aBdheDa game in which the
presence and the absence of the mOther is “primordially” symbolized. The child
obsessively asks: Why is the mother away, for example, talking on the phone with
somebody else, while she should be here with me, feeding me, playing with .ffie, etc
why does she desire something other than myself, something other than fidrahér?;
what on earth can be this object of her desire that | myself should become?t,ivshbr
is themeaningof all this, of all this signifying chain, in which her presence and absence

alternate in an arbitrary way? As we shall see later, this is whattatessthe first time
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of “the three times of the Oedipus complex”: Frustration. The symbolic tinasanmn
advance functions here underneath the surface of the apparently imaginarjatioal re
between the child and the mother.

In order to distinguish this “first symbolization” from the later symbol@atiLacan
borrows terminologies from Roman Jakobson, and introduces two fundamentally distinct
modes in which language operates: metonymy and met&pihdetonymy corresponds
to what Freud in himnterpretation of Dreantalls “displacement,” while metaphor
“condensation.” Lacan prefers to characterize them as “combination” anditistidost.
Metonymy designates the diachronic combinatory axis of the signifying.dhahear
somebody say, “I am hungry,” | immediately start to link the signifigts“am”, and
“hungry,” and try to understand the meaning of the whole sentence. But this can be done
only in a retroactive manner. The first signifier “I,” when | hear it, i$ pusnounced like
“‘eye”, leaving me unable to determine its meaning (signified); thus lferaather
signifiers to arrive. But even after hearing the first two signifidrant,” | still cannot
determine whether they signify “I exist” or whether there will follow satier
signifier(s) and turn them into, for example, “I am hungry.” It is only whesnieto the
final period that | can work on the entire sentence backward, and carve up thedsinif
each signifier. Lacan gives us a formula to express this metonymicahsion of

language:

% Jakobson’s own discussion can be found in Romiamb3dan, “Two Aspects of Language and Two
Types of Aphasic Disturbancétanguage in Literatureed. Krystyna Pomorska & Stephen Rudy
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press adrddyniversity Press, 1987), pp. 95-114.
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f(S...9S = S(—)s.

Here, the “f () S” on the left side of the equation denotes the function of
signification, while the S . . .’ $hdicates that all the signifiers in the chain from S'to S
are combined together in such a way to produce the effect of signification which is
represented by the S (—) s on the right side. The S and the s respectively startiimg fo
signifier and the signified are separated by the bar placed in-betwesiharhs the
same bar as we can find in the Saussurean formula of the sign, s/S, though thenLacania
formula rather turns it upside down and becomes S/s, thereby emphasizing the pfimacy
the signifier over the signified (cf. “The Instance of the Letter irltheonscious,EC,
428-429). The important thing to notice here, though, is that the metonymy of the
signifiers does produce a signified, a meaning.

It is, then, not entirely correct to say that metonymy lacks any kind of quualimg
(point de captiopand thus produces no meaning at all. A period at the end of a sentence,
for instance, is what works ashorizontal or diachronic quilting poirliy means of
which the meaning of the signifying chain is fixafédThe problem, of course, is that,
even if the chain of the signifiers is quilted to a signified, there nevertheigessla
possibility that this quilting point itself may be undone when another chain of srgnifi
eventually arrives. Let us assume that the sentence “I am hungry” is follgveeabther
phrase, “hungry for knowledge!” This phrase considerably alters the meanimg of t

original sentence and forces it to imply, “I want to learn” instead of “| waett.”

" Evans proposes two distinct kinds of quilting pafmat correspond to metonymy and metaphor: the
diachronic one and the synchronic oAa (ntroductory Dictionaryp. 149).
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Hence, the horizontal quilting point is not as stable as it might seem at fiisis Tvhy
Lacan defines the sense generated by metonynpyeasde-seris“Let us call it today
simply thepeu-de-sen€Once you have this key, the signification of the metonymical
chain will not fail to appear clear to you3f(\, 97). That is to say, a metonymical
combination of the signifiers, at most, makes “little-sense,” if not non-$&nse.

Let us return for a moment to the aforementioned primordial symbolization between
the child and the mother. The child is frustrated because it cannot grasp thefdbsre
mOther in a conclusive manner. Of course, for a while, it is preoccupied byitige lur
idea that it might just be able to do so, for example, by throwing up milk, and thus
causing the mother to turn round, hang up the phone, and run to him to take care of the
mess it just created. The child goes, “Ah! Once agamthe true meaning of her
desire”; nevertheless, it is relieved only to be frustrated again when shavggerext
time to do something else such as chatting with the father, reading a book,gcteanin
house, etc. In this way, the child is alienated by the unending metonymiaag slfdhe
desire of the mOther. It would take a life time to wait for this sliding to ienother
words, the child would be only proffered in the end what Lacan calls the “detlifetha
brings”. Due to the whim of the Other, all the attempts of the child’s to sekee out of

the situation ultimately fail, generating only “little-sense” whichrkgomerely as a lure

% |n fact, this is what Zizek wants to indicate bg hon-sensical dimension of the “interpellatiothaut
identification/subjectivation.”
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for its interminable chas®. The child, therefore, is not yet a subject, insofar as this term
is supposed to carry within it a certain sense of autonomy; it is only an “at8ubjec
(assuje} radically deprived of a power to master its own situation, namelylattsore

with the mother:

In this measure, the child who constituted its mo#isesubjecton the basis of the

first symbolizationfinds itself entirely submitted to what we can call, but only by
way of anticipation, “the law” . . . The law of the mother is, of course, the fdct tha
the mother is a speaking being and this suffices to legitimate my shgiteyv of

the motherNevertheless, this law is, if | may say so, an uncontrolled law. . . . [T]his
law is entirely in the subject who supports it, namely in the good or bad will of the
mother, the good or bad mother. . . . The subject outlines itsifalsject it is an
a-subject because it first experiences and senses itself as profounebfesiibj
[assujett] to the caprice of the one it depends on, even if this caprice is an
articulated caprice Sf V, 188-89; emphasis added)

Let us remind ourselves that Lacan’s account given in this passage alspaaodse
to the first level of the graph of desire. Thus we see him right away introdugeafite

(see Fig. 3) which looks exactly like the first graph called the “efteary cell.”

//—\\

/

La loi sujet

\] A

L’assujet

Fig. 3.La Loi, le sujet, 'assujefSft V, 189)

2 |t is perhaps in ShakespearMacbeththat we may find one of the best literary représtions of such a
metonymical frustration: “Accursed be that tonget ttells me so, / For it hath cowed my better part
man. / And be these juggling fiends no more beliey& hat palter with us in a double sense, / Keap
the word of promise to our ear / And break it to bape. I'll not fight with thee.” (Act 5 Scene Wii
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This graph should be read in this way: Insofar as the m@Qtlathe signifying
chain (a speaking being) is also the suleeta desiring beingLe suje}, the law of the
mother (a loi) is an arbitrary law which makes out of the child only the a-subject

(L’assuje) profoundly alienated in language.

Ché vuoi?

1A %

Fig. 4.Che vuoiAEC, 690)
Therefore, we see the frustration of the subject by the arbitraryrmablaw, as it
already starts at the lower level of the graph, will culminate in the sisbpedcry, ‘Che
vuoi?” (What do you want?). This corresponds to Lacan’s intention behind the third
graph of desire (see Fig. 4). The sndalNe see on the upper right side represents the
desireof the mother, in the face of which the subject is frustrated and led t&€hsk “
vuoi?” while being eventually captured in the formula of fant&sya.
This frustration of the subject can possibly be overcome only when another essential

dimension of language, namehetaphor intervenes. In contrast to metonymy, metaphor
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characterizes the synchronic substitutive axis of the signifying amavhich one
signifier is replaced by another. This is a fundamental operation that productedhe e
of vertical or synchronic quilting poirty means of which the indefinite metonymical
sliding of the signifying chain is finally stabiliz€8.Lacan’s formula for metaphor reads:

f(SIS)S= S(+)s

The signifying function of the signifier S being substituted for by anotheifigigS,
is equivalent to what the S (+) s on the right side of the equation indicates, naamely t
the signifier S sinks under the bar to the nether region of the signified, producing a new
signified s. The + sign placed between S and s does not stand for “plus,” but for the
“crossing of the bar,” a “poetic or creative crossing” through which the subjast
proper sense at last comes about: “This crossing expresses the condition fasdhe pas
of the signifier into the signified, whose moment | pointed out above by provisionally
conflating it withthe place of the subjédtEC, 429; emphasis added).

Let us pay immediate attention to the fact that this is also the same grassire
one called “the crossing of the fundamental fantasy by the subject.” Wabese how
the fantasy was shaped by the metonymical movement of the signifying chain. T
subject, through the formation of a metaphor, crosses the fantasy precismigifty the
master signifier itself to cross the bar into the netegion of the signified. This crossing,

however, does not really mark the moment at which the subject goes beyond the

%0 For this reason, metaphor does not take pieice to metonymy. Making an analogy between
metonymy and metaphor on the one hand, and ortliee the preparation of joke and the punch line,
Lacan maintains that metonymy is a necessary paiparfor metaphor: “metonymy is the fundamental
structure within which this something new and dreatvhich is metaphor can be produce8t {, 75).
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symbolic into the realm of the real, as is more or less mistakenly viewedrnyy ma
Lacanian scholars, especially Zizek; it rather marks the moment of fleetsssntrance
into the symbolic order proper, because, while metonymy belongs to the order of the
mother, metaphor fundamentally belongs to the order of the father. The Name-of-the
Father is thgpaternal metaphor which intervenes as the “pure symbolic principley, (
227) by substituting itself for the desire of the Mother, which is the mastefiesig

Lacan’s second formula of metaphor, “8:/ $ /x> S (1/s),” which already

appears irseminar Ysession IX, is repeated in “On a Question Prior to Any Possible
Treatment of Psychosis,” with the following explanation: “Here the capgalre
signifiers,x is the unknown signification, argds the signified induced by the metaphor,
which consists in the substitution in the signifying chain of S fofls elision of $
represented in the formula by the fact that it is crossed ou$i.&s the condition of the
metaphor’s successE(C, 465). Applying this formula to the relation between the desire
of the Mother and the Name-of-the-Father, Lacan derives the following fo(EQ]a

465):

Name — of — the — Father Mother’s Desire N f— the — Fath A
. - - - - [
Mother’s Desire Signified to the Subject ame—o e-r er(Phallus)

We shall soon discuss what Lacan means by “Phallus” on the right side of this
formula when we discuss the Oedipus complex. But, first, let us emphasize that this
metaphorical effect is produced, not as the signified is substituted for by nifeesigput
as one signifier is substituted for by another. This is why, in contrast tpebede-seris

of metonymy, Lacan links the metaphorical generation of sense tpabal&-seris The
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“pas-de-serigdoes notreally mean “non-senseS{ V, 98), because it does produce sense
or meaning. “Metaphor is a quite general function,” Lacan argues, “l would evémesay
it is by the possibility of substitution that the generation, if one may say g wforld
of senseas conceived” $f \, 31; emphasis added).

The “pas-de-seriof metaphor rather consists in the fact that such a world of sense
is engendered through a substitutive operation that oatting level of phoneméhe
acoustic level of language that Lacan later in his life designates withagisen:
lalangug. Lacan takes the example of the woatkérré” He points out that, although
this term means “terrified” in French, nevertheless it originallyrfmdling to do with the
signified “terrified.” The verb atterrir” from which the adjectivedtterré’ is derived
only means “to land,” “to arrive at the land from the sea.” It is through thaxtoqe of
the homonymic phonemeéet” of this verb that is shared by another teterreur’

(terror) that the termadtterré’ gains the new signified “terrified,” condensing the two
terms of completely different meanings and origins. Such a condensation is ¢he sam
condensation we find in dream works as Freud shows it.

Joke or witticism is also formed through this kind of condensational mechanism of
metaphor. This is why iBeminar MLacan sets out his whole discussion of metonymy
and metaphor around the question of joke, specifically referring to Frénidés and
Their Relation to the Unconsciaudne of the central examples that Freud uses in his
book (chapter Il) to illustrate the mechanism of joke is from Heinrich HeReisebilder

[l (Part I, chapter VIII). The joke is about the lottery-agent, Hirsch-Hlacwho
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boasts of his relations with the wealthy Baron Rothschild, and says, “I sat beside
Salomon Rothschild and he treated me quite as his equal—quite famillionairely.” As
Freud explains it, the neologism “famillionairely” succinctly expesssuch a long and
complicated meaning as “Rothschild treated me quite as his equal, quitardgrrithat
is, so far as a millionaire can. . . . A rich man’s condescension . . . always involves
something not quite pleasant for whoever experiencés itfie rapid connection
betweenFamiliar andMilionar is achieved through the shared phonemes, “mili” and “ar.”
Freud describes this connection as a “condensation accompanied by the formation of a
substitute.®

Yet, Freud in chapter V further excavates another meaning attached to the term
“famillionairely” which addresses the issue of Heine’s own personal hidtotlgis
perspective, Hirsch-Hyacinth appears as a metonymical displacembatr@me of
Heinrich Heine himself. And behind the millionaire Salomon Rothschild, there hides
another millionaire, namely Heine’s own uncle Salomon Heine, whose daughter he had a
“burning wish” to marry, but could not, because, just like Baron Rothschild, Heine’s
uncle always treated him “a little famillionairely.” This is whgiHe takes “the greatest
satisfaction” in making this joke, Freud sdysin other words, thuissancehat Heine

successfully binds in the joke arises from the expulsion, to the nether region of the

3L s, Freud,okes and Their Relation to the Unconscjdtems. J. Strachey (New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, 1989), p. 14 ff.

3 1bid., p. 19.

% Ibid., pp. 172-173.
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signified, of the signifier, the name, Salomon Heine, whose owner, as Lacan adds in hi
own voice, “played the most oppressive role in [Heine’s] lif&f’\{ 54), i.e. the role of
the master signifiet*

Lacan’s whole seminar is devoted to explaining the process of the “formation of the
unconscious” by utilizing this mechanism of witticism in which a metonymical
combination of the signifiers leads to a metaphorical substittRidinere is, however, a
missing piece of puzzle concerning the question of how exactly this transition lsecome
effected with regard to the psychic development of the child. Here is whene Laca
introduces the “three times of the Oedipus complex”: Frustration, Privation, and
Castration. We have already explained what frustration is, but only at ancainpivel.

The mother’s talking on the phone, chatting with the father, reading a book, etc., are so
many examples of the mother pursuingphallus not the symbolic phallusd), but the
imaginary phallusg). The imaginary triangle of the Oedipus complex is thus formed, not
really as the child-mother-father triangle, but as the child-mathgangle. Apparently

this is a correction that Lacan makes to the Kleinian idea of the eaglyssof the

Oedipus complex. He argues: “The first relation to reality is describectbetilie

% In this perspective, it is fascinating to readtheo example Lacan offers in his “The Instancehef t
Letter in the Unconscious.” It is Victor Hugo's gerwhich runs: “His sheaf was neither miserly nor
hateful.” Lacan argues that, once “his sheaf” stiiss the name “Booz,” Booz is “ejected into thaey
darkness where miserliness and hatred harbor hihreihollow of their negation,” and thus unablegto
back to his place. Lacan links this effect of méatapto “paternity” and “fecundity’EC, 422-23).

% This dimension of witticism is what Zizek appatgntants to designate by relating the symbolic
structure of commodity fetishism to the “totaliemilaughter” (illustrated with his famous exampie o
canned laughter). But joke for Lacan is not supfddseebe effected at the metonymical level of the
“totalitarian” law of the mOther, which only cortsties a preparation for it, but at the metaphoifeal, in
which its punch line is effectively introduced. Tjoeiissance that one can derive from making a jske
related to the banishment of a certain “totalitatimaster signifier.
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mother and the child, and it is here that the child experiences the first sealities
contact with the living environment. It is in order to objectively describe thatgin that
we [analysts] make the father enter the triangle, although hsohastered for the child
yet' (SfV, 180; emphasis added). This argument is what reiterates his previous statement
that, according to Klein, “among the bad objects present in the body of the mother—all
the rivals, the bodies of the brothers, of the sisters, past, present, and future—mre is
preciselythe father represented in the form of his pe(& \, 165; emphasis added).

Hence Lacan presents us the schema (see Fig. 5), which is a variatien of th
Lacanian schema {8 In there we see two triangles: the triangle in perforated line E
(Enfan) — M (Mére) — ¢ (the imaginary phallus) and the triangle in real line E—M — P

(Peére.

Fig. 5. Two Triangles§f V, 183)
As Lacan will later show by shifting this schema into another one, “theamsciR”

(St V, 226), the first triangle here depicts the imaginary triangle, whilecttensl the

% According to Evans, it is called so because ikolike the capital Greek letteambda(An Introductory
Dictionary, p. 169).
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symbolic one. The triangle of E-M-exhibits the structure of the first time of the
Oedipus complex, frustration, in which the child is in pursuit of the desire of the mother
who herself runs after the ever escaping imaginary phallus. At this stagdild tries to
master her desire by becoming the imaginary phallus that she seekst Biesd¢obe
the phallus, it competes with everything that appears to it to be the object adtties’'m
desire. The aggressivity that the child shows in the imaginary stage tegyfr@n this
game of rivalry whose motto Lacan formulates by modifying Hamiatreous line: To
be or not to be the phallus, that is the question!

The second time of the Oedipus complex, privation, begins when the child is
threatened by the “fact” of castration. However, Lacan repeatedly moihtsat it is not
the child, but the mother, who becomes castrated at this juncture. In fact, thte’pare
words that menace the child with castration (“If you keep on playing witlvill, have it
cut off you!”) do not lead to any real effect. A real effect is brought aboutvaméy the
child witnesses, with its own eyes, the “privation” of the phallus manifested in tlye bod
of the mOther. Likening this moment to that of confronting the horrifying “head of
Medusa,” the symbol of the mother’s sexual ordgain 384), Lacan argues:

The phallus is found always covered by the bar put upon its access to the signifying

domain, namely upon its place in the Other. And it is by this that castration is

introduced in the development. This is never . . . by the way of an interdiction on
masturbation, for example. If you read the observation of the little Hans, you see

that the first interdictions do not bring about any effect for him. . . . As the ®xts a

well as the observations indicate, it is a matter of the being in the world which, on

the real plane, would be presumed to have the least chance of being castrated,
namely the motheiil[s’agit de I'étre au monde qui, sur le plan réel, aurait le moins

lieu de se présumer chatré, a savoir la nhéltds at this place that the castration is
manifested in the Other and the desire of the Other is marked by the sigtidyi
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[la barre signifiantg and it is here, and essentially by this route, that—for both the

man and the woman—the specific thing which functions as the castrationesaspl

introduced. §f V, 348)

Hence, the child’s discovery of the lack of the phallus in the mOther marks the
moment when the Other is finalbarred This is indeed the same barredAufre we
can find at the upper left corner of the complete graph of desire. Lacan holds, however
that the mOther thus castrated or barred does not appear weakened to the child in any
sense. On the contrary, she becomesh strongeprecisely because she is castrated;
she is now, without the phallus, turned into a black hole, the mouth that can devour the
entire existence of the chil&{V, 350). It is at this moment that the child seeks a help
from the side of the father whasthe phallus, not the imaginary one, but the symbolic
one (D) this time. The child erects the phallus borrowed from the father like aipitiae
mother’s open mouth in order to keep it from shutting.

This is what Lacan indicates as the third time of the Oedipus complex: @astrat
By forcing the child to give up on its attemptitethe imaginary phallus, the father
finally separates it from the tyrannical or whimsical law of the mothereby
constituting it as the subject in the proper sense of the term. The aforementionigsh quest
of “to be or not to be the phallus” is replaced here by another question of “to have or not
to have the phallus.” Insofar as having something does not necessarily ekelude t
possibility of sharing it with others, this new question steers clear of theyrilalrwe
come across in the child’s imaginary game of presence and absence; thulsl tbenchi

borrow the symbolic phallus from the father without necessarily destrbyimg
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Many Lacanian scholars including Zizek view the barreA () as markéng th
moment when the subject finally discovers the lack in the Other or the inconsistency o
the Other, and thus becomes ablsdparatétself from the symbolic law. The subject’s
own realization that “the Other does not have it” is supposed to dissolve the previous
image of the almighty Other, giving the subject a chance to make a sobvd@ilsis
interpretation, however, is doubly misleading. First, by failing to distigie two
different symbolic Others, the Mother and the Father, it renders unintelligibén’s
logic of the Oedipus complex. Second, it confuses the stage of frustration with that of
privation. The inconsistency of the Other is in fact what is already mauifastee stage
of frustration. It is precisely because the mOther changes her law rdsbiiyadesiring
something else that the child keeps on trying to be the very object that might wditier
Put otherwise, such an inconsistency of the Other, which is nothing peukde-sens
Lacan talks about, is what functions dsre for the subject’s desire. The privation of the
phallus that the subject encounters within the mOther is nothing of this kind. It rather
constitutes the moment of anxiety when the thingsegdt when the subject is no longer
able to indulge itself in the imaginaFprt-Da game with the mother.

From this angle it is interesting to observe that Bruce Fink ifiliessLacanian
Subjectexpresses a perplexed feeling toward one of the passages from [Seramiar
X on Anxiety. The passage he quotes from Lacan is this:

What provokes anxiety? Contrary to what people say, it is neither the rhythhenor t

alternation of the mother’s presence-absence. What proves this is that the child

indulges in repeating presence-absence games: security of predencel i the
possibility of absence. What is most anxiety-producing for the child is when the
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relationship through which he comes to be—on the basis of lack which makes him
desire—is most perturbed: when there is no possibility of lack, when his mother is
constantly on his back (December 5, 1§62)

After quoting this passage, Fink argues:

This example fails to conform to Lacan’s notion of separation, for the negatives here

(the lacks) both apply to the same term: the mother, in other words, the Other. The

mOther must show some sign of incompleteness, fallibility, or deficiemcy fo

separation to obtain and for the subject to come to Beia®ther words, the

mOther must demonstrate that she is a desiring (and thus also a lacking and

alienated) subject, that she too has submitted to the splitting/barring action of

language, in order for us to witness the subject’s advent. The mother, in the above
example from Seminar X, monopolizes the field: it is not clear whether shéf herse
has come to be as a divided subj&ct.

Now we can clearly see that Lacan in that quote is rather trying to set apar
frustration and privation: Frustration is the stage in which the child indulges in tlee gam
of presence-absence with the mother, whereas privation is the stage in witleidtheo
longer being able to find an escape from the mother, is consumed by the faotasmat
image of its being on the verge of getting swallowed by her. What Latiarinea
possibility of lack” characterizes the situation in which the child is ajreathe closing
mouth of the mOther, desperately searching for an aid from a third party. Bytiognfla
the two stages, and focusing solely on the logic of frustration, Fink mistakgnlgsathat
Lacan’s account of “the mother monopolizing the field” does not conform to his own

logic of “separation.” Lacan’s argument, however, can be properly understood only when

it is combined with another, namely that the castrated mother does not grow weaker but

3" Lacan,Le Séminaire, Livre X: L'angoisséd. J.-A. Miller (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 200g) 67 (quoted
in Bruce Fink,The Lacanian Subje¢New Jersey: Princeton, 1995], p. 53).

¥ Fink, The Lacanian Subjegpp. 53-54.
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conversely much stronger. It is because the castrated mOther monopolizegehesthti
of subjectivity that the subject cannot help but to call for the father’s help aneritaus
the next stage of the Oedipus complex which is properly called castration.

After describing the dilemma in which a female child finds herself as gshesses
her castrated mother, Lacan argues:

You should not believe that for man the situation is better. It is moga comic. He,

the poor unfortunate, has the phallus [the penis],iaigdin fact knowing that his

mother does not have it which traumatizes him—because, then, as shehis m

stronger, where are we going to end up?s in this primitive fear of women that

Karen Horney showed one of the most essential sources of the disturbamices

castration complejto consist]. . . . [I]n the last analysis he will resolve dluestion

of the danger which threatens what he effectively has, byt wkaknow well,

namelya pure and simple identification with the one who has its insifjra@athe
phallus] with the one who to all appearances has escaped the danger, namely the
father. (SfV, 350-51; emphasis added).

Hence, it can be said that one of the major problems in both Zizek’s and Fink’s
accounts is found in their confusion between frustration and privation, which in turn is
closely related to their problematic interpretation which views separas the
separatiorirom the symbolic as su¢h The Lacanian separation, however, operates
unequivocally by discriminating the two symbolic orders, the metonymicdbaljerthat

arrives in advance (the Mother’s desire) and the metaphorical pure synteliame-

of-the-Father). The symbolic phallus proffered by the father cannot be delgatause

39 We can locate Zizek’s mistake of the same kinthis passage: “So it is precisely this lack in @taer
which enables the subject to achieve a kind ofdlienation’ called by Lacaseparation not in the sense
that the subject experiences that now he is seghfat ever from the object by the barrier of laage, but
that the object is separated from the Other itdedft the Other itself ‘hasn’t got it’, hasn’t gbe final
answer—that is to say, is itself blocked, desirihgt there is also a desire of the Otfidis lack in the
Other gives the subjeetso to speak-a breathing space. . ” (SOl 122; emphasis added).
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without it there would be no possibility of a separation of the subject from the law of the
mOther.

Does this mean that the paternal law is some sort of super law that govertiseove
maternal law? In other words, is it the law that can provide the subject with the long
waited ground of full consistency that the maternal law lacks? Lorenzo Qhileisa
Subjectivity and Othernegmints out that in early seminars suctSasinar \.acan still
maintains the idea that there is the Other of the Gthéris true that Lacan in this
seminar repeatedly uses the expression “the Other of the Other.” Anidsgeinis that he
does so only to indicate that there is a dimension beyond the primordial relationship
between the child and the mOther. Though he does not expressly say in this seminar that
“there is no Other of the Other,” Lacan nevertheless insists that “thecemeta-
language” §f \, 74), which is exactly what is meant by that aphoristic expression (see
EC, 688). The Father's word that is situated beyond the mOther’s cannot be considered a
“super-word.” Lacan says:

You have quite correctly the right . . . to think that everything is not reduced to this

sort of grading of the word, and | think that this sort of mistake must have left you

unsatisfied also at the moment when | explained it to you. . . . In effect, beyond the
word and beyond the super-word, beyond the law of the father, whatever fashion

one denotes it, something else is well required. It is for this that, naturdily at t

same level at which this [paternal] law is situated, there is introducedglyethis

elective signifier, namely the phallus. In normal conditions, it is placadgatond

degree of the encounter with the Other. This is what, in my little formutadied
S(&), the signifier of the barred AS{V, 367)

“0 L. ChiesaSubjectivity and Otherne¢€ambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2007).



55

Hence, the reason why the paternal law is not a super-law or a super-womlisehec
as Lacan himself says several lines down, it is “integrated” with theatas complex
that revolves around the “elective signifier phallus.” It is through theeates complex
that there is introduced a qualitative, and not just quantitative, differencecinetivee
maternal law and the paternal law. Far from being all possessive and
omnipresent/omnipotent like the law of the mother, the law of the father prohibits only
one thing ¢),** and thereby allows the subject toel@rything elseSuch a qualitative
difference between the two laws is indeed the conclusion that Lacan reacingsthe
last session of seminar by taking issues with the atheist position of Ivan fro
Dostoyevski’'s novelT he Brothers Karamazowhose line runs: “If God does not exist,
then everything is permittedS( V, 496). Lacan counters this position by postulating that
“if God is dead, nothing is permitted any lorig@id., Lacan’s emphasis). It is the
function of the paternal law, then, that allows rather than disallows the subject to do
things on its own; for this reason the moment of the symbolic castration coinciles wi
the moment of subjectivation, the moment of the institutiona&reain kind of
autonomy of the subject.

Therefore, it is not an exaggeration to say that Lacan’s entire effeenminar Ms
directed toward locating in a distinctive fashion the symbolic that arrivedvance (the
primordial or first symbolization) and the symbolic proper (the pure symboliciple).

Lacan’s major criticism of Klein is that she ignores the dimensiaesife confining

*1 This prohibition, of course, is implied by a horgamofle nom-du-pérele non-du-pérethe No-of-the-
Father).
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her understanding of demand merely at the levakefl Whether it pertains to
biological functions or to innate drives, need remains something to be satisfiee, Desi
on the other hand, is something that cannot ultimately be satisfied; it desipeates t
abysmal gap between the two desires constantly missing each other (i.e.e¢btssaibyl
the Other’s). Hence, what is important is to leaow toenjoy the desiring itselthe
dissatisfaction itself gbuissanceA plausible way to do so, at least at this stage of
development of Lacan’s thought, is found only when the dimension of the symbolic is
clearly brought upDesire must always be thought of in terms ofsyrabolic triadic
relation. By reinstating the emphasis put on the father’s role by Freud, and by
reformulating Klein’s idea of the early stages of the Oedipus complex agrttimlic
that arrives in advance, Lacan not only introduces the symbolic dimension profoundly
lacking in psychoanalytic theories at that time (Klein’s as well as otheh as
Winnicott’s: seeSf \, 461), but also eventually formulates a proper, non-destructive, way
to achieve the lasting dynamics of the enjoyment of desire or desirich whsupported
by the symbolic law, the Name-of-the-Father.

It is from this point of view that we can now approach another debate Lacan carries

out in this seminar, i.e. the debate with Marxism. Praising Marx as “a poeaiithe
mirror stage” §f V| 81), Lacan points out that, in his theory of commodity, no
guantitative relations of value can be installed before “an equivalence irajese
established. In other words, it is not a question of establishing equality betwegn ma

measures of the same kind of goods (for instance, apples). It is ratheriangoiest



57
comparing different kinds of goods (apples and oranges). Such a comparison of goods
that are totally heterogeneogsause values can only be achieved at the level of the
signifier at which everything becomes a signifier of the value of dveg/else. Lacan
refers this Marxian idea of general equivalence of value to the effe@tohymy

If the indications that | gave you the last time on the metonymical functicedaain

something, it is what, in the simple unfolding of the signifying chain, is produced

from equalization, leveling, and equivalence. It is an effacement or a reduction of
sense, but this is not to say that it is non-sense. Apropos of this, | took the Marxist
reference — to put in function two objects of need in such a way that one becomes
the measure of the value of the other, to efface from the object what is grédusel
order of need, and, out of this fact, introduce it into the order of value. From the
point of view of sense, this can be called by a sort of neologism which also presents
an ambiguity, thelé-sensLet us call it today simply theeu-de-senOnce you

have this key, the signification of the metonymical chain will not fail to appear cl

to you. &fV, 97)

From Lacan’s point of view, it is not a problem but rather a merit that Marx
formulates commodity at the level of the signifier, at the level of metonpnpyoblem
arises, however, when Marx tries to overcome the capitalist commodiipmstap by
assuming an existence of some sort of “natural metaphor” which can bring gettieto
again the two different levels of demand, namely need and desire. In other words, he
idealistically believes that such a “natural metaphor,” once it is disabveaa put an
end to thepeu-de-sensf the metonymical commodity relationship, and reproduce, at a
higher level, “the ancient satisfaction,” the “first pleasure of thefgadidemand”$f \,

96) for all individuals. Lacan’s point is that, as long aspie-de-senexpresses the

irreducible gap between the desire of the subject and that of the Other (othermeople i

this case), it cannot be removed in an absolute fashion. There will always remain
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something missing, something that is not satisfied. In fact, this missimgrmethis
missing signifier (for example, th@ is what constitutes the condition of possibility of
everyone’s enjoying the desiring itself. In this perspective, Marx’safleammunism is
a myth insofar as it alleges it can close the gap between various individual ohesires
discrepancy, and thus bring everyone a satisfaction. By creating a “mmagiegdhor,”
which is contradictory in terms, Marx tries to simultaneously catch twatsatunning in
opposite directions: need and desire. Lacan argues that Lenin’s famousfditdunto a
similar trap: “Socialism is probably a very attractive thing, but the pesteomunity has
electrification as well” &f V/ 91)#? Although he tries to go beyond the order of need by
“creating desire other than need,” Lenin nevertheless ends up conflating, agaua the
levels of need and desire by defining desire as “the signifier plus needli@o plus
electrification) (ibid). Lacan here is proposing, then, to completely divorce the two levels,
and conceptualize desire solely at the level of the signifier.

After a long journey of explaining the winding development of the dialectic of
desire, Lacan in session XXVI revisits the issue of Marxism, and argues:
We arrive thus at ideal society. What | describe is something that matdoéay
utopians from time immemorial, namely a society functioning perfectly, one
resulting in the satisfaction of each according to his need. | add, to tell tine trut

that all participate here according to their merits, and it is here thatabiepr
begins. §f \, 461)

*2 However, Lacan’s citation here is not entirelyreat. What Lenin actually says in Part IIEifhth All-
Russia Congress of Soviék9 December 1920) is: “CommunisnmSeviet poweplus electrification of the
whole country” (http://marxists.org/archive/leniriks/1920/8thcong/index.htm; emphasis added).
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The two utopian catchphrases, “each according to one’s merit” and “each agcordi
to one’s need,” are well known phrases taken out of M&wrtsque of the Gotha
Programme The former principle characterizes “socialism” as the initial fornmef
Marxist society, while the latter characterizes “communismtsafinal form. Lacan
criticizes Marx’s regression to the level of need, or rather his confidtentpvel of the
signifier (desire) with that of need:
In sum, this schema [of each according to his need], if it remains at the |¢ével of
intersection of the signifier and the pressure or tendency of méed does it result
in? It results in the identification of the subject to the Other, insofar &3the
articulates the distribution of resources that can responéet This is unlikely, for
the simple reason that it is necessary to take into account the background of the
demand, if only to explain the articulation of the subje&n order which exists
beyond the order of the real, and which we call the symbolic pndech
complicates the former, which is superimposed upon it, and which does not adhere
to it [Il n’en est pas ainsi, du seul fait qu’il est néccessaire de faire entrer en ligne
de compte l'arriére-plan de la demande, ne serait-ce que pour rendre compte de
I'articulation du sujetdans un ordre qui existe au-dela de I'ordre du réel, et que nous
appelons I'ordre symboliqueui le complique, qui Sy superpose, qui n'y adhere
(SfV, 461; emphasis added)
It is here that we can plainly see where Lacan’s disagreement withskidrgs.
From Lacan’s standpoint, Marx overlook®t the order of the reabut the order of the
symbolic. Though in a different context, Marx makes the same mistake as Klsin doe
This is why Lacan in this seminar engages in a double battlefront, twiningdhe tw
critiques into one thread. The whole construction of the upper level of the graph of desire

aims at bringing into relief and carefully delineating the symbolic dioanshich in

principle should not be mixed up with the imaginary or the real.
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As | already mentioned in the beginning of this section, Lacan’s critigism
Marxism, however, does not specifically target Althusser in any respectather
Althusser who years later comes to criticize Lacan’s notion of the syianpdcisely by
rejecting the upper level of the graph. He does so, however, not because he wants to
reinstate the “utopian” position of Marx’s, whatever this méansyt because he wants
to emphasize the ultimate inefficiency or insufficiency of the symbolic esuiuring
the wound opened up by class antagonism in the middle of society. By systematically
misinterpreting the Lacanian graph of desire, Zizek distorts the entiteepaf “the
Althusser-Lacan debate.” It is important, therefore, to carefully recmsgtithusser’s
discussions and criticisms of Lacan. This is what ZiZzek never tries to do, argljtisis i
what we are going to do in chapter 3. But, first, let us examine in the next chapter wha
changes in the later Lacan, because, according to ZiZek, it is thedaser Who focuses

on the order of the real rather than that of the symbolic.

3 |tis true that in Marx there is found a utopiandency. But it is equally true that there is afshim an
anti-utopian, anti-teleological tendency competivith it. The definition of communism he offers iish
German Ideologgloquently shows this: “Communism is for us netate of affairsstill to be established,
anideal to which reality [will] have to adjust. We call mmnunism theeal movement which abolishes the
present state of things. The conditions of this ement result from the now existing premises.” (Karl
Marx and Friedrich Engel§&erman IdeologyNew York: Prometheus Book, 1998], p. 57). Herids less
important to criticize away Marx’s utopian ideaanto analyze such fissures in order to locate -deaged
difficulties in Marx’s thoughts.



CHAPTER TWO
THE LATER LACAN

| thought about ‘letters’ which, although posted, do not always
reach the addressee.

Louis AlthusserThe Future Lasts a Long Time
When Does the Later Lacan Arrive?

As we saw in the previous chapter, Althusser questions the possibility that the
symbolic can be extracted from the imaginary in a definite manner. It charsaid that
he rejects the notion of the symbolic in its entirety. He does reject, howeveledhthat
social antagonisms can be effectively pacified under the reign of theglatgmbolic
law established beyond the ambivalent effects of the imaginary. Lacan iastdngs to
show that only the symbolic proper, theoretically attained at the upper levelgrafite
of desire, can offer the subject a unique way out of the predicament that it is trapped i
regarding the imaginary-symbolic relationship that it forms with thenestig desire of
the mOther Che Vuoi?, it is from the subject’s failure to isolate the “pure symbolic” that
various forms of mental illness result.

Of course, according to Zizek (and many other Lacanian scholars), this is not the
final position that Lacan holds during his later days; the later Lacan gasilhe

dimension of the real over that of the symbolic, and it is from this point of viewhthat t
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fundamental deficiency in Althusser’s theory can be properly detected ot el
Zizek claims that Althusser, by ignoring the dimension of the real, ends uprwith a
“ethics of alienation” that fails to offer the subject a real chance to subeedominant
structure of society.

Then, when does this celebrated rupture take place? In other words, when does the
later Lacan finally arrive? Depending on how we answer this question, the oatbe
Althusser-Lacan debate can be viewed in quite different lights. One should understand,
however, that it is not a matter of identifying every single new idea or ewaifation
that Lacan tries to add to the body of his psychoanalytic theory; it is not evestiamue
of bringing into relief changes that seem to occur in his favorite topics of siigougist
because he talks about a certain aspect or register more often, that dneamittis
given a remarkably new position or status in his theory). It is rather aaquebt
determining whether there are certain fundamental ruptures to which'd. aoéire
theoretical fieldis submitted.

Zizek in The Sublime Object of Ideolotpcates the final rupture as early as in the
late 1950s%0|, 131 ff). According to him, there are three major periods we can
distinguish in the line of development of Lacan’s theory. The earliest is tloel peri
dominated by the Hegelian phenomenological idea that “the word is the deathngf.’a thi
In this period Lacan explores various consequences of the idea that, once we have spoken
a word, it becomes impossible to return to the untainted reality of pre-intalibibgs.

The second period starts with the “Seminar on the Purloined Letter” (1955), and is

characterized by the shift in Lacan’s focus to language understood no longer as a
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collection of words that replace (or “murder”) things, but as a synchroniciseuaft
signifiers that can spontaneously generate an effect of significatiomglhis
“structuralist” period, Lacan not only grants a central place to the syndrdkc in his
theoretical system, but also identifies it with the death drive of “repe@tutomatism,”
which operates beyond the pleasure principle (at this stage, the pleasure penciple
merely deemed imaginary). The third period, whose accent is unambiguously put on “the
real as impossible,” begins wiBeminar VII(1958). The symbolic order is now
considered what is still confined, just like the imaginary, within the limihefpleasure
principle. What is beyond, ZiZzek claims, is no longer the symbolic, but “a real kernel, a
traumatic core,” which Lacan callims Ding(the “pre-symbolic maternal Thing”).

Zizek later somewhat changes his view at®erminar VI) and argues that it comes
dangerously close to Bataille’s idea of “transgresstoit.temains uncertain, however, if
this implies for him a certain modification to his earlier periodization is rewsidered
necessary. It still seems safe to say that he situates the ilpéy®esginning of the later
Lacan somewhere betwe8eminar VllandSeminar X(1964-65), the latter being the
one in which, as we know, the celebrated concept of separation is introduced in
opposition to that of alienation. Alenka Zugan who belongs to the same Slovenian
psychoanalytic school with Zizek, also argues Swhinar V1) which highlights the role
of desire, is not exactly canceled but “supplemented3dyinar Xl whose main interest

lies in the concept of drive (namely, death drit/e).

1 Zizek, The Parellax ViewCambridge: The MIT press, 20086), p. 94.

2 Alenka Zupati, Ethics of the Real. Kant, Lacghondon: Verso, 2000), p. 239.
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In fact, it isSeminar Xithat a good number of Lacanian scholars seem to view as
marking the genuine threshold to the later Lacan. For example, Paul Verhiagise c
that “from the 19646eminar Xlonwards, the real becomes a genuine Lacanian concept,
within a strictly Lacanian theory, and changes the theory of the subjecemny a
fundamental way® In a similar vein, Eric Laurent argues that “the introduction of
alienation and separation [in 1964] . . . represented a break”; this new conceptual pair
“substituted” the old pair of metonymy and metaphor that was given a centeirmplac
Lacan’s theory prior to 1964.

The table of periodization that | would like to propose here is radically differaht, a
has only two phases in it: the early and the later Lacan. The rupture tatepnacisely
in Seminar XX1972-73), titled significantly enoudbncore(which, at least in one
essential aspect, is to be interpreted as doing it again or re-doing it)ctistofigity
consists in the fact that the supreme status Lacan never stopped assigmergytobolic
law quathe instrument for “the subversion of the subject” up until that point is

abandoned or at least gravely relativized in this seminar.

® Paul Verhaeghe, “Causation and Destitution ofead?tological Non-entity: On the Lacanian Subject,”
Key Concepts of Lacanian Psychoanalysis Dany Nobus (New York: Other Press, 1998).65.

* E. Laurent, “Alienation and Separation (I),” in Reldstein, B. Fink and M. Jaanus (edBdading
Seminar Xl: Lacan’s Four Fundamental Concepts gfdBsanalysigAlbany: SUNY Press, 1995), p. 19.
However, as we shall see, the conceptual pair edmyeny and metaphor is still central to Lacan’s
discussion of alienation and separation.

® The periodization | developed seems to partly eoge with Jacques-Alain Miller's recent periodipati
According to the “Preface” that Véronique Voruz @ugdan Wolf attach to a collection of papers by
Lacanian-Millerian scholars, titlethe Later Lacar{2007), Miller seems to have developed in his
“ongoing Paris seminar” a periodization that logkste different from Zizek’s. He also distinguishbgee
phases corresponding to the three Lacanian ortersniaginary, the symbolic, and the real). Butftis
phase (the imaginary period) is taken to last nianger than ZiZzek’s: that is, unleminar XIn this
phase Lacan tries to find a way to dismantle thestance of the imaginary by instrumentalizing “the
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Regarding our discussion at hand, adopting this periodization implies two things.
First, it confirms that the debate between Althusser and Lacan, most of whikttfowe
took place prior to 1972,indeed orbited around the notion of the symbolic rather than
the real; well into the early 1970s, Lacan still upheld his belief in the absolutsitgece
of the symbolic law. Secondly—and this is even more important than the first one—it
manifestly shows that it is rather Lacan who later made a profound changeosttion,
and thus in a sensenverged witlhAlthusser (if only to diverge again).

In the following second section, | will engage myself in a close readingriaiic
parts ofSeminar Xin which the concepts of alienation and separation are elaborated.
While focusing on the central issue of “aphanisis” (i.e. the disappearance objbet)s
| will try to demonstrate that the fundamental structure of Lacan’sythrearains

unchangegdand that it is exactly for this reason that this seminar still concludes

symbolic axis”. In the second phase (the symbadicqul) that is spread over the time span f@eminar
Xl to XIX, Lacan formalizes the objeat and seeks to “absorb, treat, or at least acdoutie residual real
caught in the symbolic” by working consistently ‘bine parameters of subjective positioning in thbedt
or symbolic order.” The final phase (the real pdyis what is referred to as “the later Lacan,” #&rahly
starts withSeminar XXIt is characterized by a concern with the reali§sance) not merely understood as
what is unsettling for the symbolic balance of niegnbut also as what is integrated to languaggfits
through its dimension délangue For further details of this Millerian periodizaiti, see Véronique Voruz
and Bogdan Wolf, “The PrefaceThe Later Lacan. An Introductiq@lbany: State University of New
York Press, 2007), pp. vii-xvii. Of course, it igitp difficult for me to fully assess this periodion when
it is not yet available in any published form. lwie simply like to indicate that this seems to md¢ a
much more agreeable periodization than Zizek’s. &\, it is noteworthy that for Miller Lacan froboth
the first phasandthe second heavily depends on the role of the slimlvehether he is dealing with the
imaginary resistance or with the upsetting effeétthe real. This is why | do not think that thésea
fundamental rupture taking placeSeminar Xl As for the disrupting character of the realsiaiready well
noticed by Lacan as early asSeminar VII

® In 1969 Lacan left thEcole normale supérierand thereby Althusser himself. It was around tina¢
that their letter exchanges also came to a stogo@fse, as | already mentioned, Althusser crigtidizacan
even after this parting; but it seems unlikely thatwas well aware of Lacan’s works of the 1970s
(especiallySeminar XX
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defending the Kantian theory of the moral lawwill show why Lacan supports Kant
even after revealing the latter’s truth lies in the Sadean perversion ttlaaHg turns
down as an improper way to realize the subject’s desire. In the third seetitriry to
locate the rupture between the early and the later Lacg@anmnar XXand to show in
what sense it can be said that Lacan, through this rupture, converged with Althusser
will also explore some of the major theoretical effects of it by briefiigcting upon the
concept osinthomethat Lacan develops fBeminar XXIll

On Seminar XI: The Question of Aphanisis

In the last part (from session XVI onwards)Ttfe Four Fundamental Concepts of
Psychoanalysis (The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Bopkadan develops two salient
concepts, alienation and separation, in order to illustrate the two successivatiak
modes of the subject’s relationship to the Other. These two concepts (especially,
separation) have provided Lacanian scholars with an inexhaustible source eticaEor
discussions. However, it has often passed unnoticed by commentators that tidalfyrac
impossible to accurately understand either one of the concepts without understahding y
another concept named “aphanisis,” which Lacan borrows from Ernest Jones with a
significant modification (he redefines it as the fadinghef subjectn contrast to Jones’s
original definition which views it as the disappearancdesire. For instance, Bruce

Fink, while presenting an exegesis of the two concepts iil@d_acanian Subjectioes

" Zupari¢ is apparently perplexed by this conclusion ofwlle seminar which in no ambiguous terms
praises, once again, what Lacan calls “pure desitéth is identified with the Kantian moral lawet§

This is why she wants to maintain in lg&hics of the Reahe somewhat ambiguous position tBaminar
VIl is “supplemented” bgeminar Xl



67
not pay enough attention to the concept of aphafirsiact he hardly mentions it). This
inattention, as we shall see, cannot be without consequ&nces.
Alienation
Alienation is the concept that Lacan utilizes to describe the primordialicitua
which the subject encounters language for the first time. As yet, thetssljeasidered
to be in a pre-linguistic biological state (“a sexed living being”). Wherstbject
encounters the field of the Othgualanguage, and submits itself to it, the Other reduces
the subject to “being no more than a signifier,” petrifying it by the sameement in
which it is called upon “to function, to speak, as subjécthis might seem like a
situation of total alienation. Yet Lacan in a key passage brings a dewigvéotthe
concept by introducing a new structure that he nameséie “
One has to admit that there is a lot of this alienation about nowadays. Whatever one
does, one is always a bit more alienated, whether in economics, politics, psycho-
pathology, aesthetics, and so on. It may be no bad thing to see what the root of this
celebrated alienation really is. Does it mean, as | seem to be saytribeteabject
is condemned to seeing himself emergenitio, only in the field of the Other?
Could it be that? Well, it isn’t. Not at all—not at all—not at all. Alienation cdssis
in thisvel, which . . . condemns the subject to appearing only irdikesion. . . if it
appears on one side m&aning produced by the signifier, it appears on the other as
aphanisis(Se XJ 210; emphasis added).
Hence, thevelis what constitutes the essential structure of alienation manifested i
every encounter between subject and language. As Lacan explainyd,ishe Latin

disjunctive that corresponds to the “or” in contemporary English. He preferstine L

term because he wants to relate it to the small “v” of the lower half of tardeAthe

8 See FinkThe Lacanian Subjecp. 49 ff.

® Se XJ 207. | will return to this argument of Lacan’stla¢ end of this subsection on alienation.
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diamond shaped circular movement) found in his formula suk agformula for
fantasy). What it basically does is to effectively introduce a division inteuhgect,
thereby forcing the subject to become the barred sulfjedVhen it enters the field of
language, the subject is not utterly subsumed by it, but rather split in two. draspel
disappears simultaneously. While appearing on one side as “meaning” suppa@ted by
signifier, the subject on the other appears as “aphanisis,” as disappearance.
Yet it remains to be answered precisely in what waylisperates to produce
such a division. To investigate this question, Lacan defineshwgth a further
precision. According to him, there are two different kindgedtypically recognized by
formal logic §e X] 210). The first is the exclusiwel “I eithergo hereor there. If |
choose to go here, that means | can’t go there, etc.” The second kind is the indifferent
that we see in such a sentence as “it does not matter whether | go thenes.” But
Lacan says neither of these two kinds serves his purpose. Thus he invents the third kind
of vel, which truly defines the fundamental structure of his concept of alienation. It is
specifically related to a situation in which there occurs a certain “joirnagveen two
choicesquasets. Lacan argues:
To speak as one speaks when it is a question of sets, adding two collections together
is not identical to joining them. If in this circle, that on thig, flnere are five objects,
and if, in the other, there are also five—adding them together makes ten. But some
of them may belong to both circles. If there are two that belong to each wfothe t
circles, joining them together will in this instance consist not in doubling their
number—there will be in all only eight objects. | apologize if | am being naive
reminding you of this, but is in order to give you the notion that tivel that | will

try to articulate for you is supported only on the logical form of join{Bg X) 211,
emphasis added)
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When there are certain elements shared by two sets, the total number of timéseleme
resulting from the union of the two sets is not the same as the simple addition of the
respective numbers of their elements counted separately. It is the dearedts that
prevent us from making a clear cut choice between the two sets. Even if we choose one
set over the other, we may still end up with certain elements in our hands ambiguously
belonging to the set we decide not to select. In this situation, what matterf®nibst
subject is to know what kind of dissymmetrical effect ensues from each chimakas.

Lacan illustrates the logic of the thiveél with the famous example of a mugger’s
threat: “Your money or your life!” If the person who is being mugged chooses money
over life, he may lose moneg well adife (for the obvious reason that money is no
good for someone already dead). But if he chooses otherwise, then he keeps life, only
losing money in his pocket. Even if that money is literally all he got, and thus Ise lose
everything, he still saves life with which he may hope to earn some money utute f
In this sense, lifés money to a certain extent. This overlapping between money and life
is what can be said to form, in this context, the joined area of the two relatively
heterogeneous sets. When an encounter takes place between the field of the subject
(being) and that of the Other (meaning), the subject faces a similar situation of
dissymmetrical choice. If it chooses being over meaning by adamantlinneghautside
language, it loses beirag well agneaning. But if it chooses otherwise, it not only

preserves meaning, but also a certain part of being.
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Being

(the subject)

Fig. 6. Alienation $e X] 211)

The crucial point that Lacan wants to draw here is that what creates atithke tin
the world of language is, in factptthe part of “being” purely and simply abandoned by
the subject in this procedsytthe other part caught in the field of the Other. This
modicum of being, which remains even after the subject tries to renounce being
unequivocally in order to enter language, is what belongs to the in-between begagof
and meaning, presented by Lacan in his diagram of alienation as the checkared a
“non-meaning” (see Fig. 6). The whole phenomenon of aphanisis, as we shalkesse, t
place in this area; a certain part of being of the subject is at once premedveclipsed
there (itappears as disappeararcdt is in this “extimate” area, in this subterranean
region of language that is bitten into by the field of being, that the subject of the
unconscious is going to be formed while the ego appears elsewhere as “meaning”
sustained by a signifier.

Fink in The Lacanian Subjesbmewhat mistakenly suggests that Lacan’s concept
of alienation involves “an either/or—l . . . amounting to aexclusivechoice between

two parties, to be decided by their struggle to the dé8tit.is true that, with this

1% Fink, The Lacanian Subjegp. 51; original emphasis.



71
exclusivevel, Fink still successfully points out that the subject’s initial choice to enter the
field of the Other is by no means a real choice, but only a “forced choice.” No doubt this
is one of the aspects that Lacan wants to highlight with regard to the subjecizdedi
choice. But it is certainly not the only aspect of it, nor the aspect discussenh st
seminar-’ If the compulsive nature of the choice were Lacan’s only concern, then there
would be no need for him to introduce the third kindef The exclusiverel alone could
have served his purpose as well as Fink suggests it does (in other words, Lacan simpl
could have made an argument to the effect that, since the mugger’s victim cannet choos
both money and life, but exclusively only one of them, Hersed to chooséfe and
give up money).

However, Lacan does invent the third kindsef, in which two choices are not
exclusive of each other but partly overlapping, because he wants to establigh tine
logical operation of this particulael the in-between area of “non-meaning,” which, as
we shall see, is where the unconscious is situated. If, as Fink says, the subglheel
of alienation merely operated according to the logic of the exclusiythen, by
choosing “meaning” over “being,” it would losdl connections to its “being”, and thus
would be completely subsumed by the field of the Other; consequently, there would be
no logical ground for any “remainder,” no possibility of a furtheresiital development,
which may lead to a certain subversion of the subject. If Fink is unable to explain

accurately in what way the aphanisis of the subject takes place, and whatahkoreti

™ The phrase “forced choice” does not appe&dminar X| but briefly inSeminar X\{the session held
on January 10, 1968).
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consequences it entails, it is because he does not take into account this third/&lnd of
that Lacan carefully develops to show the specificity of his concept oatibanFink’s
only comment related to aphanisis (still without mentioning its name) is thaugtnthe
process of alienation, the subject chooses its own disappearance, and adasesstst
beingin its entirety But, in my understanding, Lacan’s point is rather that a certain part
of the subject’s “being” sediments as “non-meaning” and thus constitutes the
unconscious (this is precisely what the term “aphanisis” means: fading into the
unconscious$?

At this point, however, we should ask ourselves questions that have been lingering
in the back of our minds: namely, why is there such an overlapping between subject and
language in the first place?; what can possibly belong to both the field of thet $tifgec
pre-linguistic biological being) and that of the Other (language)?her etords, what is
the nature of the modicum of being that is caught by the field of the Other in thegroce
of alienation? Lacan’s discussion\ébrstellungsreprasentara the beginning of session

XVII, titled “Aphanisis,” gives us an essential clue, because what fdrenstbetween

2 Fink’s misunderstanding of the Lacaniai also leads him to believe that, if the child sfaatly
chooses being over meaning, then it becomes a pgchink calls this the child’s “victory” over ¢h
Other The Lacanian Subjeap. 49). Indeed, the logic of the exclusixad would justify this as the result of
choosing being over meaning; the child gets to keepg because it has given up meaning. But isn't i
rather the point of Lacan’s third kind wél that the subject who does not choose meaning duegehto
keep being, either? In other words, the child Idssagas well asneaning. There is no such thing as the
child’s “victory”; it loses in all cases. The Ladanvelonly determines how it losesret whether it loses.
In fact, for Lacan, a psychotic reaction is naggered when the subject refuses to enter langbagen

the contrary when it is completely subsumed by lmgyg, that is, when the Other’s seizure upon tiid ch
is complete, allowing no intervals between thene Ge X| 237). Probably Lacan’s idea is that, in a
situation of total alienation, the Name-of-the-featls foreclosed due to the utter lack of intenkssveen
the mOther and the child; consequently, a psychetiction is triggered. Concerning this issue, Kize
makes a claim quite similar to Fink’s. See ZizeRldss Struggle or Postmodernism?,” in Judith Butler
Ernesto Laclau, and Slavoj ZizéRontingency, Hegemony, Universality. Contemporagldyues on the
Left (New York: Verso, 2000), p. 119.
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area of subject and language is exactly Wusstellungsreprasentargua the signifier
which becomes primal-repressed through the process of aliefation.

Lacan sets off his discussion by introducing to the audience a debate that he had not
so long ago with two of his pupils concerning the issue of how to translate one of the
meta-psychological terms that Freud devised up: naiehgtellungsreprasentanz
Lacan originally translated it age“représentant de la représentatipget the two pupils
disapproved of it as a mistranslation, and proposed a newlemeptésentant
représentatif’ Alan Sheridan, the English translator@¢minar X|renders Lacan’s
translation as “the representative of the representation.” This translaterasly not
inaccurate; but it runs into trouble when it tries to apply similar terms toatarnbke
other French rendition of the two pupils’. Sheridan could not help but translate it as “the
representative representative,” which is highly confusing. It would be much ibetee
employ another group of terms to designate the asp#&frefellung “idea” and
“ideational.” In this case, Lacanls représentant de la représentatimould be rendered
as “the representative of the idea,” wHdegeprésentant représentatis “the ideational
representative.”

To get a sense of what the debate was all about, we would better have to read the

explanation of the term in question that Jean Laplanche and Jean-Bertrang Pontali

13 Although the phrase “primal-repressed” is not gratically appropriate, nevertheless | think it is
important to keep its terminological link to thencept of primal repression. In fact, the “primghressed”
is an expression customarily used in psychoanalgsis the article on “primal repression” in J. laaquhe
and J.-B. Pontalisthe Language of Psycho-Analygisns. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 1973), pp. 333-34.
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provide inThe Language of Psycho-Analyflisplanche was himself one of those two
pupils, the other being Serge Leclaité)‘|deational representative” is

[An] idea or group of ideas to which the drive becomes fixated in the course of the
subject’s history; it is through the mediation of the ideational representadivthe
drive leaves its mark in the psyche .Votstellungsreprasentanmeansa delegate
in the sphere of idea# should be stressed that according to Freud’'s conceapisn
the idea that represents the drive, not the idea itself that is represented by something
else—Freud is quite explicit about this.
Therefore Vorstellungsreprasentang the notion that Freud designed to
hypothesize the mysterious connection betwssnaandpsyche This is exactly why
Lacan is discussing this notion here while engaging himself with the question of the
joining between the field of the subject (“a living being”) and that of the (ifweguage).
In this perspective, the real issue of the debate does not merely appear to be eviuch Fr
phrase or expression is more appropriate to translate the German term, biioatbee
ought to theoretically characterize this bridge or borderland between thahddthe
mind that Freud tried to capture with that term.
By translatingvorstellungsrepréasentaras “the representative of the idea,” Lacan
insists that it is still an idea that is re-presented in the psychéwbligupils, on the other

hand, render it as “the ideational representative” in order to underline thttatdsive

that is re-presented by an idea in psyche. Thus the whole debate boils down to this: what

% Laplanche and Leclaire presented a paper on ‘fibenscious” at the Bonneval Congress (1960), in
which they questioned Lacan’s fundamental thesie tinconscious is structured like a language.” See
Laplanche and Leclaire, “The Unconscious: a psyaalydéic study,” trans. Patrick Coleman,Yiale

French Studiesno. 48, 1972. It is also helpful to read in ttdgard the interview, “Jean Laplanche talks to
Martin Stanton” in John Fletcher and Martin Stanteds.) Jean Laplanche: Seduction, Translation,
Drives (London: Institute of Contemporary Art, 1992), 3p18.

15 Laplanche and Pontalifhe Language of Psycho-Analysig. 203-204; emphasis added and translation
modified (I have substituted “drive” for “instingt”
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lies at the core of the unconscious, an idea or a (non-ideational) drive? i ilssaaas
Lacan says, then it would be still possible to think of this core as something of atlagui
or quasi-linguistic nature. But if it is a non-ideational drive (namely, aaealkive), then
the core would be no longer considered linguistic. The two pupils criticize Lacan for
reducing the unconscious to langu&gand Lacan criticizes them back by arguing that
“they make desire the ideational representative of negel’X(| 218, translation
modified), that is, obiological need.

It is out of the scope of my dissertation to determine which side in this important
debate had the high ground. | am here simply interested in the way in which Lacan
approaches the problem of the joining between subject and language. Identifying the
Vorstellungsreprasentankith what he calls “the binary signifier,” Lacan argues:

We can locate thisorstellungsreprasentana our schema of the original

mechanisms ddlienationin that first signifying coupling that enables us to conceive

that the subject appears first in the Other, in so far as the first sigtnéarnary
signifier, emerges in the field of the Other and represents the subject for another
signifier, which other signifier has as its efféoe aphanisis of the subjetience

the division of the subject—when the subject appears somewhere as meaning, he is

manifested elsewhere as ‘fading’, as disappearance. There is, then, oneagmight s

matter of life and death between the unary signifier and the sulpjedijnary

signifier, cause of his disappearance. Vioestellungsreprasentangthe binary

signifier (Se X] 218; emphasis added).

Nous pouvons le localizer dans notre schema des mécanismes originels de

I'aliénation, ce Vorstellungsreprasentanz, dans ce premier couplage signifiant qui

nous permet de concevoir que le sujet apparaitre d’abord dans I'Autre, en tant que

le premier signifiant, le signifiant unaire, surgit au champ de I'Autre, et qu’il
représente le sujet, pour un autre signifiant, lequel autre signifiant a pour effet

'8 Laplanche and Pontalis states: “The preconscionsaious system is characterized by the fact that
thing-presentations therein are bound to the cpomding word-presentation—a situation which dods no
exist, by contrast, in the unconscious system, &bety thing-presentations are found’hge Language of
Psycho-Analysigp. 447-48).
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I'aphanisisdu sujet. D’ou, division du sujet—lorsque le sujet apparait quelque part
comme sens, ailleurs il se manifeste corfadeng comme disparition. Il y a donc,
si 'on peut dire, affaire de vie et de mort entre le signifiant unaire, et le sujané
gue signifiant binaire, cause de sa disparition. Le Vorstellungsreprasentanz, c’est le
signifiant binaire®’
A careful reading of this passage tells us that what Lacan herehealladry
signifier (written ) and the binary signifier (writteny5are not simply the two signifiers
in a row that the subject hears from the Other with a certain time inteheaktandard
usual reading of this passage, for example, offered by Fink gogepi®sents a subject
to S in the sense that $etroactively gives meaning tq,% meaning it did not have at
the outset® But can this really be what Lacan means here? To mention only one thing,
Lacan does not say that @presents the subject tg 8ut on the contrary thag She
unary signifier, represents the subjectio S
The alternative reading that | would like to put forward is as follows: the unary

signifier is indeed the signifier of the Other, namely what the master sffealce, its

other name “the master signifier”); however, the binary signifier, althdugertainly

' Lacan,Le Séminaire, Livre XI: Les quatre concepts fondamex de la psychanalysgParis: Editions
du Seuil, 1973), p. 243.

18 Fink, The Lacanian Subjegpp. 75-76. Eric Laurent (apparently following daes-Alain Miller) also
presents a somewhat similar interpretation of aliem by putting $in the middle area in which the two
circles of being and meaning are joined; he pl&deshe left part of the circle of being, while fog S in
the right part of the circle of meaning (Lauremt|ienation and Separation (1),” pp. 24-25). Butvess

shall see, what should be placed in the middle atrem the process of alienation is completejsvBile

S: should be placed in the right part of the cirdieneaning. The, which should not be confused with the
primordial biological subject corresponding to thigial full circle of being, is a result of the Isject’s split
between meaning and non-meaning, which takes plahin the full circle of meaning or language
because he has already entered language (sed.Fitnebsubject appears as meaning in one pargof th
circle, while as non-meaning in the other part (ttiddle area). Lacan clearly states that “non nregiris
represented by the middle area, the part of tldecdrf meaning which is bitten into by the othercla of
being Ge X| 211). The left part of the circle of being exdhgithe middle area rather represents what is
purely and simply given up by the subject (and thesomes irrelevant to the psyche of the subjettie
the middle area itself represents the modicum wighthat still lingers after the subject clearlykaa the
choice to enter language.
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arrives after an interval, does not really desigrthé second signifier that the mas
speaks, but rather the signifier 1 the subject itsel-the child—speakgor the signifiel
that the subject catches from the field of the ©#rmel makes intits own). Only
understood in this way, does Lacan’s following renmaake sense: “There is, then, «
might say, a matter of life and death between thaysignifier and the subjeqqua
binary signifier.”

In fact, Lacan already discussed the binaryifier in this way prior to this occasio
In order to elucidate the relationship amol;, S and$, Lacan at the end of session ;

presents the following schematic pictu

9

Fig. 7. S, S and$ (Se X 198)

Let us first pay attention to the fact tIS; and S here belong to the two differe
fields distinguished bthe perforated line that goes in the middle. Let us algtice tha
it is when $ emerges in response t; that the subject is formed as split. Tryinc
explicate the meaning of this very schematic patiuiacan immediately emphasizes 1
the signifier is not what represents the subjeetnother subject, but only to anotl
signifier. What represents tlsubject to another subject isign For example, if you at

lost in a seemingly uninhabited island, and yet soddenly see a smoke at a dista
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you instantly realize that there is another subject on this island. In feishmsmoke is
such a sign; it represents the subject to another subj@tte function of the signifier, on
the other hand, cannot be conceived in this way. For instance, if in a desert you come
across a stone covered with some ancient hieroglyphics unknown to you, you realize, just
like when you see the smoke on the island, that there is a subject behind it. But the
signifiers written there are not addressed to you at all; the factdbhatoynot understand
any of them proves it. Lacan says, “Each of these signifiers is rete¢eath of the others
[chacun de ces signifiants se rapporte a chacun des #uts X| 199). In other words,
the signifiers are not related to you, but only to one another. They surely repnese
subject (namely, whoever wrote them); but they represent it only to themsmaiiyeto
one another among themselves. “It is this,” Lacan argues, “that is atvgBbube
relation between the subject and the field of the Other” jlbid

Indeed, this is quite equivalent to the situation the child is thrown into when it first

learns language. The child encounters the signifiers (namely, the unafiesi&n
which collectivelydenotes all the signifiers that the Other speaks); but the child does not
understand any of them (like the unknown hieroglyphics), because each of thersignifi
represents the Othguasubject to each of the other signifiers, but not to the child. Then,
something fundamental happens. “The subject is born,” Lacan says, “in so far as the
signifier emerges in the field of the Other. But, by this very fact, this stubjghich was

previously nothing, if not a subject to comselidifies[se fige]into a signifier’®® This

¥ This example of smoke is not froBeminar X| but still Lacan’s own. SeBe XX 49.

% Se X] 199; emphasis added and translation modified.
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signifier into which the subject solidifies is what Lacan indicates &s MHg. 7, namely
the binary signifier A few paragraphs down, Lacan closely relates this idea to the
formation of the unconscious as well as the division of the subject (né#nelypu will
also understand that, if | have spoken to you of the unconscious as of something that
opens and closes, it is because its essence is to mark that time by whicheffaot of
being born with the signifier, the subject is born divided. The subject is this emergence
which . . . solidifies into a signifier” (Ibigl

Why is this solidification so fundamental? It is because this solidificatioraint

signifier isthe only patithrough which the subject is allowed to enter language. The
subject enters it only insofar as it turns itself into a signifier. Thef@gwoif the master,
as we already discussed in chapter 1, is the Tliag Ding that merely and
unrelentingly relates to itself. Each of the signifiers of the mastetated to each of her
other signifiers, bunot to the subjectConsequently, the subject can have no relationship
whatsoever with theraxcept as a signifielThe subject itself must become a signifier in
order to come into contact with the master’s signifier. It might be helptidrtgoare this
situation to what happens in the market as Marx explains it. A commodity good as a use
value can never enter into relation with other commodity goods, but only as an exchange
value, that is to say, insofar as it turns into a commodity whose value is commensurabl
with other commodities’. Likewise the subject cannot enter language astsblfeonly

as a signifier.
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It is true that what Lacan implies by the solidification of the subjectargignifier
still remains a bit vague here; yet, at the beginning of the next sessiorraatiah
(XV1), he clarifies his intention for us in a tangible manner. He says,
The signifier, producing itself in the field of the Other, makes manifest thecsalbje
its signification. But it functions as a signifier only to reduce the subjepiestion
to being no more thaa signifier, to petrify the subject bydg the same movement
in whichit calls the subject to function, to speak, as subjBuaére, strictly speaking,
is the temporal pulsation in which is established that which is the charactefisti
the departure of the unconscious as such—the clo8eg<[(207; emphasis added
and translation modified)
Le signifiant se produisant au champ de I’Autre fait surgir le sujet de sa
signification. Mais il ne fonctionne comme signifiant qu’a réduire le sujet en
instance a n’étre plus qu’un signifiant, a le pétrifier du meme movement ou il
I'appelle a fonctionner, a parler, comme sujet. La est proprement la pulsation
temporelle ou s’institue ce qui est la caractéristique du depart de I'inconscient
comme tel—la fermetufd
Here, “the signifier” in the first line of the quote, which Lacan says prodts=s
in the field of the Other, is thenary signifier. This signifier is what reduces the subject
into “being no more than a signifier,” namely thieary signifier. The unary signifier
petrifies the subject into this binary signifier by the very same movemevttich it calls
it “to function, to speak, as subject.” The solidification/petrifaction of the suinjecta
signifier, therefore, indicates nothing other than the experience in which thetssibje

called upon by the Other to participate in the community of speaking beings Igrbygise

speaking®® Once the biological pre-subject thus produces its own signifier, it itself

2 Lacan,Les quatre concepts fondamentaux de la psychanaly882.

2 Here we may also refer to Lacan’s descriptiorhefsame situation in another essay: “The same
structure explains the subject’s original divisi®noduced in the locus of the yet-to-be situatdie®tthe
signifier brings forth a subject from a being thahnot yet speak, but at the cost of freezing fine
ready-to-speak thatas to behere—in both senses of the French imperfigt dvait,” placing the ready-
to-speak an instant before (it was there but ilonger), but also an instant after (a few momenisenand
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becomes the subject represented by a signifier to another signifier. Asr lamiguage,
the subject becomes divided: it appears as meaning on the one side, as it appears on t
other as aphanisis, a disappearance which corresponds to what Lacan eéttsesher
closing.”

This is why, right after this passage, Lacan introduces, for the first tivta concept
of aphanisis, for which he gives partial credit to Ernest Jones. Lacan fynrtiodres that
the subject at this rudimentary stage does not even gpeghers (neither for himself
nor for others); instead, he spealext toothers, like an automatompdrlant a la
cantonad¢’ speaking toward a side or the back of the stage, addressing no one in
particular Ge X] 208). The subject, in other words, does not yet show the ability to
address others by properly manipulating the grammatical “shiftecti’ as thé or the
You This is in fact very typical of speeches of young children who have just learned to

speak. They often repeat, in their own speeche$,dhadults’ without realizing that it

designates the adults, while they themselves are designatedYiyuthe

it would have been there because it could have thesa)—disappears, no longer being anything but a
signifier” (“Position of the UnconsciousE[C, 713]).

% One may be tempted to think that the signifieo iwhich the subject solidifies simply designates th
subject’s name (proper name). For instance, Aniaaire offers such an interpretation in bacques
Lacan trans. David Marcey (London: Routledge, 1979),6871. According to her, the binary signifier
(S;) appears as the signifier thrapresseshe pre-linguistic “real” subject (here the dieisiof the subject
is understood as a division between the subjearsenand the “real” subject). However, as we skl s
soon, for Lacan, the binary signifier is the sigithat is itself primal-repressed in the procafss
alienation. It is quite inconceivable that the salts proper name becomes primal-repressed, althibug
may well be said that the binary signifier is whperates behind the scene whenever the subjeopepr
name is pronounced; but it is not itself the prapeme.
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Fig. 8. The Elementary CelEC, 681)

Thus we realize that the parabolic line in the Lacanian elementary calh wioves
from the little triangle to the barred subject ($)eintersecting twice the line of the
signifiers SS', is not simply a line representing the subject’s intatjoreof the
signifying chain of the Other; it is also a linetb&é subject’s own initiation of speaking
co-primordially related to this interpretation itself. The line of SS', whask figures the
movement of the master signifiet,is what calls the pre-subject “to function, to speak, as
subject.” In fact, the commandment of the senseless master signifiersiatjass less

“Understand!” than “Speak!” The Other is the mugger, in other words, who makes an

24 Fink in his more recent book still identifies i, and S' with § See FinkLacan to the Letter
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 20Q@}), 114-16. However, the SS'is the structurdefy,
the master signifier itself. Let us take the exafpbm chapter 1 again. If somebody tells you,rti a
hungry for knowledge!”, the signified of the firgignifier “I” is relatively fixed only when the sigfier
“am” arrives. But, then, the whole phrase “I anseif turns into a signifier without the signifidaigcause
its signified remains undetermined until the sigamifhungry” arrives. Likewise, the whole phraseath
hungry” turns into yet another signifier whose figal is yet to be determined by the arrival of thew
signifiers “for” and “knowledge.” In this way, theaster signifiealways alreadyncludes an empty place
within its temporal structure. The S'is the emace into which future signifiers continually aei This
structure is probably what Zizek wants to pointwhen he discusses the relation between the master
signifier and the binary signifier, and says, “Tdreginal split is not between the One and the Qthat is
strictly inherent to the One; it is the split beemethe One and its empty place of inscriptiofti€ Parallex
View, p. 38). However, Zizek makes a mistake similaFittk’s when he identifies this empty place of
inscription itself with the binary signifier. Ashlave shown, the whole structure of SS' should kienstood
as the structure of,&tself, while S should be understood as something altogethereéiffethat is, as the
subject’'sown signifier.
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ultimatum to the subject (the child) by saying: “Speak or die!”, or more phgciSeur
signifier or your life!” As soon as the subject surrenders by speaking, the Other takes the
signifier away from it.

Therefore, this is one of those familiar situations that we already didscaiskngth
in the previous chapter. Having been talked to by the mOther (the emergence aifrhe un
signifier), the child begins to make its demand by producing its own sigfifiedoes
not have to be a real word or a group of words. Depending on circumstances, as
insignificant as a broken baby-talk or a fake word is well (and sometwveasetter)
qualified as a signifie?® The mOther takes up this signifier, @nterpretsit for the
child. She tells the child: “Oh, you mean such and such!” or “you want such and such!”
The unary signifier of the master thigspresents the subject’'s demand that is made with
another signifier (the binary signifier).

The mOther’s interpretation/representation, of course, ultimately dishart
subject’s demand. Such an alteration is structurally inherent to her seemingnihnoc
interpretation/representation, due to the very fact that the mOther herself basihe
desire (even though the child is not yet aware of it). Consequently, there occurs,
according to Lacan, a “life and death [struggle] between the unary sigmfighe
subjectquathe binary signifier”; sooner or later, one of them has to yield way to the

other. When the binary signifier loses the battle to the unary signifier (invetnds,

% Every signifier is always already a demand. Everyaof the infant, which hardly makes up a sigeifi
is already a demand of some sort.

% As Evans says, “while it is true that when Lacalke about signifiers he is often referring to woters
would call simply ‘words’, the two terms are nouégalent.” (An Introductory Dictionary of Lacanian
Psychoanalysig. 187).
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when it is replaced or displaced by the latter’s interpretation), it sinks unttennmieathe
nether region of the psycfé.Lacan argues:

TheVorstellungsreprasentang the binary signifier This signifier constitutes the

central point of thé&Jrverdrangung[primal repression]—of what, from having

passed into the unconscious, will be, as Freud indicates in his theory, the point of

Anziehungthe point of attraction, through which all the other repressions will be

possible, all the other similar passages in the locus adkerdriickt of what has

passed underneath as signifier. This is what is involved in the term

Vorstellungsreprasentar(toid.)

Hence, the binary signifier, with which the subject makes its original demand, is
what becomeprimal-repressedit is indeed thdirst unique signifier which has failed to
acquire its proper meaning in the entire field of the Other. It exc@ommunicated
signifier, a signifier that is cast into a “limbo” asan-sensicaéntity wholly
disconnected from the rest of the signifiers that together form a netwosk ¢vage
meanings for the subject. It is like a “foreign bofitgmde Objekt(Se X] 245) found

within the body proper of language. The binary signifier in this way constitutes #he cor

of the unconscious. It works as the point of attraction for every other future repress

%" Here, Lacan is rather silent about the obvioustiole: Why does the binary signifier become primal-
repressed as it is interpreted away? To think athasijuestion, we may want to refer not only tayelés
dialectic of the master and the slave, which obslipworks here as one of Lacan’s central refergrimgts
also to Kant's account of language. Kant says, ‘fé/&iill alone, man must have been moved by the
impulse to communicate—at first to make his existeknown—to other living beings around him,
especially those that make sounds that he couldtienand afterwards use as names” (“Speculative
Beginning of Human History,” in KanBerpetual Peace and Other Essays on Politics, IHistnd
Morals, trans. and ed. Ted Humphrey [Indianapolis: Hack&83], 50). Discussing this passage, Bonnie
Honig suggests that “language, on this accounKgoft's], arises not out of a need to convey infdiora
but out of an existential impulse to announce oegistence . . ."Rolitical Theory and the Displacement
of Politics[Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993], pp. 2)-2t is quite conceivable that from Lacan’s
point of view what the binary signifier primarilpoveys is less a demand for things in need (eagl)fo
than a demand for the recognition from the Otherofaelate of the existential announcement of one’s
being). In this perspective, we may suggest thagnthe infant’s binary signifier is interpretedagmonly
as a demand related to its specific need, whdtimately repressed is its hidden but more fundaalen
demand for the recognition. In fact, is this noivhacan suggests when he says, “For the funcfion o
language in speech is not to inform but to evolkeC,(247)?
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(namely, what Freud calls a repression proper). Hence, the binary sigifier‘'subject
of the unconscious” that does not show itself at the level of the stategnentég
except in the form of a distortion or a fissure that it produces there (for instasigepf
tongue). Its being, its materiality, its pure signifier-ness is, foahawhat sediments in
the joining of the two sets known ssmaandpsyche
Separation

Having thus discussed alienation, Lacan introduces his second concept: separation.
This concept roughly corresponds to what is indicated by the same term used in the
layman’s psychological idea, “separation anxiety” (namely, the chiégdlisdf parting
from the mother). Examining etymological links of the verbs sud®parerin French
and epararein Latin, Lacan argues that it is an operation of not only dressing oneself or
defending oneself (a meaning that originates from the French expresganerin
which parer means both to dress and to protect), but also of being engendered, of being
put into the world (a meaning corresponding to the Latin expressiparerg. In short,
it is a defense of the subject against the mOther’s desire, by means loftfimally
becomes able to procure itself from her seizure. It is a self-engemdetinity, without
which the subject cannot possibly become “autonomous” in any sense of the term.

Yet, more technically speaking, separation can be defined as “that by which the
subject finds the return way of threl of alienation” Ge X] 218). It is an Odyssean
movement that is indicated by the upper half of the lozeligbdt picks up the
paralyzing, vacillating, movement of thel (typically manifested in thEort-Da game),

and curves it into a full circle. Lacan in another text nathisscircular movementvelle”
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which means in Latin will or desif&. He gives this name, because he believes that the
“only one exit” from thevel of alienation is found in “the way of desireé3€ X| 224). As
he introduces the concept of separation for the first time in his seminar, he points out
right away that it is specifically related to the phenomendrao&ferencesince the
latter is what involves the dimension of desire, which is irreducible to that of need. He
maintains that separation is effected in a transferential situationiwlieeewo desires
(the Other’s and the subject’s) are intersected or superimpdsed] 13). To
understand what he means by this, we need to go back to the situation of alienation.

As the subject undergoes the process of primal repression, in which its own
signifier—the binary signifier—isinterdriickf it accepts, and identifies with, the
meaning produced by the mOther’s unary signifier. Over the course of time, mptheve
subject begins to notice that the mOther herself is not fully immersed in this dual
relationship with it; even if it faithfully lives up to the meaning provided by tygrifter
(i.e. what she says), it cannot really grasp her desire (the desire ohtre tOat
constantly slides away in front of its eyes toward another object, anotheiesjghdt in
secret embodies the smal(the imaginary phallus). The interval thus introduced within
the master signifier, that is, between the signifiers of the mOthers fienwveak spot in
the structure of alienation, which in turn offers the subject an opportunity to conissitute
own desire, since “man’s desire is the desire of the OtBer’X] 235). Lacan argues:

By separation, the subject finds, one might say, the weak point of the primal dyad of

the signifying articulation, in so far as it is alienating in essenceirtthe interval
between these two signifiers that resides the desire offered to the mafpihieg o

2 | acan, “The Position of the UnconsciougQ, 715)
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subject in the experience of the discourse of the Other, of the first Other loe has t
deal with, let us say, by way of illustration, the mother. It is in so far as biee i&

beyond or falls short of what she says, of what she hints at, of what she brings out as

meaning, it is in so far as her desire is unknown, it is in this point of lack, that the
desire of the subject is constituteSe(X) 218-19; translation modifiet)

The interval in which the mOther’s desire is “offered to the mapping of the subject
is metonymicaln nature $e X| 214). In such an interval, horizontal quilting points are
constantly made and un-made; the subject desperately attempts, and yeffifathe
meaning of the master signifier. The frustration the subject feels in this ngesidise of
the mOther’s desire corners it into a position from which bursts out the cGhef “
vuoi?’: she is saying this to me, but what does she want?

This is the moment of “the emergence of the field of transfereseeX( 213),
inasmuch as transference for Lacan is characterized as a situationhri'tivlisubject is
looking for [its] certainty” Ge X] 129), that is to say, for some definite answer that can
possibly put an end to the doubt and the frustration it suffers in the face of thesOther’
enigmatic desire. Although many traditional psychoanalytic theorisjsstreontent to
view transference in terms whaginary affect®f love and hate, nonetheless Lacan wants
to theorize it not solely on the ground of imaginary affects, but more importanthe
ground ofsymbolic knowledggsavoin;*° it is for this reason that the presence of the
“subject supposed tknow' (whose role is played out in analytic situations by the ahalys

is absolutely required for any transferential relationship to take effiestsference

2 Alan Sheridan here twice mistranslates the Frésah “sorf into “his,” implying it is the child’s; the
correct translation should be “her,” the mother’s.

% For Lacansavoirindicates symbolic knowledge, whitennaissancémaginary one. See Evarsn
Introductory Dictionary of Lacanian Psychoanalysis 94.
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appears as a “Gordian knot” that containsitigure mixtureof the subject’s
unconscious knowledge (namely, the knowledge of the binary signifier, which #egve
in a fleeting manner in the subject’s repetition in action of past traufhasi the
subject’s imaginary resistance to it. It should be concdiatidlas the point upon which
the interpretive force of analysis is to be wiel@ed as the point at which a closure is
simultaneously triggered by the very for&e(X) 131). Thus there occurs in transference
“a movement of the subject that opens up only to close again in a certain temporal
pulsation” Se X] 125). Lacan says:

What Freud shows us, from the outset, is that the transference is essestgttyte

Ubertragungswiderstanftransference-resistance]. The transference is the means by

which the communication of the unconscious is interrupted, by which the

unconscious closes up again. Far from being the handing over of powers to the

unconscious, the transference is, on the contrary, its closin§eiX) (130)

Confronting the Other’s desire and its dominating power over him, the subject at
first tries to cope with it by bringing “the answer of the previous lacktgfgwn
disappearance, which [it] situates here at the point of lack perceived ithie Se X|
214). The subject asks itselfCan the Other lose méth other words, the subject
attempts to permanently fix the Other’s enigmatic desire to itséifeasole object; he
tries to solve its own riddleChe Vuoi? by saying, “It is me and only me that the Other
desires, and that is why the Other cannot lose me at all costs!” This gwés the

“fantasy of one’s death” that frequently manifests itself not only in elirnases like

anorexia nervosabut in a series of parallel cases Lacan discusses in his seminar: firs

3L This is what the psychoanalytic concept of actimgmeans. What is not allowed in words, that isay,
what is repressed from the subject’s conscioudise, is repeated in action. This is how the sibje
“remembers” its past traumas.
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the case of Freud’s patient called “female homosexual” who wants to debtlner's
wish for a “normal” daughter by publicly walking around in town with a demimondaine,
and yet, upon meeting his utter apathy for her, runs away and throws hersedilofbg
bridge in order to bring back and maintain his desire regardingkex)(38-39);
secondly, the case of the dead son described toward the end of Hiteaitiserpretation
of Dreamswho appears in his father's dream and asks, “Father, can’t you see I'm
burning?” Ge X| 34); finally, the “case” of Jesus Christ, who, by having himself
crucified, rather successfully makes God “unconscious,” causing Him to ba tgiae
sort of repetition compulsion to return to the moment of the death of His owS&of] (
59).

Separation therefore appears as an operation of the “intersection” betvedanksy
the Other’s and the subject’s. However, it remains doubtful that the subjestgoatt
its own loss would in and of itself bring about the desired effect of its seliapadion.
The subject’s wish for its own loss, death driveis admittedly one of the essential
ingredients needed for its separation; but, as long as this wish is anchoretfanttmy”
of one’s own death, as long as it results in yet an@tpleanisisof the subject, it rather
coincides with the moment of the “closing up” of the unconscious in the process of
transferencé® In a temporal movement of “pulsation,” “the subject of the unconscious”

surely opens up, but only to quickly close again.

32 Lacan says, “Thérst object he proposes for this parental desire wbbgect is unknown is his own
loss” (Se X| 214; emphasis added).
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Furthermore, Lacan continues to warn us that a simple inversion of the positions
occupied by the subject and the Other would not get the subject very far. It isshetaus
the first place, the position of the Other is not much better than that of the subject. To
clarify his point, Lacan questions the Hegelian dialectic of the master aslhveein
which the two self-consciousnesses engage with each other in a life-ahdbaltia for
recognition. When the subject (the slave) is confronted with the choice, “Your freasedom
your life!”, it thinks that, without life, there would be no point of having freedom. It
chooses life deprived of freedom, and thus becomes alienated. The Other (thg araste
the other hand, certainly makes its choice for freedom; but it does so only theough it
possible death, risking its own life; in this sense its freedom at the most profeahd le
implies nothing but a freedom to choose death. Therefore, the Other is equally egposed t
the alienating effects of thaual relationshipt forms with the subject.

According to Lacan, in the French Revolution, people fought with the slogan,
“Freedom or death!”, only to find out later (in fact, throughout the long time of the
nineteenth century) that the freedom they won in the battle was merely a freedom to
choose death, “a freedom to die of hung&g K] 213). The same lethal factor likewise
manifested itself to the side of the master during the period of Terror, ih ti@aature
of the master’s freedom was dramatically displayed; when asked by the eoykda a
choice between “Freedom or death!”, the master had only death to choose in order to
have freedomJe X) 219-20).

It is in this context that Lacan’s following remark becomes significant:
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Alienation is linked in an essential way to the function of the dyad of signiliess.

indeed, essentially differengjhether there are two or three of thelfrwe wish to

grasp where the function of the subject resides in this signifying atitcylave
must operate with two, because it is only with two that he can be cornered in

alienation. As soon as there are ththe,sliding becomes circulaSe X) 236;

emphasis added).

This passage may be interpreted as indicating that a certain input of theangagi
phallus into the child-mOther relationship is required in order for any movement of
separation whatsoever to be launched on the side of the subject. However, it relly as w
imply, at a more general level, that the movement of separation as such lahsays
triadic structure, and thus is in need of what we may provisionallyrealiernary
signifier. In fact, as long as what Lacan here calls “the slidigggd¢ementinvolves a
metonymical movement in which the desire of the Other is unpredictably ddpleee
can say that the “circular” movement set off by the introduction of the tesiwarifier
must be something that emerdpesyondthe order of metonymy.

Indeed, Lacan later in his seminar suggests that it is by means of metaphoric
substitution that the subject can effectuate a full-fledged self-engegdeparation. Still
debating with the two pupils, Laplanche and Leclaire, Lacan critidize4ransformed
formula” of metaphor that they introduced a few years ago in the Bonneval Gongres
The transformed formula reads:

S S
S s

|

X

|

Il
viln|n|v

As we can see, the innovation that this new formula tries to make is shown in the

four-storied structure of its final product. It no longer cancels out the numerayath8
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denominator S; the trace of the signifier S is kept intact in the final product fiorthef
S/S. What this basically implies is that at the core of the unconsciouslibetd be
present an exceptional signifier which signifies itself or has itséi§ aggnified. Is there
such a signifier? Every linguistic signifier is supposed to have a signisadalifrom
itself. Hence, the inference goes that, if there is a signifier wigaifiss itself, it must
not be a linguistic signifier, but instead an image (“thing-presentation”) wdgsiied
is nothing other than the image itself. Since the signifier S in this formula Iootled
by any signified other than itself, it tends to move about freely, making its o\ws Ipat
connecting with other images or signifiers in an arbitrary manner (this cquilirethe
extreme plasticity of the primary process).

Lacan’s criticism of this transformed formula is twofold. First, the bawéen S
ands cannot be manipulated like that of a mathematical fraction without taking
precautions, especially because what matters here is a metaphor thetpftioel effect
of meaning.” It should first and foremost be understoodsagrafyingbar in the
Saussurean sense. Secondly, the signifier is what is characterizethhbbilty/ to
signify itself. To show this, Lacan argues that “the catalogue dbgates that do not
contain themselves is obviously not the same catalogue that does not contairSeself” (
XI, 249). In other words, if such a catalogue of catalogues existed, one would face the
paradoxical question: Should it enlist itself? If it does not enlist itéelf it
paradoxically satisfies its own condition (that is, it itself is one of théocptes that do
not contain themselves) and thus is forced to enlist itself. If, on the other handist enlis

itself, it is in turn forced to remove itself from the list, because now itrédfie to meet
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the condition. The signifier that signifies itself has the same contradi¢tacyse. It
tries to contain itself within itself, leaving unanswered the paradoxicaliouedt
whether it is itself the container or the contained. In this perspectivey bagaes, “It is
S0 much easier to realize that what is happening is that a substitutiveesigagibeen
put in the place of another signifier to constitute the effect of metaphor.ri [fethe
signifier that it has usurped elsewhere. If, in fact, one wished to preserve sh®lippsf
a handling of a fractional type, one would place the signifier that has disappkared, t
repressed signifier, below the principal bar, in the denominatterdrickt (Se X| 249)

Hence, Lacan’s claim is that one must posit two distinct phases in order to properly

understand the process of the formation of the unconscious. The first phase is the phase
of alienation in which, as we saw earlier, a signifier named “binary” bexpniraal-
repressed. Only after the primal repression of the binary signifiehievac, the second
phase of separation can come into effect, in which a metaphoric substitution ofiarsigni
by another is achieved. If the first phase has a dual relationship betweenrtifiersig
the second phase has a triadic relationship among three signifiers. The tnadsfor
formula, on the other hand, tries to short-circuit these two phases by explaming t
primal repression through the mechanism of metaphoric substitution (it is egpecial
Laplanche who insists on this point, while Leclaire expresses his reservadisays that

metaphoric substitution does not really explain the primary repression; foedbmnr
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Lacan soon partly saves Leclaire by giving him a credit concerning ki®fde
psychoanalytic interpretation, as we shall Sée).

Now, Lacan connects the operation of metaphoric substitution not to the primal
repression, but on the contrary to its reversal (or subversion), namely the sgeifgct
of analytic interpretation:

The fact that | have said that the effect of interpretation is to isolate sulthect a

kernel, akern to use Freud’s own terraf non-sense, does not mean that

interpretation is in itself nonsense. Interpretation is a significatidnstimat just any

signification. It comes here in the place of srendreverses the relation by which

the signifier has the effect, in language, of the signified. It has the effect of bringing

out an irreducible signifierOne must interpret at the level of havhich is not

open to all meanings, which cannot be just anything, which is a signification, though

no doubt only an approximate one. What is there is rich and complex, when it is a

guestion of the unconscious of the subject, and intetediedng out irreducible,

non-sensical-composed of non-meaningsignifying elementgSe X) 250;

emphasis added)

Interpretation, therefore, is a sort of signification, a sort of meaningegaativity;
it is the analyst’s and the analysand’s common effort to bring out from théslatter
unconscious the non-sensical signifier which operates there as the signified
(Vorstellungsreprasentahzand to make sense out of it.

According to Lacan, such a non-sensical signifier is in fact what manifesfsas
gazethat looks at the subject from the side of the Other. It—the signifier—looks at the
subject while the subject sees itself as appears in the Other (itsndga underpinned

by meaning). Lacan in his seminar offers us a few salient examples of sueh thgaz

skull looking back at the viewers from the bottom of Holbein’s painiiing,

3 As for this aspect of the debate, Anika Lemaiexplanation is helpful. See chapter 8 and 9 of her
Jacques Lacan
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Ambassadorseminding them of their own deatB€ X] 85 ff); the butterfly in Choang-
tsu’s dream, which is Choang-tsu himself, but does not question its identity as the awake
Choang-tsu does, because it is not caught in the symbolic spider-web of the society, but
wholly disconnected from itSe X] 76); finally, the seven wolves sitting in the tree just
outside the bedroom window looking back at the subject in the Wolf Man’s dreams
(Ibid.). “Their fascinated gaze,” Lacan argues, “is the subjeslfjt (Se X] 251). In
other words, it is the primal-repressed binary signifier, whathe subject itself, that
gazes back at the subject every time the subject sees its image ihehe/@Diat
interpretation does is wossthe signifying bar into the region of the signified, and to
bring out from there the non-sensical signifying elements, and connect theno biaek t
functioning network of other signifiers. In this sense, it is a movement of &diyss
which the subject finally finds the return way home fromudleof alienation.

Immediately after the passage box-quoted above, Lacan adds, “In this salae artic

Leclaire’s work illustrates particularly well tleeossingof significant interpretation
towards signifying non-sense . . S€ X| 250; emphasis added). This is, as far as | know,
the first time Lacan ever mentions in this seminar the term “crosdnagichissemeit
Later in the concluding session for the whole seminar, Lacan opposes the concept of
crossing to that of identification by saying that what he means by crassihe
crossing of the plane of identification3¢ X] 273). For this reason, commentators have
claimed that the crossing here (sometimes translated as thes#aidyas what lies
beyond the logic of identification, or what should be viewed as an identificatioth&ith

real. However, as we can see, the crossing that Lacan discusses here is yntetedéa
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to the metaphoric operation of the Name-of-the-Father. If it is only through such an
operation that the crossing is attained, then it is quite justifiable to suggdsetha
crossing does not imply a crossing of the plane of identificaisosuchbut merely of a
particularimaginarykind.

This suggestion can be all the more confirmed if we consider the fact that Laca
here is trying to refute his opponents (especially Laplanche) by pointing ottghat
metaphoric formula does not explain the primal repression, which is supposed to be
achieved in the imaginary process of alienation, but the symbolic procegsacdtson,
in which the subject of the unconscious, the binary signifier, is more or less extover
re-signified under the conditions specified by the function of the Name-of-therFa
The transformed formula of the two pupils’, according to Lacan, failed to distinguis
between the imaginary order and the symbolic, as well as between the metdayrd
the metaphorical. And, it is insofar as Lacan here is attempting to rebut his ogponent
position by differentiating the imaginary and the symbolic that his idea ofsiogis(the
crossing of the fundamental fantasy) cannot be construed as something thegygoes
the symbolic itself, or entails some sort of identification with the real. Tebiee end of
the second to last session, Lacan states:

But there is another function, which institutesidentification of a strangely

different kind and which is introduced by the processeparation It is a question

of this privileged object, discovered by analysis, of that object whose véty i®a

purely topological, of that object around which the drive moves, of that object that

rises in a bump, like the wooden darning egg in the material which, in analysis, you
are darning—thebjet a (Se X) 257; emphasis added)
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Everything, it seems, depends on how to interpret what Lacan here calls “an
identification of a strangely different kind,” which is established through the grotes
separation. Is it a symbolic identification or a “real” identification with dbjecia?
Suggesting that there is a “further separation” beyond a symbolic separatioha&
interpreted the crossing of the fundamental fantasy as the subject’'sraseoding the
lozenge within the formula of fantas$ ¢ a), and subsequenthssuminghe place of the
cause—the objeet® According to him, it is through such an identification with the
objecta, quathe real, that the subject can take the responsibility for its own actions; now
that it assumes the place of its own ethical “cause,” the subject iy falddl to say “I did
it” instead of “It happened to mé” From my point of view, however, the subject’s
identification with the objec, as we shall see, is precisely what defines the structure of
the Sadean perversiornnsofar as Lacan in his conclusion upholds the Kantian idea of the
moral law as his true doctrine, we should ask what still differentiates KentSade,

despite their disclosed affinity.

3 This is also Zizek’s claim. He suggests that Qlisishe ultimate answer for the question of thieject’s
salvation because he is the one who becomes a™bginccupying “the place ajbjet petit a of pure
object, of somebody undergoing radical subjectestitution” SO|, 116).

% Fink, The Lacanian Subjegp. 62. Fink in footnote 15 (p. 186) offers agxtwial support of his
interpretation Lacan’s argument from another semiwhich says, “the analyst goes through the ddsire
this repositioning of the ego as subject in thibat | was for the desire of the Other, and nermtisngling

is possible of the enigma of my desire without teigpassing through the objet(Seminar XlJ June 16,
1965). However, Fink forgets to mention that Laa&o immediately warns readers by adding, “In effec
there is a turning point of analysis where the sctbjemainglangerously suspended this fact of
encountering his truth in the objectHe may remain there, and one sees that” (Ibitiphasis added). As
we shall see, such a dangerous suspension isexdwt Sade experiences in his perverse fantasy.
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KantcontraSade

It is true that ifSeminar XlLacan does not engage in an in-depth discussion of Kant
and Sade. But, in his conclusion, he mentions “Kant with Sade,” the article he wrote just
two years agd® Notably, his reference to this article is followed by his brief, but
significant, comment on the “paternal metaph&@# (X] 275-76). In this case, what
Lacan stresses is not so much an affinity between Kant and Sade as theilbieeduc
difference.

It is surely a surprising experience to read Lacan’s “Kant with Sade¢hveeems
to draw a parallel between Kant, arguably the strictest moral philosopher ity hastdr
Sade, one of the most morally deviated figures. However, this initial sudphsek, is
as blinding as it is enlightening. Perhaps Kant'’s furtive affinity wittheSzas been
somewhat overrated to the extent that their crucial difference, of whdmnl_| believe,
is also in pursuit in that article, often passes unobserved. But, from the beginneng, Lac
brings to the forefront his thesis that succinctly captures their differas well as their
affinity: “Sade represents hettee first stepof a subversion of which Kant . . . represents
the turning point (EC, 645; emphasis added).

What attracts Lacan’s attention most is that for Kant the moment of theesmerg
of the moral law paradoxically coincides with the moment of the disappearaise of

very object. Kant defines the object of the moral law by sharply distinguishingdretwe

% According toEcrits, the essay was written in September 1962, andsietl in the journaCritique
(CXCI, April 1963); it served as a preface to Sadrhilosophy in the Bedroam
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das Wohlnddas Gute’” While das Wohimeans “well-being,” and thus is related to
objects of inclinationdas Gutethe moral Good, which alone can be the pure object of
the moral law, cannot be experienced by the subject as a phenomenal object. This
difference is essential. Pre-Kantian moral philosophies were all pecpbgxthe arbitrary
characteristics dbas Wohl Although the subject might try to think of it according to the
same logic of cause and effect that governs any other phenomenal object®lasséit
can never successfully establish a law of pleasure deserving such,dreaese no
phenomenon can claim a constant relationship to pleasure; depending on circumstances
one and the same object can quite differently affect the same subject (not tmmenti
different subjects). Kant tries to put an end to such an embarrassment of moral
philosophy by separating the moral Good from the pathological good. For him, the moral
law can be established as a necessary universal law because itdlabj&uifeis
posited as unconditioned by any phenomenal objects. A judgment on the moral Good
must be severed from all objects; it must be disinterested in the ben&figrabeneficial
effects they might bring to the subject. This is why the moral law should befee e
the form of a categorical, that is to segconditiona) imperative®

However, a paradox arises for this very reason, according to Lacan: “ihes\adriy

moment at which the subject no longer has any object before him that he encounters a

3" Immanuel KantThe Critique of Practical Reasp8¢ edition, trans. Lewis White Beck (Upper Saddle
River: Prentice Hall, 1993), p. 62.

3 Of course, one can object that in his moral pbipdey Kant still allows the subject to gain access t
certain appropriate pathological goods. But thigassible onlyafterthe moral Good is defined in its purity
without any reference to the pathological goodsn&gpathological goods are allowed only insofahay t
do not violate the universal maxim of the moral @oo
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law that has no other phenomenon than something that is already signifying; the latter
obtained from a voice in conscience, which, articulating in the form of a maxim in
conscience, proposes the order of a purely practical reason or will tB€;e347). In
other words, while isolating the moral Good from the pathological good, Kant is
constricted to relegate the object of the moral ldas Guteto the “unthinkability of the
thing in itself” EC, 651). We only hear the “signifying” voice of conscience whose logic
is formally articulated in a universal maxim of the moral law, but whose asigin
unknown to us, despite the fact that it reverberates from the innermost place of our mind.
Due to such a disappearance of the object, it remains inexplicable in Kant whg we ar
drawn to the moral Good in the first place, why we “respect” the moral law, and do not
consider it a mere matter of “gymnastic exercie V1| 79) of eliminating logical flaws
or contradictions in a proposed moral maxim.

It is in this context that Lacan brings in Sade; it is in him that an opposite @fffect
Kant's is achieved. The object of the Kantian moral law that vanishes into the
unknowable realm of the thing in itself is clearly brought out by Sade as “thng-ipei
the-world, theDasein of the tormenting agentEC, 651), whose maxim consists in its
claim for the universal right tuissancelLacan recapitulates the Sadean maxim as
follows:

“I have the right to enjoy your body,” anyone can say to me, “and | will Eveeticis

right without any limit to the capriciousness of the exactions | may wishtiaies

with your body.” EC, 648)

According to Lacan, this Sadean rule, which might seem to many no more than a

black humor, deserves to be called a “categorical imperative” for twonedsest, it
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does not fail to follow the tenet of universal applicability of a maxim: everyatieut
exception has the right to enjoy others’ bodies. Although it is not a reciprocaltright
certainly a right that can be exercised in turns among all subjects. Thédbgnd it is
not that of a mutual enjoyment, but that of “my turn next timgC,(649) (it is for this
reason that Lacan states the Sadean maxim in the form of: “anyone can say.t8)m
Nevertheless, Lacan argues this Sadean rule is a universally agpboabland therefore
satisfies a major criterion of the Kantian moral imperative. Secondly, tteaBaule
radically rejects any pathological good, because it aims at attainingasup but pain.
This, too, constitutes a point of convergence between Kant and Sade. Both of them go
“beyond the pleasure principle” in their respective quest for the law of praetoeis
not only what Sade presents to us ashrizon of desire; it is also the sole exceptional
feeling or sentiment that Kant recognizes as a correlate of the marl |

Thus, it becomes clear why Lacan wants to read Kant “with” Sade; it is leecaus
Sade, by retrieving in reality the missing object of the Kantian matalr&veals the
truth, blocked from Kant himself, that the moral law is still made of dgsia¢he will to
jouissance; the drive that gives the material support to the moral law is isotaly

pathological drive for pleasure, but still a driiferent in kindwhich we may, after

39 Se VI| 80; Kant,The Critique of Practical Reaspp. 76. However, one may suspect that Lacan kere i
conflating two things that Kant distinguishes: petfduty and imperfect duty. According to this itistion,
the Sadean maxim may not be universalized not Iseddie “maxim cannot even benceiveds a
universal law of nature without contradiction” tagcause it is “impossible till that their maxim should
be raised to the universality of a law of natun€aijt, Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Moratsans. H. J.
Paton [New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1956]9p).
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Freud, call the “death drive.” The gratification of this drive is the fundamesdabn
why we feel urged to follow the moral ld{f.Lacan writes:

Thus it is clearly Kant’s will that is encountered in the place of this aall tan

only be said to be a will to jouissance if we explain that it is the subject reatatsti

through alienation at the cost of being nothing but the instrument of jouissance. Thus

Kant, being interrogated “with Sade”—that is, Sade serving here, in our thinking as

in his sadism, as an instrument—avows what is obvious in the question “What does

he want?” which henceforth arises for everyoi€, (654).

Nonetheless, one should not be thereby mistaken to think that Lacan here is
asserting Kanis Sade, or Sade advances much further than Kant in defining the nature of
moral experience by proffering a certain solution for the latter’s ¢tieal difficulty. If
he can indeed show the truth of Kant by choosing to retrieve in reality the missing objec
of the moral law, Sade in turn has to suffer an aporetic consequence that tisisoreey
entails for him: namely, his own disappearance as a divided subject. If weydars she
object that is missing in Kant, it is on the contrmy subjecthat is missing in Sade.

The position that Sade occupies in his perverse fantasy is no longer the position of
the divided subject, but on the contrary that of the object-Gaulee formula for his
fantasy thus appears aseersalof the regular kinda ¢ $. In this formula, Sade (or the
sadist) stands at the positionapftorturing his victim who is put to the position of the
barred subjectenjoying” the pain. Sade thus reduces himself to a mere “instrument,” a
torturing device, for the jouissance of the Other (the victim): “the sadistadiges the

pain of existence into the Other, but without seeing that he himself therebyntoras

‘eternal object’ . . .” EC, p. 656). Hence, the structure of the Sadean perversion is

40 See Andrew CutrofelldiContinental Philosophy. A Contemporary Introduct{dtew York: Routledge,
2005), pp. 172-73.
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essentially characterized by the subject’s assuming the place afube or its “real”
identification with the objec. The effect of aphanisis, whose correlate is the division of
the subject, is thus displaced onto the Other. The Sadean subject does not appear as
disappearance; on the contrary, by “being okgantthe fantasy and situating [itself] in
the real” EC, 654), the Sadean subject pushes back the moment of its own aphanisis
indefinitely.

Sade surely enters the “sublime” space between the two deaths (that isnlibevee
death of pleasure—pleasurable meaning—and the actual death). But his real pugpose is
reside there indefinitely. Sade aims at stealing the experience afgonaesfrom the
Other, while himself safely staying away from the destructive affgdhe violence.

This mode of aesthetic experience oddly fits the definition of “the sublimpéd¢esly,
the dynamical kind) that Kant offers in IGsitique of Judgmert' All of Sade’s effort is
put into extending such an aesthetic experience as indefinitely as possible akguges:

We will see that there & statics of the fantasywhereby the point of aphanisis,

assumed to lie i}, must in one’s imagination be indefinitely pushed back. This

explains the hardly believable survival that Sade grants to the victims of the abuse
and tribulations he inflicts in his fabldeC, 654; emphasis added)

Lacan points out, however, that this is exactly what makesf&#die leading us in
the experience of jouissance or of its truth. While inflicting an infinite sefi@abuses
and tribulations upon the Other, Sade still does not wasadnficeor murderthe Other.

The process of torture becomes prolonged to such an extent that “the victim is bored to

death” EC, 664). All of this implies that for Sade it is of fundamental importance to

41 Cf. Immanuel KantCritique of Judgmentrans. J. H. Bernard (New York: Hafner Press,1)9pp. 82-
106.
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preserve his fantasmatic relationship to the Other, that is, to the m@stead of
annihilating the mOther, Sade wants to continue to be the @bjecher desire. Lacan
concludes, “Raped and sewn shut—the mother remains prohild#€g667).

When the force of his maxim on the universal right to jouissance hits him back hard
via someone else who declares, “Now, it's my turn!”, Sade does not want to accept his
own death, either. It is his mother-in-law, the President of Montreuil, who appeahed in t
moral force and obtained thettre de cachetKing’s direct order of arrest and
imprisonment, which cannot be appealed in the court of law). Sade was able to avoid
arrest for years until his luck came to an end in 1777. He successfully appealedth
sentence in 1778, but remained imprisoned unddettre de cachetHe was locked up
in prison for thirty two years, corresponding to almost a half of his life. Theti@p of
the death penalty is also a theme repeated and theoretically elabom@tedof the texts
he wrote after his releade.Lacan argues that, despite his refusal of the Christian
commandment, “Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,” Sade still remaitted thie
boundary of Christian ethics; and this was manifestly revealed by hidarjetthe
death penalty, “one of the correlates of Charity.” Lacan writes, “Sadetbpised at the
point where desire and the law become bound up with each oH@&r667).

It is against this background that Lacan’s following remarks in his conclusion to

Seminar Xlshould be understood:

2 Marquis de Sade, “Yet Another Effort, Frenchméry,du Would Become Republicans,” An Interlude
of Philosophy in the Bedrogrm Justine, Philosophy in the bedroom, and other ngsj trans. Richard
Seaver & Austryn Wainhouse (New York: Grove Weiddthf 1965), p. 310.
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Experience shows us that Kant is more true [than Spinoza], and | have proved that

his theory of conscience, when he writes of practical reason, is sustaineg only b

giving a specification of the moral law which, looked at more closely, is simply

desire in its pure state, that very desire that culminates in the sadtificity

speaking, of everything that is the object of love in one’s human tenderness—I

would say, not only in the rejection of the pathological object, but also in its

sacrifice and murder. That is why | wrd€ant avec SaddSe X] 275-76;

translation modified).

Therefore, the ultimate difference between Kant and Sade, which makesiacan i
his article articulate that Sade represents only “the first step” otitheession, while
Kant its “turning point,” consists in the fact that it is Kant, and not Sade, who wag able t
bring desire and the law together by not hesitating to mutilate the Otheleintortake
out from him or her the objeat which constitutes in the Other what is more than the
Other, the surplus whose dignity must be respected most (“I love you, but, because
inexplicably I love in you something more than you—the objet petit mutilate you”:

Se X] 263).

This Kantian separation of tlzefrom the Other is what Lacan in the last resort
upholds as his true doctrine, because, according to him, “the fundamental mainspring of
the analytic operation is the maintenance of the distance between the | ah(iSbe)

273). What Lacan calls “the I” here is not feer themoiin French, but “the idealizing
capital | of identification” §e X] 272), that is to sayhe ego idealLacan also specifies
that “theobjet amay be identical with the gaze” (Ibid.), which, as we already discussed,

is nothing other than the binary signifier that looks back at the subject from tha side

the Other (the I, the mOthel). The maintenance of the distance between the | aral the

43 Strictly speaking, the objeatis not exactly the same as the binary signifiegause the former is rather
what fills the vacant place from which the lat®eniissing. In this sense, we may say that the pinar
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is possible only through the intervention of the Name oNihef the Father, because his
No represents the law of a pure symbolic origin. The symbolic law must stdbgself
for the | (the arbitrary master signifier), and have it struck down into thermetifien of
the psyche. What Sade, in contrast to Kant, did not or could not achieve due to his
“oblique acceptance of the LawEC, 667) was this very sacrifice of the 1. lronically,
Sade’s extraordinary cruelty wHse result of the evasion of the ultimate sacrifice and
murder of the Other (the mOthefl)o avoid her loss, he dissects her body into numerous
parts, and attacks them piece by piece in an infinitely “boring” process urfet&rt

Lacan continues:
If the transference is that which separates demand from the drive, the’'analys
desire is that which brings it back. And in this way, it isolatesfipéaces it at the
greatest possible distance from the | that he, the analyst, is called upen by th
subject to embodyit is from this idealization that the analyst has to falbrder to
be the support of the separategn so far as his desire allows him, in an upside-

down hypnosis, to embody the hypnotized patient. Gilussingof the plane of
identification is possible Se X] 273; emphasis added)

signifier (S) is thetruth of the object (rather than tha itself). This interpretation can be confirmed by
Lacan’s formula for the “analytic discourse” presehinSeminar XVIl which places the Sight under the
a in the common fraction appearing on the left side:

a > _$

S S

As is well known, what is at the bottom left pasitiof the formula structurally represents the tifuaf
what is on top of it. See Lacafhe Other Side of Psychoanaly§itie Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book
XVII), ed. J.-A. Miller, trans. Russell Grigg (New Yokk. W. Norton & Company, 2007), p. 29.

** This seems to be closely related to the thembeo$tirviving mother who continues to return unharme
despite the child’s (imaginary) assaults on hecdmahere is perhaps offering a criticism of Donald
Winnicott, who sees the surviving mother as pravgdan important foundation for the child’s stable
psychic development.
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To visualize things in a more tangible manner, we can say that the role played by t
analyst is equivalent to that of the mOther, because, as Lacan will soon saydiyst's
desire is not a pure desireS€ X] 276), but an impure mixture of the imaginary and the
symbolic. In due course of the analysis, the analyst embodying the mOthdaliniugin
the place of the | in order to become the underpinning of the sepadtimgs, the binary
signifier and the subject itself). Therefore, if the entire operatioadcaktparation can
yield its positive results only through the formation of the “paternal metap8erX[
276), it seems to me far more than justifiable to suggest that the fundameictakstof
Lacan’s theory remainsnchangedn Seminar XI His concept of separation does not
constitute a rupture from his previous theory, but only a continued unfolding and
development of it.
The Rupture in Seminar XX and Its Consequences
At the beginning oEncore (Seminar XX).acan simply indicates that he has a little

more to add to the seminar he previously did thirteen years ago with théhél&thics
of Psychoanalysis (Seminar VITWith the passage of time,” says he, “I learned that |
could say a little more about itS€ XX1). One might think at first that this “little more,”
insofar as it is what he says it is, should not be such a big deal. He just wants to add a
little more. That's all—that should be all. And yet this “little more,” as hallsee, is
not something one can definitely add and be done with. It reémoeandencore
precisely as “a little more,” as what still needs to be added. One cannotaftlusg it

because it is also “not-allpéas-tou}, because one is adding “not-all.”
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In another passage found roughly a half way through the seminar, Lacan says aga
(encorg, with a bit more boldness this time: “Today, of all the seminars that someone
else is going to bring out [in a written form], 8¢minar VI] is perhaps the only one |
will rewrite myself and make into a written tex8d XX 53). Hence, it is not just “a little
more” that he wants to add to that old seminar; rather, he wants to re-write the whole
thing. Still, this rewriting, he says, is specific3eminar VII It is this particular seminar,
and not the others, that he says he wants to rewrite. Andnair@, in his concluding
session (session Xl), he finally breaks his mind to us, after having thus hesithted w
manyencores of his own: “With this title Encore | wasn’t sure, | must admit, that | was
still in the field | have cleared for twenty years, since what it sasitivat it could still
(encorg go on a long time”"%e XX 137). Hence, although it is true ti&gminar Vllis
what constitutes a focal point of the change Lacan wants to make insdfex the i
seminar in which he discussed the question of woman in depth, nevertheless it is not just
Seminar VI) butthe entire field he has cleared for twenty ye#nat undergoes a
profound change in this seminar titlEdcore It is to this extent that we might want to
consider calling whatever happens in this seminar, a rupture that is incompaaiye t
other changes we may find along the line of development of Lacan’s thoughts. In fact,
would like to claim that this is thelerupture deserving such a name we may find in him.
What, then, does this rupture consist in? What is it that brings it about? Exadtig wha
going on in this seminar that makes Lacan, at the age of seventy one wiliatetn

years left to live (though he did not know), decide to change everything?
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There are two major themes that Lacan weaves together throi@gmutar XX
love and writing. We will first discuss love, and then, writing. Afterwards, vile wi
approach the nature of the ruptureSeminar XXy examining the relationship between
the two.

The titleEncorebears a close relationship to the question of love:

Jouissance—jouissance of the Other’'s body—remains a question, because the

answer it [love] may constitute is not necessary. We can take this fuithéris

not a sufficient answer either, because love demands love. It nevensaesge

pas demanding it. It demands it . encore “Encore” is the proper name of the gap

(faille) in the Other from which the demand for love ster8gs. XX 4).

Why does love not stop demanding love? It is because one cannot close the gap of
desire in the Other—"the Other sex"—through love. Love is something marked by this
fundamental inability. Lacan says, “Love is impoter@& (XX 6), even if this very
impotence is what helps love to go on, sustaining and reproducing itself. “Love is
impotent,” because, while it is the name given to a desire to be one with the Qflier se
is impossible to establish a relationship with it: “there is no such thing asia se
relationship il N’y a pas de rapport sexyel Se XX 12).

Is there really no such thing as a sexual relationship? Do we not see people having
sexual relationships with each other? After all, people love and make love ati¢he t
Why does Lacan then say that it is impossible to establish a relationshgehdwo
sexes? Fink suggests that Lacan’s thesis merely implies there isex™datationship

between them. Man only has a “masturbatory” desire toward woman, a sthfg;edad

therefore non-relational, desire toward her; he deals with her meratyasgect, as a
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signifier, but not as a subjett.In this watered-down version of Lacan’s thesis (watered-
down because the original thesis does not merely say that there is no direlct sexua
relationship, but that there is no sexual relationahigll), man’s masturbatory mode of
desire appears to be what is ultimately responsible for the absencealfre¢ationship.

It is true that, for Lacan, man and woman (and child too) are not prediscursivegealit
but signifiers §e XX 33); they relate to each other as signifiers. But this way of relating
is not just man’s. Woman, too, relates to man as a signifier. Lacan says, “A man is
nothing but a signifier. A woman seeks out a man qua signifier”.Jlbidfact, | think

that, if they all related to each other only and strictly as a signifier,Lthean would
certainly maintain that, however indirect, thexguch a thing as a sexual relationship (I
will return to this point soon).

The fundamental reason for the impasse of establishing a sexual relatiotisdrip ra
seems to be found in the fact that there is something extra in the Other sex—woman
that radically goes beyond the limit of phallic jouissance: “woman is defined ‘nota
whole” (pas-touj with respect to phallic jouissance . . . Phallic jouissance is the obstacle
owing to which man does not come . . . to enjoy woman’s body, precisely because what
he enjoys is the jouissance of the orgaé®8 KX 7). Lacan illustrates such a limit of
phallic jouissance via Zeno'’s paradox concerning the race between Achdlesartoise;
he points out that man, like Achilles, can never catch up with woman, because she, like
the tortoise, advances a little further every time he takes a step afttsteis “not

whole”, not wholly his. Some remains3¢ XX 8). Man cannot simply add this remaining

%> Fink, The Lacanian Subjegpp. 104-07.
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“some” to his side and finally catch up with her. He can syrabgher because he is
faster, but this does not mean that heaatoh up withher. If he tries to do the latter, he
may do so only at infinity. The gap between man and his Other—womaret-ttosable,
because it does not just lie between them but also and fundamantaltyOther
(“Encore’ is the proper name of the gdpille) in the Other”;Se XX4). Woman is
defined or ratheandefined by this gap in her between the phallic jouissance and the
Other “feminine” jouissance.

A guestion remains, however: even so, why can we not say that there is a sexual
relationship between the two sexes? Just because there is somethingt elagy
concerns woman, does it necessarily mean that there is no such thing as a sexual
relationship? Why can we not say that there is a sexual relaticarsdhipere is
something else as well? Why does Lacan have to posit so bluntly thasthersuch
thing as a sexual relationship? Is it not too strong a thesis? Lacan skaalthat
“jouissance, qua sexual, is phalliSd XX 9), thereby implying that the Other feminine
jouissance, if there is such a thing, is “asexual” in nature, basically havimggtd do
with sex. Why can’t the existence of a phallic relationship alone justifgaying that
there is a sexual relationship? Is woman not interested in sex? This ysirtle case,
since Lacan argues that woman, albeit in a different way from man’'slyipfesent in
such a phallic function: “She has different ways of approaching that phallus and of
keeping it for herself. It's not because she is not-wholly in the phallic funttadrshe is
not there at all. She is not not at all there. She is there irafple{n. But there is

something moreefn plug” (Se XX74).
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To find a key to this riddle, we must examine the other major theme of the seminar:
writing. According to Lacan, speaking and writing are two different thinigs.spoken is
the signifier, while the written is the letter. The letter is not inventedriplgiwrite
down what is spoken, the signifier. What is it invented for, then? Referring to &ncert
Sir Flinders Petrie,” Lacan argues,

.. . the letters of the Phoenician alphabet existed well before the time of Phoenicia

on small Egyptian pottery where they served as manufacturers’ marksnéaas

that the letter first emerged fratime marketwhich is typically an effect of

discourse before anyone dreamt of using letters to do what? Something that has

nothing to do with the connotation of the signifier, but that elaborates and perfects it

(Se XX 36; emphasis added)

Hence, the written, which is the letter, was first and foremost invented tal theor
goods that come in and go out in exchange with other goods in ffarketas used to
count and measurings in exchange. The letter, for this reason, is essentially
characterized as what can be arranged, formalized and structured in a atiadiem
scientific formula. Take, for instance, F = ma or E = mc2. These formlispaéss
certain formal relations among letters (variables). Though writing ia nwtalanguage,
nevertheless Lacan says it is what nearly approaches it: “one can rid#iéat function
that resembles [metalanguage$e(XX 122). Writing, in other words, has a pure
symbolic nature, insofar as the symbolic is understood as what formulaicadiyists

all the circulations of goods and messages among members of societly §tgaking,

the symbolic does not simply concern languageldmguage in exchangdt concerns

8 This is also what historians of ancient Greecgfyed\ot only the letter system named linear B,jsth
forms the origin of alphabet, but also the lineaara all used for recording economic transactiGes
Thomas R. MartinAncient Greece: From Prehistoric to Hellenistic E&iNew Haven: Yale University
Press, 2000), p. 24 ff.
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discourse “The notion of discourse,” Lacan argues, “should be taken as a socididmk (
social), founded on languageSg XX 17), “a link between those who speake(XX 30).
Of course, this is not to say that the written itself, namely the let®ymething
symbolic. To the contrary, the letter is somethiegl as long as it articulates the non-
sensical material phonemic structure of the signifier, that is, theisigndss of the
signifier utterly divorced from the signified. But what Lacan equallysses is that the
letter is also what is “borrowedly discourse, and theuembined with the symbalithe
letter becomes effecti@r effected), only when it is integrated into the symbolic
structure. Thus Lacan argues, “The letter is, radically speaking, ahadffiscourse”

(Se XX 36).

Lorenzo Chiesa in hiSubjectivity and Othernesightly emphasizes that the letter is
“the real” of the signifier. He argues that “a letter is nothing but afe@gis it materially
exists per se in the unconscious, independently of its effects of (conscious)
signification . . . In other words, a letter is a meaningless signifierettistructure of
language*” In his earlier essay, “The Instance of the Letter in the UnconsciousahLa
himself confirms this view:

These elements, the decisive discovery of linguisticplamaemeswe must not

look for any phonetic constancy in the modulatory variability to which this term

applies, but rather for the synchronic system of differential couplings that ar

necessary to discern vocables in a given language. This allows us to see that an

essential element in speech itself was predestined to flow into moveablehighe w

in Didots or Garamonds squeezing into lower-cases, renders validly preseht what

call the “letter’—namelythe essentially localized structure of the signif{&C,
418; emphasis added)

" ChiesaSubijectivity and Otherness. 57.



114

However, Chiesa does not pay attention to another crucial aspect of the letthr, whi
in fact constitutes a half of its definition that Lacan presents at the begiohihe same
essay. “By ‘letter’,” Lacan says, “I designate the material rmedgsuppori that concrete
discourse borrows from languag®Q, 413). The letter is not just defined as a phoneme
but a phoneme combined in discourse with the symbolic law. It is through such a
combination that the letter becomes in the unconscious the instance that represents
mathematical or scientific necessifyhe singular example that Lacan finds to illustrate
such a combination, of course, is given nowhere other than in our experiences of
metaphor

The effect of metaphor, as we already discussed in chapter 1, is achieved through a
substitutive operation that occurs at the level of phoneme. The existence of one or more
phonemes shared by two totally heterogeneous texttesr{r andterreur, for instance)
allows the subject to break a path between them and perform a poetic condensation which
generates a new meaning attached to the consequential neolaisnd)( It is by
means of such a metaphoric operation that the paternal symbolic law is lesthhts
necessary layunswayed by the arbitrary metonymical law of the mOther. The metaphor
called “Name-of-the-Father,” which substitutes itself for the Desfitre-Mother, is just
what works here as a guarantor of such a necessity; depending on it, the subject should be
able to successfully separate itself from the despotic will of the m@tigethus gain
certain individual autonomy.

Thus we understand now why the whole title of Lacan’s essay in question does not

simply read “The Instance of the Letter in the Unconscious,” but also includes as
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subtitle: “or Reason since Freud.” The letter represents “reason,” irsoitagerves to
effectuate a law which would be as necessary as anyssiieatificlaw, a law that would
never betray the subject by failing to generate a meamjayableto it. What the title of
Lacan’s essay wants to indicate is that psychoanalysis would not have besterea
as we know of it today if Freud had fallen short of theorizing this fundamentatiopera
of metaphor that combines the real (the jouissance of the letter) with the sy/(tili
law).

Yet, it is precisely such a necessity of the metaphor called “Name-é&father”
that Lacan questions Beminar XXoy recognizing the existence of “feminine”
jouissance. The only jouissance that the subject is permitted to access underahe rule
the paternal symbolic law is phaljruissance. Hence, to recognize feminine jouissance
is in effect to consider the law no longer necessary. This is ultimatelylhalsan means
by his formulation, “there is no such thing as a sexual relationship.” He says,

| have been drumming [the formulation] into you for quite some time. But

drumming it into you, | must neverthelessplainit—it is based only on the written

in the sense thdhe sexual relationship cannot be writt@e peut pas s’écride

Everything that is written stems from the fact that it will forever be isiptsto

write, as such, the sexual relationstge (XX 35; emphasis added).

Therefore, when Lacan says there is no such thing as a sexual relationship, he does
not mean that no sexuatercourseis possible between the two sexes. Not only is such
an intercourse possible between them; it is also possible for them to achiekiertaget
certain kind of jouissance (they surely from time to time experience orgdsaan

does not even mean that there is only an indirect sexual relationship in which one sex

(supposedly man) relates to the other merely as a signifier. Beingaliiedirect does
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not matter here, because what matters is the fact that the sexuahshligticannot be
written. Why can it not be written? Lacan answers: “Now you'll never betabeite
the sexual relationship—write it with true writingctit), insofar as the written is the
aspect of language that is conditioned lysgoursé (Se XX 35-36, emphasis added),
that is, a discourse whose function is to combine the letter withettesssargymbolic
law. Therefore what Lacan means is this and only this: that there is no such thing as a
sexual relationshipecause it can never beitten as a “relationship” in a
(quasi)mathematical formula in such a way that the necessary working of it is guaranteed

The usual English translation of the formulation in question unwittingly tends to

obscure Lacan’s intention behind it. In this context, it is a better idea tooefer t
original French version, which readd, i’y a pas de rapport sexuélLacan uses the
verb “avoir’ (to have) instead ofétre’ (to be) or ‘exister (to exist), thereby implying
that it is from the point of view dhe symbolic lawhat a sexual relationship becomes
lost (as we discussed in chapterdydir’ always belongs to the symbolic, whilétfe’
and ‘existef belong to the imaginary and the real respectively). Here we maw tetur
the question we previously raised: why can we not say that there is a sexti@ishlp,
and then there is something else as well that concerns only woman? The reas@n why w
cannot say so is that this “something else” is not just there indifferentlymthe sexual
relationship; but it is there precisely as what constitaitesxceptiorno the very law of
sexual relationship; it is what makes the law ultimatelydsié law A law that
sometimes works and sometimes doesn’t is not really a universal law;tat oawsbe a

particular law whose status would not be so distinguishable from that of thargrtztw
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of the mOther. There is no such thing as a sexual relationship because it cannttebe wri
as a symbolic law possessedadcientificnecessity

Hence, we can also confirm, opposing Fink’s claim, that, if men and women can
relate to each other strictly agnifiers there would certainly be such a thing as a sexual
relationship; in this case the law of sexual relationship, no matter how indissatould
be written in stone and work like a charm, because every subject, male or female, would
follow it without an exception. It is insofar as “there is no such thing as WorSanXX
71 ff) or “Woman . . . does not exiét” that a sexual relationship breaks down. It breaks
down because the symbolic law which is supposed to necessitate the relatiotiship wi
“her” becomes inoperative. From this point of view, it is not man who is responsible for
the absence of a sexual relationship. However problematic his masturbatteym
relating to the Other sex is, man is the one who blindly abides by the symbolc tlasv
end. It is woman or rather wamwho sometimes reject the phallic jouissance offered by
the symbolic law, and go “frigid” (as we often see in clinical cases téhgs;Se XX75
and 85). Of course, it does not mean that women are to blame for such a failure. It is just
the way it is between the two sexes or rather the way in which there is ndisgcast a
sexual relationship, according to Lacan.

Discussing the issue of necessity, Lacan distinguishes three |lagfiegbaes: the
necessary, the contingent and the impossible. He argues that the opposite of Hagyneces

is not the contingent, but the impossible. He defines the necessary as “that whith does

8 Lacan,Television ed. Joan Copjec, trans. Denis Holb¢al (New York: W. W. Norton & Company,
1990), p. 134.
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stop being written,” while defining the impossible as “that which doesn’t stop mag bei
written” (Se XX 59). The necessary, as we saw above, is identified by Lacan with the
symbolic (at least prior t8&eminar XX because the latter is understood as a scientific
formula representing the structure of discursive communication (sméipbketween
subjects. The impossible, on the other hand, is identified with the real; it is what can
never be written in all circumstances. Writing and the real, in this sendejcare
categories totally opposed to each offleBut, as Lacan now wants to specify, what can
be written is further divided into two subcategories: first, what is writteassacily, and
second, what is written contingently and yet for this reasonstop being written
anytime Lacan clarifies:

Let me remind you what | base this term “contingency” on. The phallus—as analysi
takes it up as the pivotal of extreme point of what is enunciated as the cause of
desire—analytic experience stops not writing it. It is in this “stops nog veiitten”
(cesse de ne pas s’éciithat resides the apex of what | have called contingency . . .
The necessary is introduced to us by the “doesn’t steptésse pasThe “doesn’t

stop” of the necessary is the “doesn’t stop being writtea"oesse pas de s’écire
Analysis of the reference to the phallus apparently leads us to this necEssity
“doesn’t stop not being written,” on the contrary, is the impossible, as | define it on
the basis of the fact that it cannot in any case be written, and it is with this that
characterize the sexual relationship—the sexual relationship doesn’t stopngpt bei
written. Because of this, the apparent necessity of the phallic function turns out to be
mere contingency. It is as a mode of the contingent that the phallic function stops
not being written(Se XX 94; emphasis added)

Hence, while the necessary is what doesn’t stop being written, the contsgaati

merely stops not being written. Both categories are explained and differemiatems

9 Some theorists, referring to Lacan, have triedefine the real alsoth necessargndimpossible.
However, in Lacan’s view, it is just oxymoronicgay the real is both. Lacan explicitly says, “the
necessary is not the realB¢ XX 144). For example, see Ernesto Laclau’s essalysliaclau, J. Butler,
and S. ZizekContingency, Hegemony, and Universa{itpndon: Verso, 2000).



119
of their relations to the function of the phallus. The phallic function was deemed
necessary in the past, but now is deemed contingent by Lacan. Crucial heraas titnet f
Lacan does not simply define the necessary as what doesniagtppning he
deliberately chooses to define it as what doesn’tiséopg written What is written, of
course, is a lettetdttre); but we must consideriih its double sensdt is not only a letter
written down on a piece of paper as a structure of a signifier, bup@dsed and
expected to be delivered to its destinatio@cause it is, as we have insisted, what is
borrowed by a discourspiaa social link between subjects. If it is necessary, “a letter
always arrives at its destination,” as Lacan argued in his much eadimiri& on “The
Purloined Letter” in 1955KC, 30). But if it is contingent (and Lacan now says it is), a
letter does not always arrive at its destination. It does arrive sorsetintenot always’

Therefore, we are absolutely justified in saying that it Seminar X>Xandno
earlier than thisthat Lacan reverses tsfructuralistthesis that a letter always arrives at
its destination. In the early Lacan, the necessary arrival of aweteguaranteed by the
symbolic structure. A lettequaa non-sensical phonemic “real” of the signifier
(jouissanceg could always be considered to arrive at its destination insofar as it was
successfully combined with the necessary symbolic structure that reigsiaial links

between subjects (the paths of mail delivery). The letter in this sens@thagrother

* |n “Complement” to his first session, Lacan intfeeminds us that it is the “Seminar on “the Puréal

Letter™ that is at issue in this seminar. He sditsseems that in his first “seminar”, as it idled, of the
year Lacan spoke . . . of nothing less than love ffews has traveled . . . it came back to mé¢But] |
spoke of thdove letter(la lettre d’amouy, of the declaration of love—not the same thinghesword of
love (a parole d’amouy” (Se XX 11-12, emphasis added). Obviously, the first samivhich Lacan talks
about here is not the 1953-54 seminar, but the #&&mon ‘The Purloined letter’,” which is not incled in
the actual series &eminars
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than the metaphor called “Name-of-the-Father,” which condensed in itself the pha
function that could never fail to work for the subject. This was the most fundamental and
irreversible thesis of Lacan’s. But now he is admitting that the phallatibomcan stop
working or stop being written again, because it is merely contingent.
It is well known that in his essayl,.& Facteur de la véritErhe Deliverer of Truth],”
Jacques Derrida criticized Lacan’s “Seminar on “The Purloinedrl’ette what he
termed a “phallogocentrism” (i.e. a phallus-logos-centrism); imessée argued that a
letter did not always arrive at its destination. It was in 1975 that he madatibisnar
and therefore, according to my reading, it was preceded by Lacan’s ovenitsg¥m by
three years or st. However, Lacan’s self-criticism itself was preceded by alaimi
criticism of Althusser’s, which was probably made in the 1960s. In his autobiggrap
The Future Lasts a Long Tim&lthusser recollects an episode involving himself, Lacan
and a young Hindu doctor, and writes:
| thought about ‘letters’ which, although posted, do not always reach the addressee.
One day | happened to read a remark of Lacan’s to the effect that: ‘A leigsa
reaches its addressee.’ It came as a surprise! But the issue wasatmutly a
young Hindu doctor who underwent a short analysis with Lacan and was bold

enough to ask him at the end: ‘You say a letter always reaches its addressee.
Althusser, however, says exactly the opposite. What are your views of whalshe cal

®1 Jacques Derridal& Facteur de la vérit& The Post Card: From Socrates to Freud and Beyoraohs.
Alan Bass (Chicago: The University of Chicago Pré887), pp. 411-496. However, one may argue that
Derrida’s criticism of Lacan'’s thesis on the letdneady began to develop in 1966 when they first
encountered each other in the conference thatptaae in Baltimore. See Derrida, “For the Love athn,”
Resistances of Psychoanalysians. Peggy Kamut al. (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press,
1998), pp. 39-69. It is well known that Zizek lateed to defend Lacan against Derrida’s criticisnhis
essay, “Why Does a Letter Always Arrive at Its Destion?,”Enjoy Your Symptom!—Jacques Lacan in
Hollywood and OufLondon: Routledge, 2001), pp. 1-30. Zizek’s basgument is that a letter always
arrives at its destination because it is retroatficonstituted as a letter only after it arrivegs
destination. This is indeed a “clever” argumentt Bloope it is clear by now that Lacan himself whes

first one who admitted that a letter does not abvayive at its destination precisely because Hadlip
function does not always succeed in deliveringelter to its destination.
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his materialist argument?’ Lacan thought about it for ten whole minutes and then
simply said: ‘Althusser isn't a practicing analyt.’

As | mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, Althusser questions Lacapis noti
of the symbolic because he thinks that a complete transition from the imagiderywr
the symbolic never takes place; it is impossible to fully separate teeffaim the former.
On the other hand, when Lacan in his “Seminar on “the Purloined Letter” sisiteta
always arrives at its destination,” he is able to say so because he bielithes
possibility of obtaining the pure and universal symbolic law working unhindered by the
intervening effects of the imaginary. It is this belief that he now wantstardisn
Seminar XXIt is Lacan, in other words, who later makes a fundamental change to his
position and thus1 a senseonverges with Althusser.

Why does Lacan change his position? The reason, of course, lies in his renognit
of the existence of feminine jouissance. If there are a certain group oftswfEccan
still access the kind of jouissance disallowed by the symbolic law, then thiawecgn
no longer be considered universal; on the contrary, it is particular and arbitrasy. T
Lacan inSeminar XXcalls the phallic jouissance “the jouissance of the idiB& XX 81).

It does not simply mean that it is stupid, but also and more importantly, that it is
particular. Lacan argues:

Analytic experience encounters its termintesroe here, for the only thing it can

produce, according to my writingramme, is §. | think you still remember the

clamor | managed to stir up last time by designating this signifiegs3he signifier
of even the most idiotic jouissance—in the two senses of the term, the idiot’s

%2 AlthusserThe Future Lasts a Long Timeans. Richard Veasey (London: Chatto & Wind@93), p.
187.
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jouissance, which certainly functions as a reference here, and also the oddest
jouissance.ge XX 94).

Fink, as the translator &eminar XXattaches to this passage a footnote that
provides us with an additional piece of information, this time quite suitably: “TeekGr

root of “idiot,” 10:0t5¢, means “particular” or “peculiar™ (Ibid.) In other words, the

symbolic law supported by the phallic jouissance does not have a universal ajlicabil

As Lacan insists, it still concerns both man and woman; but woman has something else

that goes beyond it It is for this reason that the binding of jouissance through the
symbolic law becomes loose from time to time, thereby letting a (ettéove letter”)
get lost on its path of delivery.

Hence, | think that, if there is a passage Lacan would particularly want ritergw
Seminar VI it ought to be one like this:

The space of comedy is created by the presence at its center of a highifear si. .

the phallus. Who cares if it is subsequently whisked away? One must simply
remember that the element in comedy that satisfies us, the elementkbatuna

laugh, that makes us appreciate it in its full human dimension, not excluding the
unconscious, is not so much the triumph of life as its flight, the fact that life slips
away, runs off, escapes all those barriers that oppose it, including préoossy

that are the most essential, those that are constituted by the agencygriiftes.si

The phallus is nothing more than a signifier, the signifier of this flight. Life goes by,
life triumphs, whatever happen§the comic hero trips up and lands in the soup, the
little fellow nevertheless survivesSé VI| 324; emphasis added).

As we know, it is through a comic effect of joR&i(2) produced by a substitution of

a signifier for another that the pure symbolic order of the father is indtitufgdace of

the imaginary order of the mOther. Once it is established in this way asdhsippbrt

3 According to Lacan, there isn’t a woman who is suttmitted to the phallic function. But, at the sam
time, not-whole of woman is submitted to it. A paftvoman (not in the sense of some women, buien t
sense of a part of every single woman) escapes it.
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of the symbolic law, the phallus becomes invincible, so invincible that it nevejuitils
as the comic hero never does. In what does it never fail? It never fails in evolesigea d
because it never fails to escape in front of the subject’s eyes. The phahis serise,
becomes aecessary cause of desifd least, this is what Lacan believed until he
realized that woman sometimes out of blue went frigid, as if the phallus meant riothing
her, as if she were not interested in sex but in something else, that is, sonssthiued, a
mysterious and divine (as we see in Antigone or St. Teresa, who is not intandete i
or marriage but only in what Lacan calls “soulove,” a spiritual love of God). Thus,
Freud’s old questionWas will das Weib (What does Woman want?),” or Lacan’s own
guestion, Che VuoiAWhat does the Other wants?),” is recovered as the ultimate
conundrum before which psychoanalysis, once again, proves incompetent in providing a
necessary (that is, scientific) answer.

One might wonder: does this mean that, priddéminar XXLacan actually
believed in such an ability of psychoanalysis to solve the mystery of sexeatddé?
His texts testify he did. In his conclusionSeminar XJ] Lacan argues:

Love, which, it seems to some, | have down-graded, can be posited only in that

beyond, where, at first, it renounces its object. This also enables us to understand

that any shelter in which may be establishedable, temperate relation of one sex

to the othemecessitates the intervention—this is what psychoanalysis teaches us—

of that medium known as thmaternal metapho(Se X] 276; emphasis added).

Not only does Lacan here claim that thisra sexual relationship, which is
moreover viable and temperate, but also that such a sexual relationship can ishedtabl

only through the intervention of the paternal metaphor. He points out that this is the

essential lesson that psychoanalysis teaches us. Lacan’s position Ractlystiee
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opposite ofSeminar XXHe claims that, although it is true that he downgraded certain
love, he nevertheless did not refuse love in its entirety. Surely there is d kpeca
love that is possible and ought to be learned by the subject; it is love that he or she can
practice within the boundary of the symbolic law.

What Lacan’s essay, “The Instance of the Letter in the Unconscious tigedlsout
love amounts to the same thing. He says, “[The metaphor,] ‘Love is a pebble laughing in
the sun,’ recreates love in a dimension that | have said strikes me as tenable, &d oppos
to its ever imminent slippage into the mirage of some narcissistic altr(EC 423).

There is an imaginary love, and then there is a symbolic one; these two lovefeagatdif

in kind. It is the symbolic love (or the love practiced within the limit of the symbeahg |
that psychoanalysis upholds against the narcissistic imaginary loviegigtpromoted

by ego-psychology. By differentiating the two kinds of love, one can libkragefrom

its own ambivalent effects; love no longer slips back into its opposite—hatred—when it
is metaphorically recreated as “a pebble laughing in the sun.” This joyaughthg” is

as enduring as a hard piece of pebble, insofar as it arises out of an unequivocasepara
of the symbolic from the imaginary.

This tenability of the symbolic love, however, is just what Lacan puts into question
in Seminar XXHe argues, “All love, subsisting only on the basis of the “stop not being
written,” tends to make the negation [that is, Iquathe negation of the impossibility of
sexual relationship] shift to the “doesn’t stop being written,” doesn’t stop, wop't s
Such is the substitute that . . . constitutes the destiny as well as the drama @ déoX&

145). In other words, all love tries to turn itself into a necessity, an eterndahktye
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against all odds, never fails to “arrive at its destination.” However, sincedowg based
on the necessary but merely on the contingent (“stop not being written”), even the trues
kind of love cannot sustain its romantic drama till the end. Sooner ordhtiene
regresses into hatred. Lacan concludes: “Doesn’t the extreme of love, truedaejme
the approach to being? . . . [T]rue love gives way to hatieel’X(X 146).

Probably not knowing that Lacan underwent such a ruptusemminar XX
Althusser writes in his “The Discovery of Dr. Freud” (1976):

To finish things, however, | would like to return to what | said earlier, namely, that

Freud could not claim+because he knethat he could not do it—to have produced

ascientifictheory of the unconscious. That recognition is everywhere inscribed in

Freud’s work, and if | may say so,dpelled outwhich quite proves thdhe letters

thus spelled out did not arrive at their destined recipiamid that in particular,

Lacan, who claims some expertise when it comes to letters and recipidmist di

receive his, which was lost in transit, even if he had it under his’éyes.

Well, to be fair, Lacan did receive such letters from Freud, which spelled out
precisely that letters did not always arrive at their destinationfeict &@e came to agree
with Althusser and acknowledge that psychoanalysis was not a science. Lacan not only
abandoned his belief in the necessity of the symbolic law but therdewitdonviction
concerning the status of psychoanalysis as a scianeell. This is why Lacan began to
search for another way to do psychoanalysis or to do what one might want to call a post
psychoanalysis. IBeminar XXlllonLe sinthomgLacan turns his attention toward
literature—more precisely, James Joyce’s literary works—not to kacdhples

illustrating the scientific truth of psychoanalysis but on the contrary to erer@imgular

truths that psychoanalysis could not reach with its scientific laws.

 Althusser, “The Thilisi Affair,"Writings on Psychoanalysip. 102 (emphasis added).



126

What issinthom@ As is well known, it is an archaic form of writisgmptomelt is
usually thought of by Lacanian scholars as a remainder of the real which cannot
ultimately be removed by an analysis, and therefore, with which the subjedtiemigy
at the end of the analysis after it crosses the fundamental fantasy @oceéstee Zizek,
SO, 74-75). However, througho®eminar XXII] we cannot really locate such an
account, which specifically relates sinthome to the aftermath of the ssilgjssing of
the fantasy” Although it is true that Lacan considers sinthome as not analy&fble (
XXIII, 125), this aspect alone can hardly explain what sinthome is, nor why he needs it in

addition to the old concept of symptchh.

Fig. 9. The Borromean Knot of the RSI Schei@baXXlll, 48)

> Roberto Harrari’s interpretation somewhat differshat he distinguishes the identification witke th
sinthome from the traversal of fantasy, while pipg the former as a new way of ending analysis
replacingthe latter. See R. HarraHow James Joyce Made His Name: A Reading of thal Eaccan trans.
Luke Thurston (New York: Other Press, 2002), pf@2-20. Harrari's account clearly has a merit of not
confusing sinthome with the traversal of fantasywaver, | was unable to locateSeminar XXlllor other
unpublished seminars around it such an accounthwgpecifically defined the identification with the
sinthome as the end of analysis. Since | did naivgo all the unpublished documents of Lacan’sispect
that it is possible that he might have said sutttiray. But | still think that his major focus comoeng the
guestion of sinthome, as we shall see, lies somedise than in defining the end of analysis.

5 Although he also characterizes sinthome mainlgubh its unanalyzability, Evans still points ouatth
Lacan’s concept of symptom in the 1960s alreadysuath a property of unanalyzability (ske
Introductory Dictionary of Lacanian Psychoanalygip. 188-89). Hence, from my point of view, this
property alone does not really explain the neetth@ispecificity of the concept of sinthome.
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According to Lacan, sinthome is rather defined as what can semgatio the
borromean knot when the symbolic stops working (or being written), threatengtg to |
the entire knot come undone He states, “What | called this year sinthome is that which
permits to repair the borromean chain . . . [l]f the symbolic is separated [feokmot],
we have a means to repair it. It is by making what, for the first timéinledieas
sinthome Ce que j'ai appelé cette année le sinthome, est ce qui permet de réparer la
chaine borroméenne . . . [S]i le symbolique se libére . . . nous avons un moyen de réparer
ca. C’est bien de faire ce que, pour la premiére fois, j'ai défini comme le sinthddfie
XXIIl, 93-94).

Hence, what still matters the most in this novel concept of sinthome seem#¢o be t
fact that the symbolic law, which was considered necessary by Lacaa $efomar XX
has turned out to be merely contingent. The symbolic law sometimes works, and
sometimes does not. It sometimes holds together the other rings in the borromean knot;
but other times it does not. Why does it work in this arbitrary way? Why does it syddenl
stop working? Can it be fixed or “treated” in such a way that it can begin to work agai
and, if so, how? These are the questions that Dr. Lacan seems to have in mind when he
develops the concept of sinthome. The inference goes that, if it is true that the symboli
law at least does work sometimes, there must be some unknown factor or hidden detail
that secretly helps it to work; one, therefore, must further investigate hihaetled

ingredient required for a proper working of the symbolic might be.

" For Lacan, the borromean knot is a knot of thé tha symbolic and the imaginary (RSI), whose
essential feature consists in the fact that, if oithe three rings is separated from the knot the
remaining two also become unlinked (see Fig. 9).
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Bringing a crucial correction to his old idea of the borromean knot, Lacan points out
that it was a mistake to suppose there were only three rings (RSI) requieed f
successful binding of a borromean knot.

It is right here where resides the source of the error of thinking that this knot is a

norm for the relation of three functions that exist to one another in their exercise

only to the being who, by making knot, believes he is a man. What defines
perversion is not the fact that the symbolic, the imaginary and the reabkes pr
because they are already distinct; hence it is necessary to sadpasen, which is

in this case the sinthome

C’est bien la que git le ressort de I'erreur de penser que ce noeud soit une norme

pour le rapport de trois functions qui n’existent 'une a I'autre dans leur exercice

gue chez I'étre qui, de faire noeud, croit é&tre homme. Ce n’est pas que soient
rompus le symbolique, I'imaginaire et le réel qui définit la perversion, c’est qu'ils
sont déja distincts, de sorte qu’il en faut suppasequatrieme, qui est en

I'occasion le sinthomgSf XXIll, 19; emphasis added).

Lacan argues that, if we have only and strictly three rings availabledaqe a
borromean knot, we would not be able to topologically differentiate one ring from the
others; instead, we would confuse all of them. He draws attention to the fact that,
whenever he tries to illustrate the borromean knot to the audience, he has to indicate
which ring represents which register (among RSI), not by refewiagdpological
difference discernible in the structure of the knot itself but to a color cifferthat does
not really have anything to do with the knot (typically, the R is in blue, the S id,in re
and the I is in green). This implies that the topological difference of the thgseisinot
inherent to the structure of the usual three-ring borromean knot; thereforet hanus
introducedfrom without Lacan argues:

The notable fact is that the orientation of rings is effective to render bép#na

distinction of knots only on the condition that the difference of these rings is marked
by color. What is thus marked by color is not the difference of one from another, but
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their absolute difference, if | may say, in the sense that it is the défmmon

to the three. It is only if something is introduced to mark the difference amdjng [al
three, and not the difference between any two of them, that consequently appears the
distinction of the two structures of the borromean knot.

Le fait notable, c’est que I'orientation des ronds n’est efficace a rendre repérable la
distinction des noeuds gu’a la condition que la différence de ces ronds soit marquée
par la couleur. Ce qui est ainsi marqué par la couleur n’est pas la différence de I'un
a l'autre, mais leur différence, si je puis dire, absolue, en ce qu’elle est laeditir
commune aux trois. C’est seulement si quelque chose est introduit pour marquer la
différence entre les trois, et non pas leur différence deux a deux, qu’apparait en
conséqguence la distinction de deux structures de noeud borro(8&eiXIIl, 52-53)
Then, the question becomes: what happens if such a topological difference is not
introduced from without? The borromean knot made of three rings is reduced into one
single ring, in which the RSI cannot really be distinguished from one anothehig-or t
reason, Lacan argues that what he has hitherto believed to be a borromean knct is in fa

not a three-ring knot, but only a “chain.” The borromean knot can now be considered to

be “the triple knotle noeud a troig made of onlyone ring

Fig. 10.Le Noeud a troigforme circulairg (St XXIII, 45)

Such a triple knot still seems to be able to describe the structure of RS\alery
(see Fig. 10). But its difference from the usual borromean knot lies in the facthiea
there occurs an error in the way it is tied, this knot no longer turns into three separat

rings of RSI, but, instead, into a single ring.
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Fig. 11.Noeud a trois erron€Sf XXIlIl, 92)

According to Lacan, this is in fact what is characteristic to the sotuafi psychosis
(especially, paranoid), in which the subject is unable to tell the imagireamythe real,
the symbolic from the imaginary, et8f(XXIIl, 53). In fact, the borromean knot generated
through a “normal” symbolic identification, in and of itself, carries such an inhere
possibility of its turning into a paranoiac structure. One simple error ig thmknot is
all it takes to trigger such a psychotic reaction (see Fig. 11). In wréeplain what
marks the difference between a successfully tied triple knot and a fa¢sk(ptiuntied)
ring, Lacan introduces the function of an additional ring, namely the fourthddeglao
the RSI, which is called “sinthome.” It is only with this fourth ring that one oarekow
fix (in both senses of the term) the effect of the symbolic identification. Not on$yttee
symbolic identification itself require such a fourth ring to work more ordassessfully
(as we shall see soon); but, in cases that the symbolic law fails, the knali ten st
repaired with an introduction of a substitutive ring (this is what Lacan calls a
“suppléancd. In any case, Lacan’s goal is clear; it is to help preventing theciuigen

lapsing into a pathological state of psychosis (see Fig. 11 and Fig. 12).
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Fig. 12.Boucle réparant le faux noeud de tref&f XXIll, 88)

Rich consequences follow from the idea that the borromean knot does not just have
three rings but also a hidden fourth ring. As we know, the most essential condition
required for an advent of a “normal” subject consists in an overcoming of the Oedipus
complex. By carrying out the identification with the symbolic father, the stibgan
distance itself from the game of competition it previously engages in witthisr over
the imaginary phallus. The efficacy of the symbolic identification, of coursepigosed
to be guaranteed through a formation of the metaphor called “Name-of-the-Fathe
However, Lacan now reveals that the formation of the paternal metaphor itsalf has
structure operversion because the subject’s “turning toward the fatlierdion vers le
pérd” also implies goere-versiorof the whole borromean knot. Lacan says, “l would say
that it is necessary to suppose what makes the borromean link, to be quadruple—that
perversion only meartsirning toward the fatherthat in sum the father is a symptom, or,
if you wish, a sinthomelJg dis qu'il faut supposer tétradique ce qui fait le lien
borroméen—que perversion ne veut dire que version vers le pere—qu’en somnee, le per

est un symptome, ou un sinthome, comme vous vudéxXIll, 19).
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Why is “turning toward the father” considered a perversion? According tnl_.&c
is because the Name-of-the-Father is also the Father of the NameanSibfar as the
Name-of-the-Father is also the Father of the Name that everything imedstahich
does not make the symptom less necess@tgs{ en tant que le Nom-du-Pére est aussi
le Pere du Nom que tout se soutient, ce qui ne rend pas moins nécessaire le gymptome
(St XX, 23). Put otherwise, in order for the symbolic faitpeaa “Name” to be
established as such, there must be an intervention from the sideedltfegher, whose
vital function lies in forcing the subject to break away from the imaginary ofdbe
mOther. It is through the real fathgmaa sinthome that the subject can find a way to
avoid becoming a psychotic. Bat, the same timaet is due to this very requirement of
the real father that the subject is perverted toward a certain version afttee(fne
version du pére The question becomes, then: is there any way to escape from psychosis
without becoming a perverse subject? In other words, is there any other kindhofrgnt
which does not necessarily imply a pére-version of the subject?

The reason why Lacan is so interested in the case of Joyce is thus naturally
explained; it is because Joyce is one of the rare individuals who managed to avoid
becoming a psychotic while he apparently lacked a real father who could plajetioé
a sinthome for him. As Lacan points out, Joyce’s father was a contemptilitelaic
who hardly had anything valuable to offer his 8brThis is why Joyce had no other

choice but to become his own fatheit [Joyce] est chargé de péreSf XXIl|, 22). Lacan

%8 |n fact, Lacan’s own father was not so differdre;was too weak a character, having had to grow up
under the rule of a formidable father (that is, dmls grandfather). This is why Lacan wants to idgnt
himself with Joyce.
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argues that Joyce’s art works were just what made possible such a becoming his ow
father: “His desire to be an artist who would occupy everybody . . . isn’t thifl\eitze
compensation of the fact that, let us say, his father was never a fathen fdtdtionly
did he have nothing to teach, but he was negligent about almost everyBungldsir
d’étre un artiste qui occuperait tout le monde . . . n’est-ce pas exactement le
compensatoire de ce fait que, disons, son pére n’a jamais été pour lui un pére? Que non
seulement il ne lui a rien appris, mais qu'il a négligé a peu pres toutes chosés(.Sf. ?
XXIIl, 88).

To speak in more abstract terms, the scenario of the subject’s entering thasymbol
order via the formation of the paternal metaphor still depends for its success upon the
presence of a certain real father. Such a real father is what accortaptoforms “a
symptom or a sinthome” in usual cas8§ XXIIl, 19). Whether or not the symbolic order
can effectively usher the subject into a “normal” mode of subjectivitgnsingentupon
the presence or availability of a real fatqeaa sinthome (this is another reason why it
can be said that the symbolic lancantingent). If the RSI can be differentiated for the
subject only through the introduction of an additional ring called sinthome, coreglati
we can say that the lack of a sinthomayresult in a psychosis, in which the triple
borromean knot is undone and thus returns to an undifferentiated original single ring.
said “may” because this is also the place where an error in the borromeararimd m
approached and repaired; psychoanalysis, no longer understood as a science but as an art
(a craftsmanship or a “know-how”), can try to clinically intervene in susihgular

situation and fix the error. According to Lacan, the fact that Joyce could méaunai
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sanity, even though he had every reason to go mad, eloquently shows that the role of his
art (or art works) was for him just that of a sinthome.

Furthermore, Joyce’s sinthome was not an ordinary sinthome like thethea faut
a sinthome with which the subject could also stay away from the patteteaersion.
Joyce could do away with the paternal metaphor, because he successfully engaged in a
remarkable artistic practice in which he found a way to effectively inumddtuff’ the
language (English) with a plethora of signifiers (some of which did not even have an
English origin); his highly sophisticated and abundant word plays and puns put on show
an explosion of what the later Lacan call@angue(namely, the musical dimension of
language most commonly encountered in children’s speech, in which dazzling and
unexpected links between a number of unrelated or distant signifiers are produced
through affinities in phonemic structures). By never stopping re-entering thergen a
simultaneously closed door lalangue Joyce could undermine the Shakespearean
paternal authority operating in the language forced upon him; he did not lose the
language in this way, but on the contrary was able to give it a new life and a niew orig

which could no longer be considered simply “Englizh.”

%9 Joyce’s brilliance in this respect is revealedifistance, when he turns Shakespeare’s phraser, (e,
till Birnam wood. Do come to DunsinandlacbethV.v.), into his own “Yet's the time for being now,
now, now. For a burning would is come to dance @igRinnegans Wak250.16). See Luke Thurston’s
interesting discussion of such a Joycean intergariti hisJames Joyce and the Problem of Psychoanalysis
especially chapter 4 (Cambridge: Cambridge UniteRiess, 2004). However, | think Lacan’s new
strategy of sinthome, though it certainly showoteptial to become an alternative to his old terfiet
symbolic identification, nonetheless rematios individualistic and elitistEven if we accept sinthome as a
new way to do “psychoanalysis,” the fact remairad thwould only have a limited applicability artulis
work exclusively for exceptional individuals whoncand indeed dare to, live outside or at the bergler

of the symbolic. As is manifestly shown by the tcagase of Joyce’s own daughter, Lucia, who werd ma
unlike her brilliant father, the strategy basedsorthome is not yet to be taken as a plausibleisoldior
most analysands.
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We know, however, that, when Lacan abandoned his belief in the necessity of the

symbolic law, it was due to his new thesis that there was no such thing amh sex
relationship. Hence it is only natural for us to wonder in what way this thesis can be
related to Lacan’s discussion of sinthome. It is here that he reminds us aftttheafave
already discussed above, namely that he employed theaxsl™instead of €tre’ in
his formulation, i n'y a pas de rapport sexug|Sf XXIll, 124). Just because there is
(avoir) no such thing as a sexual relationship, it does not mean that th&tre)iaq such
thing as a sexual relationship. Lacan focuses on the fact that the symbolictefithet
directions such as the right and the left. The right and the left are imagineature, and
therefore they are considerequivalentfrom the structural point of view of the symbolic.
The sexual relationship between the male and the female is basicallynel$ere is
no relationship between the male and the female, insofar as they are @shsider

equivalent. Lacan illustrates his point by referring to the following twtupes.

Fig. 13.Equivalence par inversion du rouge et du \(&ft XXIII, 99)

From a structural point of view, these two pictures are equivalent; in othds wor
they can easily be inverted to each other. The red and the green hergvedgpec
represent the male and the female, and it is to this extent that there candead

difference but only equivalence between the two sexes. And if there is nemtitfethen
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there is no relationship, either, because a relationship is supposed to be formed only
between two distinct things. But Lacan argues that such a structure of eoaveds be

modified or “repaired” to produce a difference.

Fig. 15.Non-équivalence par inversion du rouge et du (@&ftXXIlll, 100)

It is based on such a topological difference between the two figures that Laca
claims: “At the level of sinthome, there is therefore no equivalence of thiemnebd the
green and the red to satisfy us with this simple designation. As long assthesimihome,
there is no sexual equivalence, that is to 8@ye is a relation[Au niveau du sinthome,
il 'y a donc pas équivalence du rapport du vert et du rouge, pour nous contenter de cette
désignation simple. Dans la mesure ou il y a sinthome, il n'y a pas équivalence sexuelle,
c’est-a-direil y a rapport]” &f XXIIl, 101; emphasis added). In other words, there is a

sexual relation, insofar as there is a sinthome. One of the two rings can plalg thiea
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sinthome for the other. Depending on how one ring is tied to the other, that is, how it
supplements the other ring, there can be produced a difference in the orientdteon of t
entire knot. Does this mean tivabmancan become a sinthome for man? Not really,
because a sinthome by definition is something highly singular or individual; it da@not
defined in a universal way. Hence, it is not woman but amiypman (ne femmpewho
can become a sinthome for man. This is also why Lacan modifies Freud’slorigina
guestion, Was will das Weili? into a new one,Was will ein WeiB” (Sf XXIll, 67).

Lacan criticizes Freud for reducing the sexual difference to sometaingphand general
when it can appear only at the level of a highly individual artifice callgi@ne.

| have no intention here to proceed further with this discussion of sexual mitere
Instead, | would like to briefly return, by way of a conclusion to this chapter, to
Athusser’s criticism of Lacan’s idea of the letter. As | said@athis criticism is not
identical but only similar to Lacan’s own self-criticism. The issue in wiilthusser is
interested is not really Lacan’s phallogocentrism but his teleology thaisst® arise out
of his way of thinking about the relationships among various social instances (or, what
amounts to the same, among psychoanalysis and other “fields”). Althusser, after
introducing the aforementioned episode involving himself, Lacan, and a young Hindu
doctor, continues to recollect what happened in the past:

Lacan thought about [the question of the letter] for ten whole minutes and then

simply said: ‘Althusser isn’t a practising analyst.” He was right,ooirse. Within

the framework of transference which forms part of analysis the affeelatonship

is so structured that no gap exists. As a consequence, any unconscious message

which is truly addressed to the unconscious of the other person necessarily gets

through. Yet | was not wholly satisfied with my explanation. Lacan was rightpbut s
was . | also knew full well that it was unfair to accuse him of idealism usecaf
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his materiality of the conception of the signifier. Then | saw a way out of the
dilemma.Lacan spoke as a practising analyst and | as a practising philosopher.
They were two entirely different fielddich | could in no way reduce to one
another, if | was to remain true to my critique of classical dialecticemabsm:
neither the philosophical to the analytic domain or to scientific practice, or vice
versa.We were therefore both right, but neither of us had perceived clearly the basis
of our differencé”

Althusser here indicates that, although he is quite sure there is a différetmveen
him and Lacan, the basis of their difference was not yet clearly peddey either of
them. It is from his essay, “Three Notes on the Theory of Discourses,” which was
posthumously published, but actually written in 1966, that Althusser seriously teegan
engage himself in an inquiry into this difference. In the next chapter, | w&eltbli
attempt to reconstruct his criticism of Lacan, and try to excavate amsgberburied
underneath the exposed surface of their debate. At issue is, again, the question of

structuralism. But, in this debate, it is Lacan who tries to defend stristu@gainst

Althusser’s critique of it.

60 AlthusserThe Future Lasts a Long Timep. 187-88 (emphasis added).



CHAPTER THREE
THE ALTHUSSERIAN REAL AND THE QUESTION OHOPIQUE
Althusser’s Two Lectures

During the academic year 1963-64, Althusser organized a seminar on
psychoanalysis with his students at Bmble normale supérierand gave two lectures,
which were going to be posthumously published under theRisigchanalyse et sciences
humaines: Deux conférencds was during this seminar (more precisely, January 1964)
that Lacan, upon Althusser’s invitation, came to the ENS and begawhiseries of
seminars, the first of which was entitldsbs Quatre concepts fondamentaux de la
psychanalyseAlthusser never showed up in person at Lacan’s seminars, ledaliyar
went over the notes that he acquired from some of his students witedttbem. As we
shall see soon, there are palpable traces of such studies inosptualization of
ideological interpellation in 1971. But the two lectures Althussee gahis own seminar
are particularly interesting because they give us some lidgasding the question: which
aspect of Lacan’s theory attracted him most, and which asphbert @peared to have
certain shortcomings?

According to Althusser, Freud, over the course of his theoreticakigabecame
increasingly preoccupied with @oubletask: first, to separate radically psychoanalysis
from the discipline apparently closest to it, namely, psychologg, second, to make

139
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psychoanalysis approach other existing disciplines that were apparerglgigtant from
it, namely, sociology, anthropology or ethnolod®SH 77). This is because he was
driven by the theoretical need to find a proper place of psychoaaygiace that could
be claimed as its own, within the field of sciences. Once psyelysas produced its
“epistemological break” and thus clearly brought forth the uncons@euss specific
object, it soon found itself in a difficult situation in which itsesttific discoveries were
“contested and revoked” by the existing field of sciences. Allplaees having already
been taken by other disciplines, psychoanalysis faced the darggramhing reabsorbed
into the existing field from which it once made its irruption. sAsesult, even after his
modification of the definition of psyche, Freud was still forced geak the obsolete
language of psychology (its old notions or paradigms).order to surmount such a
blockage, he could not simply stop at looking for a place of psychoanahyshe
established field of sciences, but go so far as to tnyakeone by transforming that field
itself. This is why psychoanalysis had to fight most aggrelyswkat seemed to be its
nearest sibling, psychology, and find ways to relate its own otgpeobjects of other
sciences precisely by mapping out its borders with them.

Althusser argues that Lacan’s essential contribution in tlgisrdecan be found in
his radical critique othe psychological subject of needse subject that psychology

presumes when it tries to explain the process of the becomingahaintiae infant qua a

! Some of the examples are the notion of “instifattich tends to confuse the border between thehisyc
and the biological), the “reality principle” (whidfasically understands the psyche as a resulsefias of
adaptations that the biological being makes in ot@eonform to given social norms), and the payadof
developmental stages (which tries to analyze psygienomena essentially along the line of chroricédg
development).
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small biological being. What commands the entire problematic ohpfygy, according
to Althusser, is the Condillacian idea of language, which was iedigenobilized in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries to approach the phenasheéhenso-
called “savage children” such as wolf children, cow children, @ ¢taldren: in brief,
children collected from the forest who had previously lived with alsimathout any
contact with the human world. Doctors and psychologists tried to teachlanguage by
adopting a Condillacian pedagogy, whose underlying idea was thatlitl Wwe possible
to produce linguistic connections between the biological needs, alpeasent in those
wild children (thirst, hunger, etc.), and words or signs of languagesponding to those
needs. In other words, they understood language essentially as atmeapsessthe

needs that subjects feel internally and want to communicateonéttanothef. Althusser

2 In part Il of his workAn Essay on the Origin of Human Knowled@endillac begins his discussion of
“the origin of language” by making up a hypothetistary of two primitive children inventing languado
express and communicate their needs to each gtherstory goes: “§1 So long as the children | am
speaking of lived apart, the exercise of the opanatof their soul was limited to that of perceptind
consciousness, which do not cease so long as vanailee; to that of attention, which occurred whemev
some perceptions affected them in a particular mgra that of reminiscence, when the circumstances
which engaged them stayed before their minds befereonnections they had formed were destroyedi; an
to a very limited exercise of the imagination. egception of a need, for instance, was connecitdthe
object which had served to relieve it. But haviregih formed by chance and lacking the steady support
reflection, these connections did not last longe @ay the sensation of hunger made these childiétoc
mind a tree loaded with fruit which they had sdenday before. The next day this tree was forgpttad
the same sensation called to mind some other offjeas the exercise of the imagination was notiwith
their power. It was merely the effect of the ciratamces in which they found themselves. 82 Whey the
lived together they had occasion for greater eserof these first operations, because their mutual
discourse made them connect the cries of eachopetesthe perceptions of which they were the natura
signs. They usually accompanied the cries with soroeement, gesture, or action that made the
expression more striking. For example, he who sedfdy not having an object his needs demandeddwoul
not merely cry out; he made as if an effort to abia moved his head, his arms, and all partsi@blody.
Moved by this display, the other fixed the eyest@same object, and feeling his soul suffused with
sentiments he was not yet able to account forrnwséif, he suffered by seeing the other suffer sserably.
From this moment he feels that he is eager to thasether’s pain, and he acts on this impressidhdo
extent that it is within his ability. Thus by instit alone these people asked for help and gaveal ‘by
instinct alone,’ for reflection could not as yet/kaany share in it. One of them did not say, ‘I thestir
myself in that particular way to make the otherensthnd what | need and to induce him to help mer’;
the other, ‘I see by his motions that he wantsateehsomething and | intend to give it to him.’ Bath



142
argues:

. . . this becoming-human of a biological subject is interpreteccedirding to the
ideology of the psychological subject defined by its needs; anddgeguatervenes
simply as a theory of sign in relation with thing, needs being $bkms in relation
with the thing, namely, the thing before it is obtained by lang@sga means of
communication with another [person] who will offer the thing to itifant. Need
determines itself, need expresses itself in a sign tha tgoanother [person] who
offers the thing, and the thing is in direct relation with the nekd.circuit is thus
closed, but it makes emerge the presence of two subjects—the oneeslks ghe
subject who enunciates) and the one who comprehends language—and it makes
emerge a particular status of language, in which there existsivocal relation
between sign and the thing signified, between the signifier anditing gignified.
You find there the ideological background which puts an imaginanhimagénto
[play] (PSH 88-89)

Althusser claims that Lacan criticized such a psychologimd of language or
language acquisition by utilizing the rupture that modern lingsistespecially the
Saussurean one, made. In the Condillacian conception of languagesstimed that we
chronologically proceed from the biological to the cultural; we supposed to have
biological needs first, and then express them with wordsréhptesent them. Whether
we made up the words on our own or whether we learned them froms dlibes not

matter much, insofar as they all originated from some preigxiBuman needs. Needs

acted as a result of the need that was most ufgetitem. 83 The frequent repetition of the same
circumstances could not fail, however, to makahitual for them to connect the cries of the passind
the different motions of the body to the perceiarich they expressed in a manner so strikingeo t
senses. The more familiar they became with thessitpe more readily they were able to call themmiod

at will. Their memory began to have some exerdlsgy gained command of their imagination, ancelittl
by little they succeeded in doing by reflection wireey had formerly done only by instinct. In the
beginning both made it a habit to recognize, bg¢hsigns, the sentiments which the other felteat th
moment; later they used those signs to communibateentiments they had experienced. For examele, h
who came upon a place where he had become frightenéated the cries and motions that were thassig
of fear to warn the other not to expose himsethtosame danger, etc. etc.” (Etienne Bonnot de iland
An Essay on the Origin of Human Knowledge, Bei&yipplement to Mr. Locke’s Essay on the Human
Understandingtrans. Hans Aarsleff [London: Cambridge Univergttess, 2001], pp. 114-15). Also see
G.A. Wells,The Origin of Language: Aspects of the DiscussiomfCondillac to WundfLa Salle, lllinois:
Open Court, 1987), p. 8 ff.
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in this sense appear to be the ultimate origin of languageh&legy attempts to
establish the continuity between the biological subject and the aukubject by
referring to this temporal and linear development of langulageproceeds from needs
(or things that are in need) to words more or less corresponding td them.

What Ferdinand de Saussure discovered, however, is that, if we did vet ha
language as a network of differences of signifiers, we wouldoaoable to approach
things linguistically as distinct concepts in the first plarestead, we would have
something like a continuum of things (a sort of “thing in itselfaiquasi-Kantian sense),
in which all meanings are highly destabilized and confused, faigrofied can ever be
produced without the signifier, that is to say, without the differenhdms with other
signifiers. It is only through the workings of the whole matfxsignifiers that we can
linguistically approach things themselves. Our idea of the dreof linguistic causality

is thus reversed. It is language that acts upon things—not the other way ‘around.

® Though Althusser’s criticism here focuses on thadillacian psychology, it can be said that mowene
psychological schools such as the Piagetian psgghair the behavioral psychology do not go outef t
range of his criticism insofar as they all try timstruct certain versions of genesis that tracetigin of
the human psyche to the biological. The behaviosgthology explicitly brings its theoretical modiedm
ethology, a study of patterns of animal behavidagBt, despite his affinity with structuralism,als
develops what he calls “a genetic epistemology,iciiiundamentally relates cognitive structurestagss
to variations of biological regulations.

* In hisCourse in General Linguistigérans. Roy Harris [Chicago: Open Court, 19863uSsure argues:
“In all these cases what we find, insteaddefasgiven in advance, araluesemanating from a linguistic
system. If we say that these values correspondrtain concepts, it must be understood that theejuis
in question are purely differential. That is to $hgy are concepts defined not positively, in teofiheir
content, but negatively by contrast with other emthe same system. What characterises each most
exactly is being whatever the others are not” {f8)1A few pages later, he continues: “Everythinghage
said so far comes down to this. In the languagdfithere are only differences. Even more impdrtaan
that is the fact that, although in general a diffexe presupposes positive terms between which the
difference holds, in a language there are onlediffices, and no positive terms. Whether we take the
signification or the signal, the language includegher ideas nor sounds existing prior to thedistic
system, but only conceptual and phonetic differsrarésing out of that system. In a sign, what nnatte
more than any idea or sound associated with itiatwther signs surround it. The proof of this lirethe
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Likewise, when the infant is initially “inserted” in the cultural, Alteasargues, it is
the cultural that acts upon the biological:

And what is of capital importance—this is what Lacan insisth this is his great

discovery—is that this becoming-human, which will be figured forhus by this

vector, “passage from the biological to the cultural,” is inhtrilite effect of the
action of the cultural upon the biological . . . Instead of having to wigla this
vector “biology = culture,” . . . we have to deal with an inversion of the
determination. It is by the action of culture on the small bickddiuman being that

its insertion in culture is produced?$H 91)

A profound implication of this discovery, of course, is tiigre is no such thing as
originary subject neither in the form of psychological inclinations nor in the archaic
form of pure biological drives. The subject of needs that psychologumes at the
beginning of the process of the becoming-human of the infanthierrah effect of the
cultural that acts upon the biological. This does not mean thatishecesuch thing as a
biological dimension we may ascribe to human beings; rather, it rtiestrtbe biological
as suchever existén the form of the subjecthe initial subject that psychology assumes
to be biological is, in fact, eultural subject, a subject already constructed by the cultural
and teleologically projected back into the biologieathe biological. Althusser argues:
“what goes before the becoming-human of the small human being psyaitology, not
the psychological subject [of needs], but what [Lacan] calls étder of the symbolic”
or what | would call, if you wish, the law of culture?$H 91-92). It is, therefore, never

the psychological subject defined by its needs that precedeshgadders the cultural

subject in a progressive manner; on the contrary, it is the cuftheasymbolic order that

fact that the value of a sign may change withofgctihg either meaning or sound, simply becauseesom
neighbouring sign has undergone a change” (p. 118).



145
always already arrives in advancas we discussed in chapter 1) that acts upon the
biological and thus produces the effect of subject or, simplysubgct-effectLacan, by
reversing the chronological vector of causality (from “biolegyyculture” to “culture>
biology”), deprives the subject of any constituting or originatingnction, and
unequivocally relegates it to the position that is fundamentallyactexized by its
passivity in relation to the cultural or the symbolic orter.

If this Lacanian critique of psychology and the psychological esibjvas what
fascinated Althusser most, what appeared rather weak wasn'sabelief that
psychoanalysis aloneould successfully carry out the task of transforming thetiexj
field of sciences without receiving any aids from other s@eror disciplines. Before he
quickly withdraws from discussing this issue, Althusser drops thig ghorsignificant
note: “Does psychoanalysis alone suffice to modifytdpology of this field, that is to
say, to change its nature and its internal divisions? This is an open questionndaeah i
thinks that psychoanalysis can restructure the field upon which it irrugtedisTperhaps
beyond its capacitiesClest peut-étre au-dela ses possibilfté6PSH 81, emphasis
added). Hence, the question Althusser raises with regard teotltkty of Lacan’s
theoretical break is that of the articulation of the differentatbjef “human sciences,”
which in turn represent nothing other than different social instances/@ls. It is, in

short, the question abpique a spatial metaphor topographically representing the at once

® In this respect, Althusser as well as Lacan takpssition quite akin to that of a more recent ttstof
gender study like Judith Butler, who believes #®tual identities are never naturally given butssisv
given asaturalizedresults of cultural construction®©ne of their major differences is that Althusdees
not want to emphasize the performative dimensiomash as Butler does. We will soon return to th&ie
in the context of their debate on ideological ip&dlation.
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bounding and differential (and even conflicting) relationships formed ardoregse
instances or levels of a social whole (political, ideologiaad, @conomic levels, for sure,
but also individual and collective, practical and theoretical, dis@iesd non-discursive
levels, and so on).

My thesis for this chapter is as follows. What Althusser unveskdy agrees on is
Lacan’s critique of psychology (ego-psychology) and, in particutes, theoretical
decision to reverse the vector of causality (from “biolegyculture” to “culture >
biology”), a decision whose unmistakable implication is that, in otdemove the
category of the subject from an active to a passive positimintispensible to criticize
all the attempts to locate the cause or germ of the subject in the ferhabprecedes the
subject within the subject itsellthusser’'s fundamental divergence from Lacan, on the
other hand, arises with respect to the latter’'s tendency to zkebe constitution of the
subject solely in relation to tlengleinstance called language or the signifier. Althusser
rather wants to conceive the question of the formation of the sulwétin the
complexity of social relations themselvesithin the overdetermination of plural
heterogeneous instances of a given specific social formation.

In the next section, | will discuss Althusser and Lacan’s conmeggeand argue that
the debate on ideological interpellation between the Slovenian schpetigb/, Mladen
Dolar) and Judith Butler in the 1990s took place largely becausdditieyailed to grasp
the full implication of this convergence; despite their diffeemnc¢hey all regressed from
the Althusserian-Lacanian logic of retroaction to the psycholbpge of inception. In

the third section, | will shift gears and approach the issue bugder’s divergence from
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Lacan by focusing on the singularity that the Althusserian liaalin contrast to the
Lacanian real. | will discuss Althusser’s theoretical aftetno establish a materialist
theory of discourses in terms of such a singularity.
Inception or Interpellation?
The Slovenian School, Butler and Althusser
The critically acclaimed filminception(2010), directed by Christopher Nolan, offers
a scene in which the character named Arthur, while being chased by his enenpyrah a s
staircase, suddenly runs full circle, shows up right behind the enemy and attacks hi
Before the movie comes to this scene, the director had already dropped a int that
dreams such an impossible thing might happen, and thus the audience may enjoy it
without bewilderment. Watching this scene, however, | was struck by an odd question:
after beating his enemy this way, how could Arthur himself escape festdhcase
which seems to go around in a circle infinitely? In fact, this endlessastairs a parody
of Maurits Cornelis Escher’s famous paintidgcending and Descendi(©60), in
which the stairway, though it appears to ascend or descend, merely has a circular
structure, leading to nowhere. When the director shows, at the very last scene,hbe top t
keeps on spinning, he seems to be asking the audience the same question. This top is
what the hero named Cobb spins in order to confirm whether he is in someone else’s
dream or in his own reality; if it tumbles to the ground, he is in reality, but if it kaeps
spinning endlessly, this means he is in another’s dream. This spinning top hasghe sam
structure as the infinite staircase. Can one escape from such a structure&hsay

Cobb has escaped from it? Or is he merely circling around in the staircaseitd infi
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dreams just like the top that would not fall? The director does not draw a solid conclusion
for his audience.

Though the term “inception” primarily means “beginning” or “commenceméme,”
director also uses it to imply a plantation of an idea in someone’s mind, apparently by
referring to its secondary meaning: “the action of taking in, as an orgahignfitst
glance, “inception” understood in this sense seems to bear similaritielthitlsser’s
concept of “interpellation.” One may wonder whether, by theorizing a processnting
an idea in an individual’'s mind as an ideological interpellation, Althusser hididelbt
enter an endless staircase, on which the enemy he was chasing indtam&drbehind
his back, and then he tried to defend himself by quickly making his own circular trip and
showing up behind his enemy’s back, and so forth. But are we sure that the second
Althusser is the same as the first one? Is Althusser trapped on thesstatredl? After
Slavoj Zizek inThe Sublime Object of Ideologgiticizes Althusser’s thesis on
interpellation by bringing into relief the dimension “beyond interpellation,” mathe
dimension of the real as a remainder that the symbolic process left “beHiadkts
Judith Butler (partly) defends Althusser by showing up once again behind the back of
Zizek and the Slovenian School, and rebutting them from there. Still, one gets the curious
feeling that no one in this game of unending chase has ever escaped fronmitiee infi
staircase.

Terry Eagleton shows us the essence of the controversy. In his essay, jidewog

® “Inception,n.” The Oxford English Dictionan?" ed. 1989 (OED Online: Oxford University Press), 20
October 2010 <http://dictionary.oed.com/>.
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Its Vicissitudes in Western Marxism,” he points out the logical weakofesishusser’s
thesis as follows: “how does the individual human being recognize and respond to the
‘hailing’ which makes it a subject if it is not a subject already? Are npbres,
recognition, understanding, subjective faculties, so that one would need to be a subject
already in order to become one? To this extent, absurdly, the subject would have to
predate its own existencé.Hence, at issue is precisely the infinite staircase that
Althusser’s thesis on interpellation opened up. Though he insists that ideology
interpellates an individual into a subject, it seems that the individual alreatly lhas
subject of some sort in order to “recognize” the interpellation itself. Thecubus
returns behind the individual's back in no time, having already finished its citdplan
the infinite staircase. Eagleton continues: “Conscious of this conundrum, Althusser
argues that we are indeed ‘always-already’ subjects, even in the womb: onig,ceonto
speak, has always been prepared for. But if this is true then it is hard to know what to
make of his insistence on the ‘moment’ of interpellation, unless this is simply a
convenient fiction 2

This logical weakness is also what Mladen Dolar is ultimately aftesiedsay,
“Beyond Interpellation,” which he wrote in order to clarify Zizek’s cigim of Althusser.
He argues, “the subject, prior to recognition in the Other, is not simply the individual.

There is an ‘intermediary’ stage in that passage from the (real)dodl into the

7v Terry Eagleton, “ldeology and Its Vicissitudesifestern Marxism,” ifMapping Ideologyed. Slavoj
Zizek (New York: Verso, 1994), p. 215.

8 Ibid.
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(imaginary) subject, the stage where the process of symbolization opens anpanety s
a crack in the continuity of being, a void which is not yet filled by the imaginary
subjectivity. This empty space can be illustrated with the mechanismcefifohoice ®
We will see later what Dolar means by “forced choice.” He argues thadtZiitek tries to
demonstrate by introducing the idea of “belief before belief’ is the theaketcessity
of establishing such an intermediary stage preceding the interpellaglbn its

Dolar points out that, when Althusser discusses the production of a belief through
the materiality of practices by referring to the Pascalian apheri$tneel down, move
your lips in prayer, and you will believe!”—Althusser is unwittingly dealwith two
different kinds of materiality. On the one hand, there is the initial matgradlthe
senseless rituals that the individual faces before it understands the nfaamy@f the
rituals; on the other, there is the second materiality, which consists of theiseise
and yet is sustained by the subject’s internal belief. The question is: Vakes tine
individual submit to the senseless rituals if it does not yet ursshersheir meaning at all?
The individual is certainly not propelled by its internal belief, since it is s@gjpios
obtain this belief only after it becomes an “imaginary subject.” Howaverder to
simply follow the senseless rituals themselves, does it not have to have a roliefal
“the belief that there is something to believe if"?

Therefore, if there is “the first empty gesture” by which the individuadgits

“consent” to follow the hollow rituals, there is “the second empty gesturecofnition

® Mladen Dolar, “Beyond InterpellationQui parle vol. 6 no. 2 (1993), p. 88.

1% Dolar, “Beyond Interpellation,” p. 90.
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by which it finally achieves the internal belief by repeatedly followihese rituals. Dolar
argues that Althusser fails to theorize the first gesture, though not thel seworit is as
if he were saying to Althusser what Cobb is saying: “there is a dredmm&itiream. If
you want to plant an idea in someone’s mind, you should not stop at the first dream, but
go deeper into the second one, and try to plant it there.” Criticizing Althusser fgr bein
content to make a single trip around ideology, Dolar quickly makes another trip on the
infinite staircase and tries to attack Althusser; he does so preciské/maine of “belief
before belief” or “subject before subject.”

Althusser, however, already encountered such a question before he wrote “Ideology

and Ideological State Apparatuses” and gave his full answer foisittiolind in his
“Letters to D,” the two letters addressed to Dr. René Diatkine, who later bexaof
his analysts? In the first letter, Althusser strongly urges Diatkine to takeah&ctheory
into consideration, while in the second one he replies to Diatkine’s criticalangest
concerning some of the points he made in the previous letter. The central theme
traversing both letters isaitique of genesisAccording to Althusser, though Diatkine
takes an appropriate distance from vulgar attempts to confuse psychoanilysis w
biology or ethology, he nevertheless makes a mistake when he tries to distiaguis
phases in the child’s development, namely the early phase that exclusivedynsonc
biology, and the later one that concerns psychoanalysis as well, ddélcadsnconscious”
finally emerges in the child’s psychic life. Althusser argues that ttamat to locate the

border between the two phases rather reveals that Diatkine is not yebrinegenesis.

1 Althusser, “Letters to D"WP, 35-77).
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He claims that one of the strengths of Lacan’s theory, in contrast, lies efusalrof
genesis, a refusal to draw a dividing line between the two territories. Ilopésaa
genetic way of thinking, one is forced not only to divide the “before” and the™afte
the birth of the unconscious, but also to show how the transition from the “before” to the
“after” takes place, or which element of the “before” eventuallggrise to the
transition to the “after.” In short, the questiorwdfy this transition occurs cannot be
avoided; one submits toteleological reasoninghat searches for the germ of the “after”
within the horizon of the “before.” This chronological explanation, in particular, has a
fatal flaw of being unable to account for the “atemporality” of the unconsciouBriaad
underlines.

Diatkine replies that, just because there is the atemporality of the uraumsgbis
does not mean that the unconscious does not begin “within time”; he insists on drawing a
line between the “before” and the “after” of the emergence of the unconscibile. W
admitting that his previous use of the term “genesis” may be considered tricky, he
simultaneously points out that Althusser himself cannot completely avoid using such a
genetic language, and that he did use one in the previous letter by stating th#tirgpme
new begins to function in an autonomous manner.” In response, Althusser makes a
conceptual distinction between “birth” and “irruption,” and argues that the esskthee
genetic teleology consists in coercing one to think of irruption only in the formtbf bir
To study the genetic process of something or someone is to follow “the trace anly of
individual that possesses an identity, that is, an identifiable beig’%6). Such an

identity is supposed to be maintained throughout the entire genetic processndiie ge
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thought is obliged to go so far as to posit an identity of some sort between the™before
and the “after” of its birth. Althusser argues:

Every genetic thought is literally obsessed by the search for h,"bwith all that is

entailed by the ambiguity of that word, which presupposes, among other ideological

temptations, the (most frequently implicit or misperceived) idea that whabes
observed in its very birtalready bears its namealready possesses its identity, is

thus to a certain extent already identifiable, already exists in s@mneamefore its

own birthin order to be bornM/P, 57; original emphasis)

In this way, genetic thought always works backwgelbologically by departing
from the end of the process of a given individual, and (re)constructioggis which
was not there in the actual past. When an identity irrupts, namely, when an exgst irr
in which an individual is endowed with an identity, the genetic thowagitactively
projects this identity into the past and fictively constructs the entire colitise
individual’s linear development.

Althusser already criticized this error of genesis when he introducedticept of
“society effect” inReading Capitato determine what Marx’s proper question Was.
According to Althusser, Marx did not ask how the modern bourgeois society historically
originated and developed into what it was; instead, he asked through what me¢hanism
modern bourgeois society could exasta societyThis singularity of Marx’s question is
what eternally differentiated his study of capitalism from all othercpeasfic studies of
it. Of course, this is not to say that Marx denied the capitalist society wasdaky

produced. Yet, the mechanism through which such a historical result exists atya soci

cannot be explained through a logic of genesis, but only through a study of thie specif

12 Althusser and Etienne Balib&eading Capitaltrans. Ben Brewster (London: Verso, 1979), pp684
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way in which various elements azembinedn the capitalist society. These elements
which are often found in isolation from one another in precapitalist societies are
undoubtedly indispensible for capitalism; but they are in themselves not capitalist pe
It is only by entering the capitalist structural mechanism of combindtairthiese
elements begin to function according to the capitalist logic. In order to explai
Diatkine the difference between irruption and birth, Althusser emphasizes the
contingencyof the combination of those elements that makes the capitalist society irrupt
He argues that the idealism of genesis consists in the fact that, by pgpjetdithe past
the result of the contingent encounter, it claims that the capitalist soeietioded
necessarily and dialectically from a “capitalist” germ of somefsartd within
precapitalist societies.

Such a “retrospective illusiont?P, 57), however, does not exclusively belong to
theoreticians of genesis; at a much more general level, it constitutes the émtalam
fantasy of all ideologies that producsubject-effectWe often observe a child asking its
parents, “Mom, Dad, where was | before | was born?” Embarrassed by theijaesti
unable to offer an honest answer, the parents usually make up a story, “Whypdear, y
were in heaven before you were born. It is a beautiful place where all babia$y
await their own births.” One may object that it does not necessarily mean ¢néspar
themselves believe in their own lies. But can one honestly say that this ig arerel
illusion of childhood? Do we all not live somehow believing in the idea that we were
always ourselves (and will forever remain ourselves)? Althussemsvoiteiatkine, “I am

thinking in particular of the fantasy according to which each person has arhard ti
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imagining that he did not exist prior to his own birth, in other words, that he has not for
all eternity been endowed with the rigbtbe born, the right to his own existence, to his
own birth” (WP, 58). Althusser understood this illusionatérnityof the subject as an
essential effect of ideological interpellation.

A cop hails a pedestrian from behind: “Hey, you there!” The pedestriandtousd,
and at the moment she turns around, she is constituted as a subject, accordingderAlthus
And it is precisely here that Eagleton, Dolar, and Zizek all raise the gaestion: Why
does she turn around?” What is the cause necessitating such a turning around, which we
can properly locate in thgeforeof the turning around? Unless the individual is already a
subject, how can it recognize the hailing of the cop as addressed to itself? Andaisethe ¢
of an individual who kneels down and prays, how can it give its “consent” to follow the
meaningless rituals, unless it already has a certain minimal beliefder to explain this
consent, do we not need to posit an intermediary stage of “belief before belief” and
“subject before subject”?

Althusser’s position, however, is that such a circularity of the infinitecstser of “X
before X” is not the cause of the interpellation but merelgffect Once the
interpellation irrupts as an event, the subject retroactively projects tloséahpdentity
into the past that has never been present and thus (re)constructséteimahprehistory
as a necessary dialectical drama of the subject. Hence, if a theorist ogidseéks a
reason for the birth of the subject in the “before” of the interpellation, he aeiteslls
into the same effect of the interpellation and thus himself becomes an idelcdobieat.

The question he asks is practically the same as that of the aforementioned/¢hdce “



156
was the subject before it was born?” Once he thus enters the endless staictssHe g,
he can never escape from it by merely spinning around there, because, aeAlthus
clearly puts it, “Ideology has no outsid€.”In the endless staircase of ideologyy,
infinite series of circles of desi(structured like mirror within mirror) emerges just as in
a scene frontnceptionin which two mirrored doors are made to face each other so that
the illusion of an infinite series of mirrors is created, or just as in the pakitagpalle
del desideridBehind the Back of Desire] (1966) by Leonardo Cremonini, whose works
Althusser discusses in one of his rare pieces aif dntthis infinite staircase, there
occurs an endless chase among subject and “subject before subject” and agaih “subje
before subject before subject,” and so on. Althusser’s reply, therefore gisetfudly,
there is no ‘subject before subject’ that you are searching for behind the bhek of t
interpellated individual. Behind it there is no subject but only a cop, thatappamatus
the individual is constituted as a subjectemgounteringhat apparatus. The ‘subject
before subject’ is not the cause of such an encounter, betriactive effect™®

Thus, we can also easily answer Eagleton’s question: If we are avagdy a

subject, why does Althusser insist on themenibf interpellation? His query is the same

13 Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Appasas” (P, 175).
14 Althusser, “Cremonini, Painter of the AbstradtP( 229-42).

5 This phenomenon does not just occur at the leviienindividual. As Etienne Balibar says, nation o
“nation-form” fabricates its “past that has neveeb present” through such a retroactive projection.
Balibar begins his essay by citing from Jacquesib&s Margins of Philosophy". . . a ‘past’ that has
never been present, and which never will be.” SaléBr, “The Nation Form: History and Ideology,” in
Balibar and Immanuel WallersteiRace, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identitizans. Chris Turner (New
York: Verso, 1991), pp. 86-106; Derrida, “DifférajtMargins of Philosophytrans. Alan Bass (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1982), p. 21.
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as that of Diatkine who does not distinguish irruption from birth. Althusser does not
consider this moment to be a moment of birth but one of irruption. When he says that we
are always already subjects, he does not mean that we are literally sahjesss or that
we grow as subjects in the womb. It would be a pure absurdity to say so. On the contrary
we irrupt; we irruptwithout knowing that we are subjeatso the middle of the
ideological apparatuses that are always already at work. It is there we become
consciousof the effects of the apparatuspsother bodies that surround and act upon
our bodies. We cannot help but become conscious of these effects, precisely because, as
Spinoza puts it, the effects of other surrounding bodies upon our bodies and our ideas of
the very effects arene and the sam@ny attempt to introduce a gap between these two
results in idealism)® And yet, from the moment that we are conscious of the effects of
the apparatuses (which is the moment of interpellation), we begin to think asdifact
we had been “always already” the same subject that we are now, by constucting
infinite past around the very result of the identification.

This is how interpellation produces its infinite staircase. Individomgsecognize

the identities given to them as their own eternal origins by teleologioakrting the
produced effects into the causes. Michel Pécheux, one of Althusser’s students, lat
ingeniously calls this inversion the “Minchhausen effect” in_hisguage, Semantics

and Ideology'’ In the well-known German tale of Baron Miinchhausen, the baron boasts

16 See Spinoza'Ethics Part II, Propositions 12 and 13 in Samuel Shifes & trans.)Spinoza:
Complete Work§indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company), ppl-22.

7 Michell Pécheuxl.anguage, Semantics and Ideolptyans. H. Nagpal (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1982), pp. 103-9.
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of his adventures in which he avoided misfortunes by performing incredible deeds such
as the great leap he made over a huge bog by repeatedly pulling up on his own hair
whenever he started to fall. Pécheux argues that Baron Minchhausen’s impogsible |
is precisely what sustains the illusion in which the subject freely brisg§iitto being,
and thus appears to itself to be its own caaaaqa suUi “X before X” or “X
engendering X.” One may here think of another famous painting by Eschéedentit
Drawing Handg1948), in which the two hands draw each other in a circular manner. In
all these cases that generate the illusion of infinity, the subject estaltiésidestity as
an eternal “self-evident truth” by covering up the traces of heteronomyattes tof

causal actions of the apparatu¥es.

8 One may ask, though: what is the exact naturefamttion of the contingency involved in the
“encounter” between individuals and ideological aguses? While thinking about this question, l€am
across with the example of Chinese fortune cookibich became one of my favorites. Why are we so
attracted to this silly cultural practice that, gvgéme we dine at a Chinese restaurant, we wah wibit of
excitement to receive and crack open the cookidseed the messages in there? We know very well tha
the real purpose of fortune cookies has nothirgdptavith our fortunes; it is all about commerciabfits of
restaurants, bakery companies, etc. And yet tilseserething about fortune cookies that irresistibiypts
us to look at what they say about our fortunes. ¥¢ha this something be if not the fact that this

fortune cookieand no othethat found a way to “myself’? It is nobody elsd tme” who got this message
conveyed in this cookie. Such pure contingencse@ms, is what contributes to the generation oAgical
link between “me” and the abstract function of to@sumer of Chinese food, the function determined,
again, neither by me nor by my luck but by the esysbf commercial profits. We teleologically turrchu
contingent results intoausesf our fates, special messages that the Fateertain God has sent to us. In
his “Three Notes on the Theory of Discourses,” Afther says: “In every social formation, the base
requires the supporffagel function as a function to be assumed, as a flabe occupied in the
technical and social division of labour. This requaient remains abstract: the base define3thger
functions (the economic base, and the politicatleological superstructuigs wel), but the question of
who must assume and carry out this function, and l@xassumption of it might come about, is a matter o
perfect indifferencéo the structure (base or superstructure) thahelethese functions: it ‘doesn’t want to
know anything about it’ (as in the army). / It éeblogy which performs the function of designatiing
subject (in general) that is to occupy this funetito that end, it mushterpellate itas subject’KIC, 51;
original emphasis). A few pages later, Althussguas in a similar vein, “The structurequiresTrager.
ideological discourseecruitsthem for it by interpellating individuals as sulifeto assume the functions of
Trager. The conscription carried out by the structurbl@k, abstract, anonymous: the function3 fger.
Ideological discourse provides théa it interpellates individuals in the general foafithe interpellation

of subjects Thus it is personal, ‘concrete’; it is not blabkit, as the ideology of ‘mass’ industry explicitly
says, ‘personalized’."HC, 55-56; original emphasis).
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Althusser and Pécheux’s argument, however, is not so different from Lacan’s ow
This is why Althusser strongly advises Diatkine to recognize Ladaes ¢tical
contribution by appreciating his refusal of genesis. It is hard to believBdihar is
unaware of this logic of the retroactive constitution of the subject. In faceg/@im
expound Lacan’s concept of “forced choice” by referring to this logic. dtoed choice
is the concept Lacan devises in 8mminar Xin order to explicate the structure of the
alienation occurring at the moment when the child enters the field of lanJurege.
robber approaches the victim and makes an ultimatum with a gun pointed at him: “Your
money, or your life!” Although the robber apparently gives the victim a chaiise, t
choice actually functions merely as a formal procedure through which the folees
upon the victim the decision he already made on his own. Then, why does Lacan still call
it a “choice”? Dolar insists that Lacan’s use of this term should not miseaéns to
think that the victim really has a choice at the outsdt.only means that, although the
victim never really made that choice (the robber did), heetamactivelyrecognize and
accept it as his own choice. Likewise, thanality of choice initially given to the subject
when it enters the field of language is required because it is what enablesnstitute
itself, post festumas an autonomous subject. In this way, the initial compulsion by the
Other is concealed as if it had been the subject’s choice all along.
Then, why can we not apply the same logic of retroaction to Althusser’s

interpellation? Is this not precisely what he suggests when he discussebitpeaitst of

the term “subject” (the subjugated subjantthe autonomous subject working “all by

% Dolar, “Beyond Interpellation,” p. 83.
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himself”)? Althusser argues, “the individual is interpellated as a (&wdggct in order
that he shall submit freely to the commandments of the Subject, i.e. in order thdt he sha
accept (freely) his subjection, i.e. in order that he shall make the gestdrasti@ns of
his subjection ‘all by himself’? Hence, the Althusserian individual, too, made only a
“forced choice.” It is interpellated adr@e subject—that is, it is initially allowed a
formality of choice—in order that it shadkccept freely its subjectiolVhether it should
turn around or not is already decided in advance, because, as Althusser sayss,if it
then the cop, the ideological state apparatus, will immediately turn into aseprene
and chase after 7. Still, the formality of choice (strictly understood astaictureof the
apparatus) is required because it is what differentiates the operation ofjidab$tate
apparatus from that of repressive one; Althusser both discriminates and cothésges
two types in the figure of the cop. Then, the Althusserian individual’'s “consentlioavfol
the senseless rituals is onlyedroactive categoryust like the Lacanian subject’s choice.
The individual is firsttoercedto kneel down and pray and then begins to have a belief in
those rituals by making retroactive “gestures and actions” of feaelgpting the
subjection. It can only become an “autonomous” subject by recognizing the imposed
identity as its “inner essence” and, thus, by simultaneously covering updks tf the

compulsion by the Subject.

20 Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Appasas” (P, 182).

2L Althusser’s discussion of this point is also foundiis “Three Notes on the Theory of Discourses”
where he says, “In ideology, all questions are gaiiedin advancein the nature of things, since
ideological discourse interpellates-constitutessthigiects of its interpellation by providing them i
advance with the answer, all the answers, to tigadel question that its interpellation contain$iC({ 54-
55).
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From Dolar’s standpoint, however, there seem to remain two more questions
unanswered in Althusser’s exposition. First, Lacan’s concept of forced choseatoe
simply imply that the subject acquires an illusion of autonomy by retroacewelgrsing
its own subjection; it also implies that the subject experiences a fundatoeastdirough
this process of alienation and thus becomes a being marked by a “void.” InHfact, w
Lacan designates as the genuine subject is not really the person who survigbbehge
but the void itself left to that person through the loss of money. But the void is not
lacking in Althusser’s scheme either: for Althusser, this void, which gisega the
subject’s desire, is what is already contained\anashing poinwithin the structure of
an infinite series of ideological mirrors. Of course, Dolar would want to dhge
Lacan’s concept of the void is theorized in an essentially different way,isiaaghat
may lead the subject to a subversive act against the symbolic, triggeerglasion of
ideology?? But, as we already discussed it in the previous chapters, Lacan did not choose
to go this way, insofar as he aimed at theoretically determiningirihretural limit of the
dialectical movement of desire by employing concepts such as “castratd “the
name-of-the-father.” The “separation” that the Lacanian subject is sgpms
accomplish is only a separatimm the motherwhich it can only fulfill under the
condition that it is absolutely dependent uponrtieaphor of the fathgand his
symbolic phallus In other words, the Lacanian subject’s “passion for the real” is doomed
to failure unless it finds a way to (re)incorporate itself into the symboler guabper.

Toward the conclusion of his “Position of the Unconscious,” which was written in 1964

% Dolar, “Beyond Interpellation,” p. 92.
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when hisSeminar Xwas in progress, and the celebrated concept of separation was
introduced in opposition to that of alienation, Lacan argued:

On the side of the Other—the locus in which speech is verified as it encounters the

exchange of signifiers, the ideals they prop up, the elementary structureshgs,kins

the metaphor of the father as principle of separation [la métaphore du pére comme
principe de la séparationjand the ever reopened division in the subject owing to

his initial alienation—on this side alone and by the pathways | have just etedyera

order and norms must be instituted which tell the subject what a man or a woman

must dgd’ (EC, 720; translation modified and emphasis added)

The second problem that Dolar points out is that, while the Althusserian subject is
the same as the ego, the Lacanian subject is not reducible to it but should be understood
as a “void” or a “crack” that the symbolic, prior to the formation of such an egosnrake
the continuity of material being. Hence, the Lacanian symbolic itself should ne¢ibe s
as something material, as Althusser presumes, but something fundamemtedterial
It is only after the symbolic produces an empty void in the midst of being thaaacert
imaginary identity may try to fill it. Dolar argues that this empty sttigindeed what
psychoanalysis considers ttiee subjectwhich must be distinguishable from the
Althusserian imaginary subject. It is “the symbolic subject . . . not basedagnigon,
the empty space that Lacan mark$%To this criticism, | would like to propose an
Althusserian reply which igiple.

First, Dolar’s claim that the Lacanian symbolic is not material but irmnahas
nothing to do with Lacan’s own position. According to Dolar, what is crucial to Lacan i

the immaterial logic of the “symbolic automatism.” Yet in his “SemomafThe

Purloined Letter,” Lacan defines repetition automatism as the movemangwe

% Dolar, “Beyond Interpellation,” 90.
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signifier (the signifier without the signified): “We shall see thae[subjects’]
displacement is determined by the place that a pure signifier—the purloiteeeHet
comes to occupy in their trio. This is what will confirm for us that iepetition
automatis (EC, 10; original emphasis). A few pages later, Lacan adds, “You realize . . .
that my aim isnotto confuse letter [i.e. the pure signifier] with spirit . . . it is first of all
the materiality of the signifier that | have emphasjzbdt materiality is singular in many
ways, the first of which is not to allow of partition. Cut a letter into small piecekit
remains the letter that it iSEC, 16; emphasis added). Here, what Lacan calls the pure
signifier, of course, is natie Sachdordinary object) butlas Ding(word as thing). Still,
his argument cannot be mistaken: the pure signifier produces repetition asmomati
insofar as it is material

Secondly, according to Dolar, the subject as a void that the process of symbolization
produces is what Lacan marks &g’ ‘the barred subject, whose void the imaginary
identity may fill later on. But this too is far from Lacan’s own account, simed.acanian
“$" is what emergethrough the split between the imaginary ego and the subject of the
unconsciousln other words, insofar as the bar drawn through the “S” marks the division
between consciousness and the unconscious, between meaning and nonmeaning, etc., it is
unintelligible that the $” is first formed and then an imaginary identity fills it later.

Lastly, Dolar maintains that, since the Lacanian subject is nothing but a sioigle
it is not a subject characterized by its identity as the Althusseriagnarg subject is. He
contends that the Lacanian subject cannot be thought of along the logic of ideistity; it

rather what makes this logic ultimately fail. It is true that, even ifamnot accept
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Dolar’s claim that the subject of the unconscious arrives prior to the imagoary e
nevertheless there is in Lacan a category called “the subject of the unasiisehose
equivalent is not found in Althusser. The question is: Can it be considered one of the
strengths of Lacan’s theory? Rather, is it not the case that Dolar’s arigoi@ment here
actually misses the rudimentary point that identity is essentially dedisieomething
maintaineddespiteall the mutations and discontinuities that an individual experiences in
a positive way? Identity asvaid, or, more precisely, personal identity as the identity of
the empty transcendental reflective gesture of consciousness “acgamgpdine
subject’s various mental activities (past and present), is actuallyassaal definition
developed by the modern empiricist philosopher, John Locke, who invented the very
notion of consciousness. By emptying all substantiality out of it, Locke defined
consciousness as the source of personal identity which could persist despite all the
changes that an individual undergé&<£xplaining the extraordinary capacity of
individual identity to adopt changes, Althusser in his second letter to Diatkise sa

[T]he thought of a genesis tolerates quite well . . . the [idea] of mutations or even of

discontinuities, on thabsolute conditiothat one be able to designate those

mutations and discontinuiti@s the development of a previously identified selfsame
individual that is thus identifiable &ise constant support of those—or its—

4 This Lockean consciousness is remarkably diffefremh the Cartesian cogito fundamentally
characterized by its ability to define itself asubstancer athing that thinks at the beginning of the
process of reasoning. The cogito’s self-reflegfivibr this reason, disappears as soon as othetamen
activities begin; its continuity, that is to satg identity, is rather externally guaranteed by the good afill
God. On the other hand, when Locke defines persdaatity through the ability of consciousnessdaah
all the past and present mental activitiegsdynemberinghem, he is able to do so because he has
completely divorced consciousness from substatytidtiis the void or empty set called consciousrtbst
constitutes the subject’s identity. See Locke, Ifantity and Diversity,”An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding: Volume Ongans. A. C. Fraser (New York: Dover Publicatidms., 1959), pp. 439-70
(especially, 448 ff); Balibar, “Le traité lockier dlidentité,” in Locke Identité et différence: L'invention
de la consciengeed. & trans. Balibar (Paris: Edition du Seuil98Y, pp. 9-101.
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mutations and discontinuitie@VP, 56; emphasis added)

In brief, identity is a substratum which remains constant while all kinds otionga
take place upon it. In this perspective, Dolar’s claim that Lacan’s “suttfj¢og
unconscious” has nothing to do with identigcauseat merely designates an empty void,
appears groundless. The subject defined as a void, which diverse discontinuous
experiences may enter or pass through, is what realizes—not betrays—tbgioddol
genetic logic of identity in that it functions asenter of logosvhich gathers all the
complicated heterogeneous events and transforms them into a historicalenafran
individual. This is why Althusser refuses Lacan’s notion of “the subject of the
unconscious.” In one of his posthumous writings, titled “Three Notes on the Theory of
Discourses,” Althusser admits that there opens a “void” or an “abyss” next tgathe e
when the latter is formed as an ideological subject; but he declines to thgename of
“the subject of the unconsciouiC, 77-78)%

Asserting that Althusser missed the first empty gesture of the sinshibject,
though not the second (imaginary) one, Dolar argues that it is necessary to go until one
reaches a more fundamental dimension “beyond interpellation” (or “beford’séems,
however, that, with this idea, he regresses into the logiceptioneven though he
himself initially recognized the Lacanian logicretroaction Just like Cobb, the hero of

Inception Dolar seems to be lost on the infinite staircase of ideology, when he insists that

% |n his own way, Robert Pfaller came to the samekussion: “From an Althusserian position, . . . in
ideology we do not only have to do with some phsmigtic or imaginary content (which fills the voifl o
“true subijectivity”); ideology is as well the appaace of a void that seems to be something totally
different from any ideological content” (Pfallefégation and Its Reliabilities: An Empty Subjeat fo
Ideology?”, in S. Zizek [ed.Icogito and the UnconsciofBurham: Duke University Press, 1998], pp.
240-01).
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one must go deeper into the mind and locate the “belief before belief.” In contrast,
Althusser argues that one does not need the logic of inception but only that of
interpellation to think of the constitution of the subject; one is not required to go deeper
and have the belief or the subject (soon to be born) conceived in advance. Rather,
Althusser argues:

If, then, one can follow the trace only of an identified individual, it is identifiable

from the inceptionotherwise the very project of “elaborating its genesis”

disappears . . . This corresponds to what is implied in the connotative system of the

concept of genesis: in every genesis the individual of the end (what is to be
engendered) is containedgermfrom theinceptionof its process of engendering.

(HC, 56; original emphasis)

What Geoffrey Mehlman translates as “from the inception” in “Letters ts Ddés
origin€” in the original French text. In a coincidental way, we are here remindethéha
term “inception” primarily means “origin.” Inception or interpellationfigih or
interpellation? This is the question Althusser asked, and his answer wasapitionist
to the hilt; he processed his concept of interpellation from such an unyielding
antiteleological position.

Some of the theoretical points that have been elaborated thus far, however, were
already made by Judith Butler in a more or less similar fashidrhdrPsychic Life of
Power, she defended Althusser against Dolar by arguing that both Althusser and Lacan

thought of the process of subjection/subjectivation according to the logicaatnn?®

Though ZiZzek wrote a few pieces defending Dolar’s position, he does not seem to bring

% Judith Butler;The Psychic Life of PowgBtanford: Stanford University Press, 1997), pt.12
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any fresh points to the deb&feAn issue rather arises from Butler’s side, because, while
refuting Dolar, she proposes her own critique of Althusser. Though in a way quit
different from Dolar’s, Butler, too, seems to enter the endless staircakolufgy by
askingwhythe individual turns around.

Significantly, Althusser does not offer a clue as to why that individual aroend,

accepting the voice as being addressed to him or her, and accepting the

subordination and normalization effected by that voice. Why does this subject turn

toward the voice of the law, and what is the effect of such a turn in inaugurating a

social subject? Is this a guilty subject and, if so, how did it become guilty? Meght

theory of interpellation require a theory of consciefite?

Butler explicitly rejects the category of “subject before subject,” bat s
simultaneously wants to keep the question of what element inherent to the individual
makes it turn around toward the interpellating voice, toward its own subjection. Here she
points out that the figure of turning around is closely related to the “tropological
inauguration” of the subject. The term “tropology,” which means “rhetoric,” sasse
of turning around, as its Greek etymological root, “trope,” shows. She claana t
“tropological presumption” is required for a study of the formatibthe subject,
precisely because it is impossible to carry out the study without paradpxefaliring to
the being which does not yet exist, namely, the subject.

A subtle but important difference is detected, then, between Althusser and Butle

Althusser proposes to completely abandon the problematic of genesis and warhs tha

27 See, for instance, Zizek, “Passionate (Dis)Attaehts, or, Judith Butler as a Reader of Frelithé
Ticklish SubjectNew York: Verso, 1999), pp. 247-312; Zizek, “Qlé&truggle or Postmodernism? Yes,
Please!,” inContingency, Hegemony, Universaligds. J. Butler et al. (New York: Verso, 2000), 9@-
135. In fact, Zizek completes Dolar’s regressiothslogic of inception precisely by rejecting thgic of
retroaction. See Zizeky Defense of Lost Caus@sew York: Verso, 2008), pp. 343-44.

%8 Butler, Psychic Life of Powep. 5.
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one accepts it even minimally, one cannot avoid committing the teleologicab&rror
positing the existence of an individual before its own birth. By contrast, Butigests
that one may remain within the problematic of genesis insofar as one tadeslagical
approach rather than amtologicalone; while no such thing as subject before subject
actually “exists,” one can stithetorically indicate within the preinterpellated individual
the moment of such a subject, and thus initiate the study of its formation. Bgtlesar
“The paradox of subjection implies a paradox of referentiality: namely, thatuserafer
to what does not exist. Through a figure that marks the suspension of our ontological
commitments, we seek to account for how the subject comes 3 be.”

Butler introduces her notion of “passionate attachment” in order to explain the
necessary turning around of the individual toward the interpellating voice. Wiret for
her theoretical reference here, somewhat surprisingly, is Spinoza’s nbtionatus,
namely the individual’s effort to persevere in its being. Butler explainswthatt forces
an individual to turn around toward power is its passionate attachment to its life.
Pronouncing, “l would rather exist in subordination than not exist,” the individual not
only submits to the power but becomes a subject who passionately desires its own
subordination. According to Butler, this passionate attachment, above all, agpaars a
“movement of conscience” placing the individual asniori culprit before the law; it
produces the individual’s subjection to the law even before it is aware of its contents. S
argues that the guilty conscience that the individual gains in this way farorgldion of

possibility for a successful interpellation: “[Althusser’s] doctrinentéipellation appears

29 Butler, Psychic Life of Powerp. 4.
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to presuppose a prior and unelaborated doctrine of consci€nce.”

Admittedly, it is hard to say that Althusser developed a significant théory o
conscience during his lifetime. But, considering his way of thinking, it is ojuald to
think that he would have supported Butler’s position. Even if she insists her theorization
is done only from a tropological viewpoint, she still seems to think of the issue in a
teleological (and psychological) way, only vetoing the “existence” of the dyisjec to
the interpellation. The question is: How can an individual possibly know that its turning
around toward power will deliver it the life and safety it seeks, unless @lfessly
experienced them in some way? How can it believe the words of the big Otheripgomis
such things, if it does not yet even understand its words? When the question of belief is
thus raised, would Butler not become vulnerable to Dolar’s and Zizek’s critique?

In fact, what accounts for the formation of conscience in Spinoza, to whom Butler
refers for the notion of passionate attachment, is still the logic of ret@acstitution.
According to Etienne Balibar, in “A Note on ‘Consciousness/Conscience’ itkes”
Spinoza was a figure who lived during the time in which the Latin temscientia
underwent a radical change Though the term originally had the exclusive meaning of
“conscience,” it began to imply both “conscience” and “consciousness” in the
seventeenth century, when Locke gave the English neologism “consciousness” a
philosophical meaning. The singularity of Spinoza’s usage of thecemstientidies in

treating consciousness and conscieaxée same thind-or him, consciousness

30 Butler, Psychic Life of Powerp. 109.

31 Balibar, “A Note on ‘Consciousness/ConsciencehiaEthics” Studia Spinozana (1992), pp. 37-53.
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functions as the differential between appetites and desires; while othisonly have
appetites, human beings have desires because they are also cafgbiensppetites.
However, all they are aware of is the presence of such appetites in thamelyealo
not know in what way they were determined to have such appetites. Due to thesagnor
human beings are led to teleologically invert the causal chain in question, make
themselves the final cause toward which other things ought to aim, and thus alhssify
the surrounding things into good things and bad things for themselves. It is indbiar as
moral values spring from such a process of teleological inversion that conscsigsnes
deemed to be the same as conscience. Hence, for Spinoza, conscience is formed through
human beinggetroactive projectiorof what they already experienced as good and bad
for themselves. Of course, this does not mean that each subject can arbitratdy dec
what moral good is. Such a process requires subjects to establigéntity of the moral
system by simultaneously positing at the origin of the world the existérthe selfsame
God who functions as a mirror for them. From then on, all miseries happening to subjects
aremisrecognized as so many results of their violations of God’s comniands.

Would this account of conscience satisfy Butler? It seems that this is aggvers
where her major objection may arise. If we understand the retroactivéuwomsof the
subject from such a thoroughgoing ontological viewpoint, how can we even begin to
theorize the subject’s possible resistance to its ideological subjectide? &gues:

“[Althusser’s] exposure lacks the power to defuse the force of ideology. [His] own

32 gpinoza’s distinction between appetite and desgiggears irfEthics Part 111, Proposition 9, Scholium
(Spinoza: Complete Works. 284). As for the production of guilty consaierthrough a teleological
inversion, see Part |, Appendix (pp. 238-43).
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writing . . . invariably enacts what it thematizes, and thus promises no enliglesrepe
from ideology through this articulatior Indeed, ever since her earlier text on Althusser,
“Gender is Burning,” her foremost complaint has been directed toward his
underestimation of the range of bad subjects’ disobedféné¢hat she wants to preserve
by stressing the irreducibility of the dimension of tropology is the posgibiiit
theorizingthe performative contingency involved in the subject’s enunciaidhe
source of resistance that can never be exhausted by the ontologicatyetessver.
Evoking Jacques Derrida’s concept of “iterability” (namely, repeatabiityexed
through the other), Butler tries to designate the subject’s performative drameamthe
dangerous supplementary moment of alterity included in the reproductive process of
power>

If this is a possible way to think of resistance, why would Althusser not choose to g
this way?To investigate this question, it is enlightening to consult Pécheux, who inherits
and more fully develops Althusser’s positionLEnguage, Semantics and Ideolpgy
Pécheux describes the situation of linguistics in the 1970s as a discordant one in which

three different tendencies were competing one another: a formalist tgnaémstoricist

33 Butler, Psychic Life of Powep. 110.
34 Butler,Bodies That Matte(New York: Routledge, 1993), p. 122.

% To this criticism, Franck Fischbach tried to rejbly pointing out that Butler does not raise theerse
guestion of why ideological interpellation succeadthe majority of cases despite its occasionilres
resulting in productions of bad subjects. What @gerimportant and enigmatic for him is rather its
overwhelming success. However, this rebuttal uimgly misses the fact that Butler already discugbéx
issue in her own way by proposing the notion ofsfjanate attachment,” which is designed to explain
precisely the necessity of theimary success of interpellation (cf. Fischbach, “Legesimarchent tout
seuls . ..” Althusser et I'interpellation,” inale-Claude Bourdin (ed.Althusser: une lecture de Marx
[Paris: PUF, 2008], pp. 113-145). Her discussiobaif subjects rather concerns the question of oW s
dominance established through interpellation ciirbst resisted.
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tendency, and “the tendency of linguistics of parole.” The first tendenégrdslangue
as the proper object of linguistics, and claims that langue is not historicalumiti sl
and systematic (thus stressing tleeessityof language); whereas the second and the
third tendencies focus on historical changes in language or different effélots
subject’s enunciation upon language, and thus bring into relief the excessiveioimoéns
thenonsystemic determinati@ua the remainder or surplus of language (thus stressing
the contingencyof language§®

Pécheux, however, argues that this conflict in the modern linguistics reprolaeces t

confrontation othe two representative tendencies of idealistie seventeenth century:
rationalism and empiricism. Rationalism privileges “logic” (or “theorkmdwledge”),
which articulates the ontological truth of essences in the external worlé, whil
marginalizing the “art of speaking” or “rhetoric” as a secondary dis@pherely aiming
at conforming to the rules of logic. This position (to which Spinoza rather makes an
exception precisely because his model of causality is not a mechanistis dasjinated
by “the idealist ambition to achieve a universe of ‘fixed and unequivocal’ statsm
embracing the whole of reality” On the other hand, in empiricism, the center of
attention is occupied by the subject’s inner experiences, to the extent thaethalex
world itself is denied as in George Berkeley; since the empiricist subpmtssdered the
“source of discourse,” rhetoric replaces logic as the primary diseigiragmatism

inherits this tendency by defining truth through the benefits it brings to thecsubj

% pécheuxl.anguage, Semantics and Ideolpgy?5 ff.

37 pécheuxl.anguage, Semantics and Ideolpgy44.
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Butler’s attempt to discover the source of resistance from a rhetdaodp®int by
referring to the subject’s performative as a contingent remainder unexthéyshe
necessity of the interpellation, then, may appear to be caught up in the idelbtsbrtig
of langue/parole, necessity/contingency, and objectivity/subjectivifgctnthe position
of “constructivism” she took in her early woi&ender Troublegave rise to a suspicion
that she might have a strong tendency toward voluntarism of treating evegrgshen
subjective constructioff. Although in her subsequent wofodies That Mattershe
corrects such a tendency by introducing the notion of “materialization” ¢e pia
“construction”®® nevertheless one may ask whether she is still not confined in the
idealist dichotomy when she seeks the possibility of resistance in the subject’
performative contingency overflowing the structure of power.

To find a way to think of resistance while thoroughly committing oneself to the anti-
teleological logic of retroactive constitution of the subject, it is necgssantroduce the
distinction betweefanguageanddiscourse In fact, linguistics posits the dimension of
parole next to that of langue in order to suture its own failure to theorize discoarse at
distinct level irreducible to language. By establishing discourse as afsci@nject
(articulated with but distinguishable from language), Pécheux proposes to stapghandi
over to historicism and subjectivism what the aforementioned second and third linguisti
tendencies viewed as a dimension exceeding langue, and to study it at the level of t

materiality of discursive formation&or this purpose, he simultaneously supports and

3 Balibar, “Les universels'a Crainte des mass¢Baris: Galilée, 1997), p. 431.

39 Butler,Bodies That Mattermp. 4 ff, p. 125.
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criticizes Stalin’s famous thesis that language is an infrastructure—uopesstgucture.
Although Stalin rightly avoids the ultra-leftist opportunism by insisting threguage
itself—that is, words and signifiers—is class neutral and therefore plbyiticalevant,
nonetheless he commits a rightist error by ignotinggclass struggle carried out at the
level of discoursenamely, the class struggle materializing through class specye wa
combine and articulate the class neutral words and signifigrs discourses®

Ideological interpellation is situated at the level of discourse. It is,anerenot
performed by a unified discourse belonging to a single class, khelmpmplex whole of
ideological formations which has a structure of dominatc&his is why interpellation
does not (re)produce a readymade pure discourse of the dominant class but the discursive
hierarchy itself in which ideologies of the dominated as well as the domirainichrded
in a contradictory way. It is to this extent that ideological interpetiaiways
presupposes and takes place through class struggle (and other struggles).ifiaetdom
ideology would not be dominant unless it reflects the force relationship between the
dominant and the dominated, and, hetite voices of the dominated themselesgen if
in a distorted way. The Butlerian subversive “citationality” (citing autiam a reversing
or displacing manner) would not be possible unless these voices are alreabtigdnasri
internal distanceswithin the interpellating voice itself. The effect of dominant ideology
consists in concealing such antagonisms in society—though always in an ochperfe

manner—by retroactively inverting the dominance producedesudt of discursive and

0 pécheuxl.anguage, Semantics and Ideolpgy55 ff.

1 pécheuxl.anguage, Semantics and Ideolpgy101.
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nondiscursive struggles, into thauseof society.

Althusser’s posthumous works (especiaByr la reproductioff) reveal that his
research was advancing in this direction. Although he did not fully develop his footi
various reasons (public and private), we can confirm, to our amazement, that he began to
take steps toward a materialist theorydafologicalstrugglequite distinct from diverse
current attempts characterized by a return of subject. Was Althudselyesuccessful in
his theorization of ideological struggle? We shall come back to this question inrchapte
But, for now, let us explore the contents of his divergence from Lacan.

The Althusserian Real and a Project for a Materialist Theory of Discouse

Althusser’s conception of ideological interpellation, despite all the atmgoned
common characteristics it shares with Lacan’s, is quite different in 8Rordamental
aspect. In order to grasp this difference, one needs to understangtbleaihgularity
that the Althusserian real has in contrast to the Lacanian one. A relevassaisds to
be found, somewhat surprisingly, in one of his essays on art, entitled “Creniairter
of the Abstract,” which one should not mistake as simply addressing Altlsusser
viewpoint on art (though it does this, too).

In this short but extraordinary essay, Althusser describes how Leonardo Cresnonini’
painting evolved over time from the early naturalistic period to the latehamtanistic
period. During the early period, Cremonini focused on the continuity found between men
and their things, to the extent that there appeared the inverted continuitgmémgs

andtheir men. Changing his objects for painting from geological objects, sudblasds”

42 Althusser Sur la reproductior(Paris: PUF, 1995).
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or “rocks at the edge of an empty sdaP,(231), to vegetables and animals and finally to
men, Cremonini depicted various relationshipsiofilarities His rocks, vegetables,
animals and men all appear to be extensions of one another: “motionless sheep whose
bones pierce their skin and snap in the paralysis of movement; flocks resemblmakthe r
piles on which they graze; dogs frozen in a bronze rut; dismembered animaledcatte
among men collecting bony carcasses, men like the carcassbsénen their
emaciated shouldersl P, 232). Not only did Cremonini depict similarities between men
and things or between subjects and objects, but also similarities betweersmidte
their works of art and between works of art and their viewers. Through his personal
history as a painter, Cremonini reproduced the whole cycle of a natural Hiagsiyng
from rocks to plants, to animals, and to men, and again to artists, to art works, and to art
viewers; he found thus what Althusser calls “the ord€s@fiesi{even a materialist one),
i.e. of adescenfrom an origin containing thieue meaning of things, the true
relationship between man and nature, and his ‘objects,” above all the exemplary
relationship between the craftsman and his material, his tools and his pradj@38).

How can one resist the temptation to associate this order of genesis, foreexampl
with thehermeneutic circlef art, artists, and art works, described by Heidegger in his
famous essay, “The Origin of the Work of Af®?Yet, while painting such similarities
between men and their things or between things and their men, Althusser argues,

Cremonini also started to paitifferenceghat these men-things or things-men have from

3 Martin Heidegger, “The Origin of the Work of Artifi Poetry, Language, Thoughtans. A. Hofstadter
(New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 15-87.
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our ideasof them, or, more precisely, “from the nature fixed for them by our ‘idea,’ i.e.
by the ruling ideology, of men’L@, 232). This “silent” tendency to depict differences
slowly intensified until it finally realized itself, in his later paintings an independent
logic of difference irreducible to the isomorphic logic of a circling eircl

During the later period, Cremonini painted the relations between men thesaselve
not the inter-subjective relations formed between two or more men but the idelologica
auto-subjectiveelations of men and their own images on mirror. What is unusual about
his later paintings is not that there is found at the center of the paintingsutitarst of
an infinite series of concentric circles ceaselessly reversm@gpanding the
relationship between men and their reflections on mirror (or between theioefeand
their men); what is astonishing is, rather, that, alongside this dominant circulaussy
there has emerged yet another structungedical lineswhich expresses itself in doors,
windows partitions, walls, and so on. According to Althusser, this vertical stuctur
depicts the invisibleveightthat the circle at the center seems to be oblivious about. It
depicts the weight, not in a positive way, but imegativeway, as traces and structural
effects produced on the circular structure itself. It depicts tither words, in its absence,
as an “absent cause.”

The men and their objects refer us to the objects and their mevicanersa

endlessly. And yet, the meaning of this circle is fixeehind the sceneby its

difference this difference is nothing but the preseradlengsidethe circle, of the

greatverticalsof weight, which ‘depictssomething other thathe perpetual

reference of human-individuals to object-individuals aice versao infinity,

something other than this circle of ideological existence, by a differentcircular

structure, by a law of quite a different nature, a weight which is irreducilaleyt

Genesis, and haunts all Cremonini’s later canvases in its determinate afigénce
235-36; original emphasis)
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The circular structure mirroring objects to their men, @od versaaccording to
Althusser, is the structure désire “wesee her naked desire on the back of the looking-
glass she holds in her hand: it is their [i.e. women’s] mirrors that see themgahd se
circle of their sight, though their mirrors are blind” (IBi&uch a circular structure of
desire formed between subjects and objects is not so different from the strudture tha
Lacan analyzes while explaining the formation of the desiring subject, ndmely
structure of the circling square, as it were, that Lacan inserts betweebarted subject
and theobjet petite an his formula of fantasy§(¢ a).

A crucial difference emerges, however: in the case of Lacan, it is presurhdtetha
circular structuralonesufficiently explains the relationship of desire that the subject has
with its object. What the subject desires is, in fact, its own loss; it desgr@ge already
discussed in chapter 2, “the binary signifier” which is nothing but the primalsssgae
part of the subject’s own being. It is the pre-subject’s self-submissiangadge or the
symbolic itself that produces this loss, which turns into the ghostly surplus tigect
accompanies or haunts all the empirical objects it desires. It desires ljexsts msofar
as they carry in themselves more than themselves, insofar as they moasw@nhe way
theobjet petit aand thus fill thevoid made to the subject by its own entrance into the
field of language. This circular movement is what Lacan tries to desigiththis
neologism, “extimacy”: the drive toward a foreign object always retiaritself, trying

to snarl the object and then transport it to the most intimate space of the sabjbet, f
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“goal” of the drive always coincides with its “source,” namely the siilijgelf (seeSe X|
174-86).

On the other hand, for Althusser as well as for the later Cremonini, the meaning of
the circular structure located at the center cannot be fixed unlessppesrsa behind
this structure, yet another structure of verticals that fundamentallytioogdit. From this
perspective, the void at the center, around which the circling movement of the subject
occurs, cannot itself be considegedubject(even if it is formulated in the name of “the
subject ofthe unconsciouy, instead, it must be thought of asstructureor, more
precisely,an indication of another structure presented in the form of its absence next to
the circular structureWhat does this structure of verticals depict? It depicts, Althusser
argues, “the relations which constitute [meri\ghg conditiori (LP, 236). It depictshe
real as “social relations,” “the relations of production or the forms otkhgs strugglen
a given society’l(P, 236-37; emphasis added).

One should be extra-careful not to misconstrue Althusser’s words here. He is not
simply saying that it depicts economy. Contrasting Marx’s dialectic wathels,
Althusser in his earlier texEor Marx, argued that Marx’s dialectic does not have the
typical Hegelian schema of concentric circles which, no matter how coneplitdooks,
is ultimately reducible to the movement of its (spiritual) cerftét,(101-02). Marx’s
dialectic is different in kind; it has the schema okdificemade of a heavy base and a
superstructure on top of it. The point of this schema is not that the base (i.e. economy)
determines the superstructure; Althusser vehemently criticizes soicbraic

determinism, which, at best, ends up reducing the structure of edifice into another
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structure of circle, whose center this time is occupied by economy Tkelfpoint of the
Marxian schema is, rather, that there is a fundamantalennespresent in the way in
which different instances of a given social formation are related to one anditseis
why the vertical structure that we encounter in Cremonini’s paintings musenbelered
to depict not so much economydaass struggle non-contemporaneous with itself due to
all its heterogeneous dimensions present (th& economic, the political and the
ideological).

Yet such a non-contemporaneity of class struggle as one’s “living conditions”
disappears from the sight as soon as one is seated inside the complacemfcircles
ideology, precisely as an ideological subject, looking only at the objecty agathged
at their circumferences or their “horizon.” This magical operation ig #ilausser has
in mind when he defines ideology as “a ‘representation’ of the imaginaryorelaip of
individuals to their real conditions of existence.” He is cautious not to sailduddgy is
individuals’ imaginary representation of the real. The imaginaryioatip itself that
individuals have to their real conditions of existenaeipresented by ideology. In other
words, ideology has its owgocial and thereforenaterial existence. It is itself part of
social relations, a part that nevertheless brings a strange effect upon theltwhole
inscribed in such double movemenf itself being a part of the complex whole and of, at
the same time, covering, with its own ideological veil, the very complexity aofitiote
to which it belongs. It turns the complex whole into an ideological “totality” with a

definite center but without a weight.
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In his posthumously published essay, entitled “On Feuerbach” (written in 1967, just
one year after the essay on Cremonini), Althusser explicitly discussesstie of the
topographical relationship between ideology and other social instasceording to him,
it is the Feuerbachian theory of religion, in which God is conceived as theoaxtati
self of man qua a species being, that provided classical Marxism with a foundaiisn f
“pseudo-theory of ideology'HC, 127). The idea that forms the backbone of the whole
Feuerbachian project can be summarized in the following simple formula: “@tsibje
essential object that subject'®bjectified essent€HC, 95). In other words, if there is
an object that is truly essential to a subject, then that object is nothing other than the
subject’s own essence which has been objectified (whether it is recognmechas
not). Feuerbach sometimes changes terminologies in this formula, regadert”
with “being” or “species,” and “objectified” with “externalized altenated,”
“manifested,” etc. But his fundamental point remains unchanged: between sungjetst
properobject is there found mirror relation or aspecularyrelation, through which the
phenomenological bridgeetween the two opposite sides is established. As long as this
subject is allowed to have more than one object reflecting its own essencenteeges
in Feuerbach a structure of circle in which “the center is constitutdtebgonstitutive
subject, from which there emanates a space of objects concentric to this oenter,
conversely, “the circle of essential objects surrounding theatesutbject as hihorizon”
(ibid.)

This Feuerbachian theory, Althusser claims, was uncritically retyde basis for

the predominant Marxist conception of ideology, whose structure consists of the
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following three moments: (1) at one end, there is given, qua essence, an oraghary f
empirical condition such as economic interests; (2) at the other end, there is found, qua
phenomenon, the corresponding ideological formation such as state, religion, crlture, a
and so on; (3) finally, between these two ends, there arises the theoretical neeal to t
“the genesiof the phenomenon.” This Marxist conception of ideology, in shortahas
structure ofreflectionbetween essence and phenomenon, between center and periphery
or between subject and object. Just as the Feuerbachian God or religion is considered the
estranged essence of man, so is ideology considered by classical MAisinenated
essence of economy (bomo ceconomiclusAlthusser argues that, in order to rectify this
“ideological theory of ideology,” it is necessary to critically recandtthe theme of the
speculary object, by substituting the theory of genesis with “a non-gémetic/ of
historical irruption, independent of a structural-functional theory of the ideological in its
articulation with other [social] instanced4C, 126; emphasis added). Of course, this
theory of irruption is what we already encountered in our discussion of Althusser’'s
“Letters to D,” which were written just two years before this essay oarbach.

This does not mean, however, that the Feuerbachian theory of reflection is of no
avail to us, because it still provides us with a remarkable description of certain key
features of ideology, even if only through “a veritable ‘ruse of unreasonilthgsser
insists. The important thing is to know the limit of this Feuerbachian theory: twkat i
good for and where to draw a line beyond which this theory loses its descriptive power.

Althusser writes:
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[T]he category of the mirror, or speculary reflection . . . definesthe relation
between ideology and its real conditions of existence, which is external to ideology,
but the relation, internal to ideologpetween two categories constitutive of the
ideological: subject and object (essence and phenomenon). We may say that the
relation subject = object is typical of the structure of any ideology or igealo
formation. Contrary to the claims of the classical Marxist tradition . .cédtegory
of reflection . . . is relevamtot to the theory of objective knowledge, buithout a
doubt,to the structure of the ideological. . All ideology is essentially speculary.
(HC, 127-28; emphasis added)
It is probably here that Althusser, for the first time, criticizes thssital definition
of ideology as a representation or a “reflection” of the real, and stad&s/elop his own
definition, which considers ideology a representatiothefimaginary relationshighat
individuals have to their “real conditions of existence.” We can clearlyfrese this
passage, that the difference between these two definitions concerns ptheisstue of
how to think of the relationship that ideology has with its outside, namely, other types of
social instances. To view this relationship as that of a simple reflectionuppcess the
radical heterogeneity between the inside and the outside (or sytsndiereduce them
merely to the two aspects of the single lagiernalto ideology, because the outside
here is understood as ultimately conveying the same logic as the insidmdeesich as
they constitute the inverted images of each other, their identity might not keddg re
recognizable; it might even be possible for one to deceive oneself as if ane we
occupying a “materialist” position by privileging the outside over thelesrhe trick is,
of course, that this act of privileging the outside takes placeaftaythe outside is
already reduced to a duplicate image of the inside. Althusser finds in thib&ehian

reduction the prototype of the Husserlian “transcendental reduction,” whoseffuiscti

precisely to strip external objects of their existenés, (112-13).
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Once the reduction of the outside is thus successfully carried out, it does not take
long before an operation Althusser calls a “reduplication” occurs, an operatidnah
the object of the subject (oneprivileged object among others) is reduplicated as the
subjectof the subjecand thus turns into the Subject (God, the Sovereign or the Judge) to
which the (first) subject is subjected. The speculary relation of subject aad, abjthis
way, necessarily develops into a structure of “moral accountability,” iohwiine
Second Subject serves the first as a guarantee,” on condition that the fesst submits
itself absolutely to the Second SubjadC( 130). Such dialectical reversals and
expansions of the logic of reflection, of course, are strctgrnalto the ideological
space itself. For the apparent outside posited by this logic is naahsutside (the real
“real,” so to speak) but only a projected image of the inside, namely the idebitsgitfa
In order to break with this logic, there must be assumed not another subject but
another structure, which, while being unmistakably distinct from the structure of
reflection, neverthelesonditionsit from without. Althusser writes:
[W]hat we have so far called effects of the speculary relation, which daadrbe
regarded as such within the field of the structure of the ideologaabt merely an
effect of this structureébut thesymptonof what commands its existence and very
nature. We must therefore reverse the apparent order of the effects aficheetr
and say thathe speculary relation is not the cause of the effects of reduplication and
of submission/guarantee; quite the contrary, the speculary structure is the effect of a
specific absence which makes itself felt, in the field of the ideologicaliisilé
symptom of the reduplication of the subject and the couple submission/guarantee
This absence is an abseme@ropria persondn the field of the ideological, but a
presencén propria personaoutside it. This presence is that of the ideological
function of recognition-misrecognition, a function that has to do witht is
misrecognizedh the form of the speculary relation of recognition: that is, in the last

instance, theomplex structure of the social who#nd itsclass structure(HC,
131-32; original emphasis)
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This “complex structure of the social whole, and its class structure”as wh
Althusser considers the real. It is not simply the economic infra-steuatuhe base but
the structure comprised of all the heterogeneous instances, includidgaltagical itself.
This complex whole as the real is both what is conditioning the ideological from without
and, simultaneously, what is missing from it, whahisgecognized by the subject seated
inside the ideological theater, for whom everything ought to appear as a paohefrant
drama contemporaneous to itself. Of course, insofar as the complex whole isalllyat r
causes the ideological phenomena, it cannot simply disappear from the scene; on the
contrary, it necessarily leaves its trace if only in the form of “an absemcepria
persond’ namely a vanishing point which, albeit infinitely approachable, is never in fact
reachable because it is itself made of only a void. The ideological phenomena of
repetition and redundancy (such as the redoubling of subject by Subject)sgra@tbms
of such an absence of the real cause; they are symptoms necessitatediley theda
therefore forever reinitiated attempts of the speculary logatiarethe void from which
the real cause is missing.

What makes this extraordinary discussion of Althusser's even more extragidina
the fact that he draws from it a unigu@manencritique of structuralismHe contends
that it is possible to believe one is doing a structural analysis of an ideology whil
remaining completely captive to “what the ideolagys about itself Even if one takes
extra steps to analyze whatissaid such analysis does not dramatically improve the
situation insofar as it merely aims at recoveridgtantmeaning of what is said and

thereby ends up in the position of aiding that ideology to discover a firmer and broader
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ground. Althusser argues that structuralism of this kind is scarcely disthadple from
hermeneutics; it never gets beyond the concentric circles of the idebkmaca, since
“bringing the structure of the ideological into relation with otiemorphicstructures
does not undermine this structure, but has the opposite effect, inasmuch as this
generalized isomorphism merely reinforces, merebeats the structure of the
ideological” HC, 132; original emphasis).

Explicitly criticizing Lévi-Strauss’s analysis of myths as pigrepeating the

structures of myths themselves, Althusser holds that such repetition (understood in the

sense of repetition automatismWiederholungszwanghould be viewed as a “symptom”

indicative of what is truly missing from the analysis:

[T]his isomorphism is itsel&n ideology of the relationship between the levels of
social reality—that is, a negation of their differences under the dominance of the
structure of the ideological, which has . . . [the functionhgdosing differences
under their denial, that is, under non-difference. [R]epetition can never be

anything other than thr@/mptonof something else, realized in repetition by way of
the denial of the repressed that surges up in the symptomisbinugrphism is a
repetition symptomatic of the ideological natureswiéicturalism . . . It is quite

striking that we do not find a theooy the different instances of the complex social
wholein Lévi-StraussHIC, 133; emphasis added)

Now Althusser relates this issue to that of the difference between the twesmbdel

causality: expressive causality and structural causality. Heesutat “the isomorphism
of structures is the modern form of expressive causality. Structuralibunsisin the last
instance, a hermeneutics: the concept of structure is its theoreticalffigHE, 133-34).

In contrast to the Cartesian mechanistic model of causality, whichsBezhmerely to

explain a transitive causal link from one part to another (or from one event to another),

both expressive causality and structural causality aim at explaininghieomhole
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determines its parts. Expressive causality, as Althusser alrea@dynexpin his earlier
work Reading Captitalis a Leibnizian-Hegelian model, according to which the same
essential causal structure is to be found everywhere, that is, as much in pette as
whole; the analysis of one individual part, for this reason, can easily be sutiSotuby
that of another. Structural causality, on the other hand, is a model developed by Spinoza
under the name of “immanent causality” (a model later inherited by Marxrand F
especially in the theoretical figure of “overdeterminatidi”According to this model,
the singular way in which different parts are articulated or comhwuittdone another
within the complex whole is what determines the specific natures of thelpartselves;
there are no parts with their own natures fixed prior to their mutual encounters, nor is
there such a thing as a whole preceding and determining its parta jrian or
transcendental way. In Reading CapitalAlthusser says:

.. . the effects are not outside the structure, are not a pre-existing objectit@eme
space in which the structure arrivesrgprint its mark on the contrary, it implies

that the structure is immanent in its effects, a cause immanent in ds eff¢he
Spinozist sense of the term, thia¢ whole existence of the structure consists of its

** For a relevant discussion of the concept of overdgination, see Pascal Gill#t|thusser et la
psychanalyséParis: PUF, 2009), p. 49 ff.

5 Zizek argues that the Althusserian “triad of exgiee-transitive-overdeterminate causality parsileé
Lacanian triad Imaginary-Real-Symbolic” (Zizékarrying with the NegativfDurham: Duke University
Press, 1993], p. 140). But, for Althusser, ovendeteation (structural causality) rather correspotathe
real,on condition thathis term “real” does not imply the Lacanian realg¢h aglas Dingor the missing
signifier) buta complex social whole as a combination of hetemeges elements or instancése fact
that ZiZzek links “overdeterminate causality” to #yembolic, which, according to him, typically optas
through a retroactive determination, eloquentlywehbis misunderstanding of Althusser’s concept of
overdetermination. As we already saw, retroact®@anination is the mechanism through which the
ideological subject inverts/cancels the overdeteation and teleologically (re)constructs the geneti
totality in place of it. Of course, the model opeassive causality is precisely what is establighealigh
such a teleological inversion. As for Lacan’s chiaggelationship with Spinoza, see Bertrand Ogijlvie
Lacan: Le sujetParis: PUF, 1987).
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effects in short thathe structure, which is merely a specific combination of its
peculiar elementss nothing outside its effects.

Thus, it can be said that there are basically two different ways to think oliséruct
Either can we think of structure as some sort of transcendegtainfiltrating every
individual part as well as the whole (just like the omnipresent spirit of God); canve ¢
think of it as an ensemble of complex relationships in which parts encounter one another
and so mutually cause one another in such a way that the whole causes itséié(jbst li
Spinozist Deus sive Naturd.*’ If we apply to society the first idea of structure, then we
inevitably end up with “an expressive society, each part of which contains the whole
(HC, 133). If, on the other hand, we follow the second idea, then we face a society
fundamentally characterized by its complexity, a society wherein no indiydttacan
ever be reduced to another as well as to the whole.

It is important to realize that this is not an issue that structuralismnakyehas
with its outside, that is, non-structuralism. It is, rather, an issue tragdts entire field
of structuralism itself. To borrow Michel Foucault’s terminology, it is imblaépoint of
heresy”internal to structuralisnf® So much so that we may even observe that the two
positions in competition were sometimes adopted by one and the same author. In his

1975 textDiscipline and Punislimore precisely, at the end of the chapter entitled

6 Althusser and BalibaReading Capitalpp. 188-89 (emphasis added).

" This is why the popular understanding of Spincza gantheist is completely mistaken. Pantheism,
which claims, for instance, that the whole univassi a drop of water, is rather based on the rhofie
expressive causality, insofar as it assumes thdti€in an individual. The Spinozan God is not in an
individual but rather between individuals; it i®tlthole transindividual relationshiformed among
individuals themselves.

8 Michel FoucaultThe Order of Thinggrans. (New York: Random House, Inc., 1970),40.1
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“Panopticism”), Foucault described the modern Western society as & sacigirised
of concentric circles of the same disciplinary practice, and asked:stigatising that
prisons resemble factories, schools, barracks, hospitals, which all reseisims
Only one year later, however, in his first volumerbe History of Sexualifyfroucault
completely reversed this position and claimed: “The family does not duplazéetys
just as society does not imitate the famil$.”

To return to our discussion at hand, let us ask ourselves: is it possible, then, to apply
Althusser’s criticism of Lévi-Strauss similarly to Lacan him@é#f it possible, in other
words, to criticize Lacan as a theorist of structuralist hermeneutics, widdylgursued a
schema of expressive causality in his theorization of the unconscious? The saewer
to be an ambivalent “yes and no.” According to a footnote added to “On Feuerbach” by
the book editor, Frangois Matheron, Althusser did not treat Lacan’s strusitutak
same way that he did Lévi-Straus¥J, 154; footnote 68). For Althusser, Lacan’s
structuralism was distinct in one fundamental aspect: it sought the causewyhitem
not inside bubutsidethe symptom itself, outside what the repetition automatism

“unconsciously” repeats, thereby emphasizing the esserttetkyonomous

9 Foucault Discipline and Punishtrans. Alan Sheridan (New York: Random House,, 1h895), p. 228.
According to Yoshiyuki Sato, Foucault's model ofagr called “panopticismfeneralizedhe
psychoanalytic mechanism of “internalization,” thechanism through which the subject interiorizes th
external Other’s commandments and thus ends uplissiiag an intra-psychic system of surveillande(t
super-ego), from which it can never find an esc&pe this reason, Sato claims that the Foucault of
Discipline and Punistiemained completely captive to structuralism, geinable to find a way to resist the
power. He views Foucault’s later works ©he History of Sexualityssentially as an attempt to avoid such
a theoretical deadlock. See Yoshiyuki S&touvoir et résistance: Foucault, Deleuze, Derridéthusser
(Paris: L’Harmattan, 2007), especially the firstlahird chapters.

0 Foucault,The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Intoductisans. Robert Hurley (New York: Random
House, Inc., 1990), p. 100.
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characteristicof the human psyche. The question is: was this enough? For Althusser also
remarked that the recognition of such an outside (“another mechanism, irredutide t
field of any hermeneutics whatsoever”) only constitutes “the first, predingistep
toward recognizing what the unconscious KBC( 135). Insofar as Lacan defines this
outside only in terms afnesinglesocial instance, that is to sdgnguageor the signifier
his position regarding the issue of the isomorphism of social instancesnséilhee
problematic.

Here | would like to revisit Zizek’s criticism of Althusser, which makesafse
Lacan’s claim that “it is Marx who invented symptom.” A small fact chegkss to be in
order. Although it is just as ZiZzek says that Lacsticizes Althusser in a very pointed
manner while discussing Marx’s concept of surplus vali®eiminar XV,P* nonetheless
he does not seem to direct his criticism at Althusser’s structuralisnmgtance, asking
why disallowing any room for the subject’s subversion of the structure); on thargont
it is Lacan himself who tries to defend structuralism agd&tieusser’s criticism of it.

This is what Zizek never mentions in fise Sublime Object of Ideolofyr anywhere

else). He does not because he cannot; it directly contradicts his mriti@s accuses
Althusser as a theorist of “alienation” who were completely subordinatiie t
structuralist-functionalist ideology, which supposedly dominated the Frendieatual
scene in the 1960s. ZiZzek displaces the point of the debate and asks whetherrthere is i

Althusser some identifiable moment of “interpellation without identificdtamthere is

®1 Lacan,D’un Autre a l'autre (Le séminaire, livre XV{Paris: Seuil, 20086).
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in Lacan. This is, however, not the same question that Lacan raises tsaithunde
discussing Marx’s “invention” of the notion of symptom in Bsminar XVI

The point of the disagreement between Althusser and Lacan ratherthes i
guestion of how to understand the category of the real. Lacan’s claim igticatrstism
is valid because “the structure is . . . real”; it is not merely a thealigtconstructed
fiction, but something that really exists in the studied object itself. Funtiver Lacan
argues thaa homological structurés found across various areas of scientific study such
as psychoanalysis, economics, physics, etc. Lacan particularly stiieisséHomology
clearly means—and | underlined it—that the relation is not one of analogyndieisd
the same thing that is at stake. It is a matter of the same stuff insefaatis at stake is
the scissors’ mark of discoursesf(45). This structural homology is what accounts for
Lacan’s assertion of the “parallel” between Marx’s concept of surplus @ad his own
concept of surplupuissancgplus-de-joui).

Why do we find the same structure of “surplus” operating in such differeas af
study? Lacan’s reply is simple: it is because everywhere therérigctuse that cannot
help but follow the same mathematical necessity; the presence oftarsticunediately
implies that there is some surplus or exception “extimately” produced outsisigstieen
that subjects, insofar as they remain within the system, cannot accessintdaisméntal
logic does not vary as we move from one area of study to another. Just as infants are
forced to submit themselves to the law of language, so are workers compelildmfrit
themselves to the law of market. Language and market are not so different; on the

contrary, they are identical, if we take them at the levslgsfifiers Both of them are
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networks of signifiers governed by the same structural law which sedggroduces a
surplus. Whenever such and such pre-subjects enter a society of signifiers,dbts subj
necessarily lose something that entails the ghostly object callet)jdteetit a Lacan
argues:

A subject is what can be represented by a signifier for another signifias tig

not something traced out on the fact that as an exchange value the subject in

guestion, in what Marx is deciphering, namely, economic reality, the subject of

exchange value is represented for what? Use value. And it is already in thistgap tha
there is produced, that there falls what is called surplus vEthigloss is all that

counts at our leveHenceforth no longer identical to himself the subject certainly no

longer enjoys but something is lost that is called surplus enjoying; itaystr
correlative to the coming into play of what then determines everything involved in
thinking. And in the symptom what else is involvéd.

As we can see, Lacan here is trying to define surplus value in terms opthe ga
between use value and exchange value: “It is already in this gap that {hedused . . .
surplus value.” Why? It is because, for him, the moment that use value is subsumed under
exchange value exactly corresponds to the moment that the pre-subjects submit
themselves to the structural law of a signifying network. Worfjeesise values enter
the market by submitting themselepsaexchange values to it. Thus they themselves
become signifiers fungible with other signifiers. This subjection, accotdihgcan,n
and of itselfproduces what Marx calls surplus value. Therefore, there is no further need
to ask why. “This loss,” he claims, “@l that counts at our levél.

Lacan, however, does not realize that it is exactly here that Althusses has own

objection. From Althusser’s point of view, Lacan’s account of surplus value has nothing

to do with Marx’s own. In order to see the difference does it suffice to ask theques

2 Lacan,D’un Autre a l'autre p. 15 (emphasis added).
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that Lacan never wants to ask: exactly how can a simple submission of Kegsatora
market in and of itself produce surplus value? Regarding this question, Marx’s position i
Capitalis unmistakably clear: the market itself does produce any surplus value. The
market cannot do so precisely because it is based on the émualfexchangeOnly
equivalents can be exchanged in the market. Therefore, surplus value is not produced by
a simple submission of workers to a market, but precteadyparticular kind of market
that is dominated by the bourgeois class

Such bourgeois domination is not automatically implied by the presence of a market,
no matter how well structured the market is as a signifying network. The baurgeoi
domination must be produced, above all, by separating workers from means of
production. Capitalists’ monopolization over means of production is the key to the
specifically capitalist production of surplus vafieThis is why, spending so much time,
Marx delves into the past and unearths the historical process that he callsntite/gor
accumulation of capital.” It is “primitive” because it constitutes an alsgigcondition
for any establishment of the capitalist market. It is the process through whrkers

themselves are separated from means of production and thus newly created as moder

3 Markets existed long before capitalism, but thethemselves never produced capitalist exploitation
Quite the contrary, precapitalist exploitation wasried out by other means, that is, without marKehis
is why Althusser in his “Letters to D” insists thatpitalism never originated from some prototymaeint
(like market) bufrrupted as an effect of historical encounter and combamatif plural elements which
originally had nothing to do with one another. Alsiser states, “Those elements are above all: €1) th
existence of money accumulated in the form of e&p(2) the existence of a great mass of “workergd
have become “free’—that is, stripped of their meafhgroduction; (3) a certain threshold crossethe
development of techniques for the transformationaitire—energetic, mechanical, chemical, and
biological techniques—and techniques for the orzation of labor (division, cooperation). Historyosts
several situations in which only two of those elatsare united, but not the third; in such casesaw
mode of production irrupts, and the capitalist motiproduction is not “born™ WP, 62).
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proletariats who have nothing to sell but their own labor force. Only after thiegsree
more or less complete, the workers finally enter a market, namely thetrttzakis now
dominated by the bourgeois class. It is crucial that this process of printitvmalation
cannot be considered a purely economic process. It does not simply belong tocahat La
calls “economic reality.” It is rather a historical processla$s struggle with all its
dimensions present tq from the economical, to the political, to the ideological, and so
on. The capitalist market is only one of the effects, and not the cause, ofrctiggkest
Class struggle begins well before workers submit themselves to the miagkeh |
precedes any establishment of the capitalist market, because it begitisewpreemptive
strikes of the bourgeois class inflicted upon various kinds of workers, peasants, beggars,
vagabonds, and so on. The struggle of the proletarian class, if it can be called tzatllass a
at this rudimentary stage, begins only with a delsa reaction to such attacks of the
bourgeois classThis is why most of the class struggles of the proletariat hdeéeasive
nature®*

Can we say, then, that workers’ submission to the market produces surplus value if
the capitalist market is already in place? Perhaps we can say it does, buhoot wi
gualifications. In order to uncover the secret of the capitalist surplus value, one cannot

remain at the level of the market (the network of commodity signifiers), ledttoego

** This was also Louis-Auguste Blanqui’s ide¥es, Messrs, this is the war between the rich hagoor:
the rich wanted it thus, because they are the aggnes Only they find it evil that the poor fight badkiey
would readily say in speaking of the people ‘Thignaal is so ferocious that it defends itself whémaeked.’
The entire philippic of Mr. Prosecuting Attorneysismmed up in this one sentence” (Blanqui, “ThelTri

of the Fifteen: Defence Speech of the Citizen La\uguste Blanqui before the Court Of Assizes,”
http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/blanq882/defence-speech.htm, accessed on May 20, 2011,
original emphasis).
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into the labor process itself. Marx is no less clear about this @dpgal. Exploitation
never consists in the simple fact that workers sell their labor force in ttketmma
exchange with a certain amount of wage. It takes place, not in the contractuss pboite
in theimmediateprocess of labor. The capitalist has to literally squeeze the sweat and
blood out of workers who resist such exploitation. It is not enough for the capdaalist t
simply buyworkers’ labor force. The capitalist must force the workers, throughout the
entirely working days, to become commodities, like machines, which can be @hsum
regularly and with a maximum efficiency. Exploitation would not be possible uthless
capitalist succeeds in this commodification of the workers, which is achievked labor
process itself. Again, it is the capitalist—not the workers—imit@tesclass struggle.
Just like a general in military armies, the capitalist must eskaiol his factory a
commanding authority which is not only economic but alsidical in nature. It is
political insofar as it institutes@ower relationbetween the capitalist and the workers.
The capitalist must do this by devising up, and applying to the workers, varioagisgat
of exploitation including those that make use of physical disciplines and violence.

Discussing the issue of co-operation among workers, Marx writes:

We also saw that, at first, the subjection of labour to capital was only a fiersuil

of the fact that the worker, instead of working for himself, works for, and
consequently under, the capitalist. Through the co-operation of numerous wage-
labourers, the command of capital develops into a requirement for carrying on the
labour process itself, into a real condition of production. That a capitalist should
command in the field of production is now as indispensable as that a general should

command on the field of battle. All directly social or communal labour on a large
scale requires, to a greater or lesser degrdeecting authority”

5 Karl Marx, Capital, vol. 1, trans. B. Fowkes (New York: Penguin, 19$0 448.
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In order to characterize this controlling power that the capitalistisesrover the
workers, Marx writes, “in form it is purely despotit®”"He directly compares this
despotic power of the capitalist to the power that ancient monarchs held over their
subjects: “This power of Asiatic and Egyptian kings, of Etruscan theoctatbas in
modern society been transfertedhe capitalist, whether he appears as an isolated
individual or, as in the case of joint-stock companies, in combination with offlers.”
The specificity of the capitalist exploitation, therefore, does not dansis
recourse to a purely economic means of compulsion; it rather consists in i€ spegi
to hideits extra-economic dimensiawith its veil ofeconomismnamely the bourgeois
ideology that, once it is separated from politics in capitalism, economy can emerge as an
objective sphere governed by a set of mathematical laws of exchidgmagsecret of the
capitalist surplus value (namely, how it is squeezed out of the wage-laboreds)es hi
by the ideology of theeparationof politics and economy. In his 1978 essay, entitled
“Marxism Today,” Althusser argues:
Thearithmetical presentation of surplus-valas the difference between the value
produced and the variable capital advanced in the process of production. . . . can
lead to areconomistic interpretation of exploitatioBxploitation, however, cannot
be reduced to this surplus-value, but must be thought in its concrete forms and
conditions. That is to say, it must be thought within the implacable constraints of the
labour procesgextension, intensification, compartmentalization) . . . on the one
hand; and the conditions of theproduction of the labour forcgonsumption,

housing, family, education, health, questions of women, etc.), on the other.
Undoubtedly, Marx did not identify exploitation solely with the arithmetical

*5 |bid., p. 450.

" Ibid., p. 452.
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subtraction of value. He speaks of the various forms of surplus-value (absolute,
relative), just as he speaks of forms of exploitatfon.

Hence, Althusser’s understanding of surplus value directly runs counter tod.acan’
For Lacan, there are always in society distinct spheres that are retduicta
homological way. Each sphere, insofar as it is a network of signifiers, produgésia ce
type of surplus together with alienated subjects who cannot access it. The subofissi
subjects to the structure itself is the very cause of the production of surplus.ashssic
is said to be #ormal phenomenon universally witnessed regardless of the differences in
contents that individual spheres may have. Althusser’s objection to this pasition i
what Lacan suggests it is. His objection is not that structuralism is wroagdeeall
structures are mere fictions that exist only in theory, but that one cannahdhkpla
meanings of those “distinct” structures if one does not explain firsinigelarway in
which they are articulated with one another in a given specific social form&tom
Althusser’s standpoint, the separation between different spheres (atdeas, gpheres)
is itself an ideological illusion fabricated by the capitalist sdoiahation. We are
always already in the complex whole consisting of various social relatidhsir mutual
entanglements. It is by the intervention of the bourgeois ideology of econdhasthis
whole is divided into, at least, two distinct spheres. On the one hand, there eanerges
economic sphere, in which a set of objective laws of exchange seem to govesn all t
circulations of men and commodities in a fair and calculable fashion. On the loéner, t

surfaces a political sphere, in which only the “general interest” of the pebpib

8 Althusser, “Marxism Today” in Gregory Elliot (edPhilosophy and the Spontaneous Philosophy of the
Scientists and Other Essaysans. Ben Brewstest al. (New York: Verso, 1990), pp. 272-73.
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transcends all particular class interests is considered legiti@lass struggle is thus
made to exit both sphereSommodity fetishism as the ever expanding circular structure
of desire can be activated only after the market is separated in this wah&soene of
class struggleThis is why the “really existing” structure of commodity fetishism,
contrary to Lacan’s and Zizek’s belief, cannot explain surplus value. seil§dnly an
effect of a more fundamental ideology called economism that conceals fromartket m
the very place where surplus value is actually exploited. Likewise, thetaliené
workers in the market is not what explains surplus value, but is itself what should be
explained through the real mechanism of exploitation. To conceive the capitalist
exploitation in terms of alienation is only to fall back into a trap of bourgeoisoghain
order to see the secret of surplus value, one must get out of the market, get out of the
“‘economy,” to see how the market and its commodity fetishism themselvedlare sti
conditioned by their outsidf&.

To return to the discussion of the later Cremonini’s paintings briefly, this
conditioning is what Althusser tries to bring to light by pointing out that theradeed
two radically different structures playing in those paintings. At the cémee is the

circular structure in which everyone’s desire is played out. The infinite iondostween

*9 In his “Le marxisme comme théorie finie” (1978)ttisser attacks the juridical illusion of politics
which limits political practice to the officiallyecognized “sphere” of politics (the state) and thassiders
it exercisable only iparty-form This illusion, of course, is also what feeds aharsyndicalism, which
views the union activity of workers as a purapolitical activity. Althusser says, “The old distinction
party/union is put to a hard test, totally unfomseolitical initiatives are being born outsidetjss and
even outside of laborers movement (ecology, steugflvomen, of youths, etc.), in a grand confusfon,
sure, but which can be fecund . . . And naturdllyhéss movement ends up questioning the form of
organization of party itself, of which one percei\(a bit late!) that it is exactly constructed ba todel of
the bourgeois political apparatus . . .” (Althussee marxisme comme théorie finieSolitude de
Machiave] éd. Yves Sintomer [Paris: PUF, 1998], p. 289).
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men and things is nothing but the fetishistic inversion through which men’s activéies a
expressed in terms of the activities of things (the table, for example,attatdsncing
around on its feet as it enters the market). But the meaning of this infinitsigrer
cannot be fixed unless it is first shown how it is conditioned by the vertical stratture
the margin which depicts the “real conditions of existence.” By wrifiapgital, Marx did
not add another text to political economy. Instead he wrotgigue of political
economy. The quintessence of Marx’s work does not lie in his discovery of the structure
of fetishistic desire in the market, still less in his mathematizatitineofiarket economy.
It lies rather in his discovery of the invisible outside that conditions the struwftdesire
constantly circling in the center of capitalism. To see Althusser’s poistitiseffice to
ask: if the secret of surplus value is already revealed in the first clod@apital that
analyzes commodity fetishism, what is Marx doing in all the other enshaygers,
tirelessly discussing the history of primitive accumulation, the histiocltanges made in
factory legislations and regulations, the past and current ways of orgaalzargnith or
without a usage of machines, the unique capitalist law of population that sets up an
industrial reserve army at the margin of the capitalist society, andteoNtarx’s
theoretical aim was to reveal the outside of the market by short-circuitiniggahd
economy that are kept separate by the capitalist social formation. Onlg sustretical

short-circuit could shed light on the real places and the real modes of algsgeStt

% In his “Marx in His Limits,” Althusser identifiethis “separation’ of the state” as “the number one
instrument of any state of dominant class” (AltlersSMarx in His Limits,” inPhilosophy of the

Encounter trans. G. M. Goshgarian [New York: Verso, 20@6]116). Of course, to say that the separation
of politics and economy is an ideology is not theme as to say that this separation is merely fiatior
illusory; quite the contrary, it is experienceddupjects as an effective reality in the sens@/ioklichkeit
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Hence, Althusser’s criticism of Lacan, as long as the issue of samnabiphism or
homology is concerned, is not so different from the criticism that he makes dgainst
Strauss, who, according to Althusser, “claims to draw his inspiration from, ldairx
doesn’t know him”. In his 1966 essay “On Lévi-Strauss,” Althusser writes:

As Lévi-Strauss does not know what the ideological is . . ., since he does not know
what the ideological level is the complex articulation of a mode of productand,

a fortiori, in the combination of several modes of production within one social
formation he falls back . . . on the procedure and ideological temptations that
worked (so well!) in the case of kinship structures . . . Rather than retreating, then,
he forges ahead under the banner of the wrong sort of formalization . . . Either the
same forms arglentified as homologousith other existing forms . . the forms of
kinship or economic or linguistic exchange they are ultimately identified with
certain economisticfactors (‘mode of life’, ‘geographical conditions’, etc.) which
Lévi-Strauss takes for the equivalent of a Marxist theory of the economiofeve
mode of production, whose conceptual existence he knows nothing aOuR7-

28)

Criticizing Lévi-Strauss’s point of view as a “functionalism” necastied to a
“subjectivism,” Althusser rejects “the concept of the unconscious” that &#aitss uses,

and further adds: “I would go so far as to say that the concept of the unconscious is no

In other words, the ideology of separation is maipdy a false idea but a false idea that is ahsderial
because it is organized in the very materialityhefideological state apparatuses. This materidtgs not
make the idea true but nevertheless effective. Bapprehending this point, a theorist like Migueltiér
was led to believe that Althusser in “Marx in Higrlits” not only affirmed such separation as thd rea
underlying mechanism of politics but went so fat@sonsider it as a point of departure in seafc mew
materialist theory of the state (“Machiavelli Aftglarx: the Self-Overcoming of Marxism in the Late
Althusser,”Theory and Even#:4, 2004, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theoryl avent/). However, as
Warren Montag pointed out in “Politics: Transcendamnimmanent?: A response to Miguel Vatter's
‘Machiavelli After Marx™ (Theory and Even®:4, 2004), Althusser in the same essay explisdlys, “It is
here that we see the superficiality (and therefteelity) of a descriptive conception of the stttat is
content to affirm that the state is ‘separate’ @mbve classes’. Such a conception is ‘ripe’ aratlyeto fall
into the bourgeois theory of the state as the dbgarbiter of class conflict. In reality, to shedme light
on this questionye need to bring reproduction into plafMarx in His Limit,” p. 120). Developing this
position of Althusser’s, Etienne Balibar later agduhat Marx’s essential break with political ecoryo
consisted precisely in his theoretical short-cirbeitween politics and economy or between the stade
the immediate process of labor. See Balibar, “la@étariat insaisissablel’a Crainte des mass¢Baris:
Galilée, 1997), pp. 221-250; “In Search of the Btanliat: The Notion of Class Politics in Mariasses,
Classes, Ideadrans. James Swenson (London: Routledge, 1994)1,25-49.
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more scientific a concept in psychoanalysis than in sociology or anthropologyooy'hist
(2003, 26). According to Frangois Matheron, a copy of the essay on Lévi-Strauss wa
received in 1967 by Emmanuel Terray who later asked Althusser for a pemess
include the essay in his forthcoming bdak Marxisme devant les sociég#imitives: In
1968, Althusser asked Alain Badiou what he thought of Terray’s proposal. We do not
know what Badiou’s reply was. Although Terray’s book was finally published without
the essay, we may well assume that Althusser’s criticism of strlistanaas relatively
well known and discussed by intellectuals in ffwele normale supérieuravhere
Lacan’s seminars were taking place at that time (he moved Eath#té de droiin 1969
right after he finished th8eminar XV). Perhaps, the “stir in the cafes” that, according to
Lacan, took place right after his first sessiotseminar XVJin which he strongly
defended structuralism, had something to do with Althusser’s criticismvofSteauss.
Lacan in the second session explicitly mentions Althusser's name: “Althuaseroy
very comfortable in it [namely, in the group of intellectuals classifiegublishers as
structuralists among whom Lacan himself belonged and felt comfortalblis] 5y no
means certain that Lacan read Althusser’s essay on Lévi-Strahastane. But it seems
both Althusser and Lacan were aware of the point of their contention. It is about the
social “homology” presupposed by structuralism, especially by Freudorarx

In 1966, according to Matheron, Althusser organized a clandestine thdoxetika
group with some of his students—Alain Badiou, Etienne Balibar, Yves Duroux and Pierre
Macherey—uwith the explicit aim of collectively preparing for a publicatiba

philosophical work provisionally titled “Elements of Dialectical Matksia.” Though
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this work never saw the light of day, Althusser’s posthumously published “Three Notes
on the theory of Discourses,” which were circulated among the group members at the
initial stage of their cooperative work, allow us to trace the contour of some lohs$ic
ideas for this collective project. If these notes had been known earlier, | thynutiedy
could have helped us avoid numerous confusions regarding Althusser’s later thaorizati
of ideological interpellation. Yet what is more interesting in the context odisaussion
is the problematic that he proposes in order to situate the object of psychoanahssis i
broad field of scientific objectivity: namely, the problematic of the aliditon of
“regional theory” (RT) and “general theory” (GT).

According to Althusser, psychoanalysis in its state has a form of rétheoay but
lacks a general theory. As a regional theory, psychoanalysis hasm ®ftheoretical
concepts designed to explain the structure and the functioning of its objedttalle
unconscious. Due to the absence of the general theory, however, psychoanksyeis fai
“provide objective proof of its scientificity'HC, 41): it “strives to ‘achieve closure,’ but
fails tg; or, to put it in other terms, it tries to define its own obgifferentially (in
contradistinction to other theoretical objects: in the present case, thoségl/pi
psychology, sociology, etc.), bi#tils td’ (40; original emphasis).

As Althusser indicates, there have been attempts to overcome such a situation, but
most of them ended up merely reducing the object of psychoanalysis to that of another
neighboring discipline. Two exceptional attempts were made dyydArimself and Lacan,
both of whom refused to take such a reductionist approach. Even when they borrowed

certain concepts from other disciplines, they were always cautious to oheteheir
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objectdifferentiallyfrom objects of other disciplines. But, for this very reason, Freud’s
attempt to produce a general theory for psychoanalysis lapsed back into thedsame ol
disciplinary isolation, merely constructing a theory of “metapsychygiag which
concepts of the regional theory were paradoxically reproduced under different names
merely marked by their hollow claims to generality.

Althusser argues that Lacan’s theoretical effort to elaborateldigonship between
psychoanalysis and linguistics definitely showed a possibility of overcosaicty an
isolation of the regional theory, insofar as he did not just try to understand theiveegat
relationship in terms of what distinguishes the object of psychoanalysis froof tha
linguistics, but their positive relationship as well by investigating wiedtas them
approach each other, what makes tisamilar. Here, what Althusser has in mind is, of
course, Lacan’s famous thesis: “the unconscious is strudtkeddnguage * By
inserting the small preposition, “like,” in his major thesis on the relationshiyeba
psychoanalysis and linguistics, Lacan successfully emphasized both thenddfand
the similarity between the two scientific objects, and thus brought about effgtictsliy

beneficial to both disciplines. “Lacan is led to clarify,” says Althusser, dnbt the

®1 |n Seminar Il| Lacan argues: “If | say that everything that pg®to analytic communication has the
structure of language, this precisely does not ntleainthe unconscious is expressed in discourse. Th
TraumdeutungThe Psychopathology of Everyday | B#@dJokesmake this transparent—nothing in
Freud's detours is explicable unless it is becdlus@analytic phenomenon as such, whatever it may be
isn't a language in the sense in which this wouthmthat it's a discourse—I've never said it was a
discourse—but is structured like a language. T$htbeé sense in which it may be called a phenomenal
variety, and the most revealing one, of man’s ietetto the domain of language. Every analytic
phenomenon, every phenomenon that comes from Higtarfield, from the analytic discovery, from wha
we are dealing with in symptoms and neurosisrigctired like a language” (Lacahhe Psychoses, 1955-
56 (The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book tt§ns. Russell Grigg [New York: W. W. Norton & @pany,
1997], pp. 166-67).
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theoretical concepts of the regional theory of psychoanalysis, but also tlee@ietical
concepts of the regional theorylwfguistics itself (HC, 44; original emphasis). He says
this is because, whenever a general theory helps a regional theoryatautyitself, it
necessarily brings about “tlsame effect of rectification-reclassificatioon the concepts
of the other regional theory in question.

Immediately, however, Althusser points out that this Lacanian interdisaipli
operation still involves a marvelous sleight of hand, a sort of self-deception, tly t&hi
simple confrontation” between the two regional theories is mistaken fadagiron of a
general theory. Thgeneral theoneffectthat Lacan triggers through the interaction
between the two regional theories (the “GT-effect” as opposed to the “GT onpers
should not be confused with a founding of a general theory itself, which is demanded by
psychoanalysis and linguistidspthequally as a regional theory. It is due to the absence
of such a general theory that Lacan is necessarily led to believe not drdpehaf the
two regional theories is the general theory of the other, but, moreover, that iasgonist
psychoanalysis “allied to linguistics” can play the role of the “mothsecigline” ofall
the other human sciences. Althusser claims that this is precisely wdaae’d suspicious
relationship with Lévi-Strauss comes to matter fully.

[T]he general theory towards which Lacan is working . . . is not perfeittigtedin

its status of general theory [so that] what Lacan withholds from linguistilbone

hand . . . he grants Lévi-Strauss with the other . . . although it is obvious that Lévi-

Strauss imports linguistics into his own field in an extremely summary, nttoalkcr

way that has nothing whatsoever to do with the kind of ‘importation’ that we find in

Lacan (which is, precisely, critical, differential importation). Altgblu_acan treats

the relations between linguistics and psychoanalysis in a way that is

epistemologically correche assigns the (incorrect) use of linguistics by Lévi-
Strauss the task and responsibility of ‘mediating’ the relationship between
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psychoanalysis and the other Human Scien¢#S, 45-46; emphasis added)

What is the theoretical alternative that Althusser proposes, then? A deeealopina
genuine general theory for psychoanalysis is well expected, of course. Bush®etloe
stop there; he suggests that there musivbegeneral theories instead of org&hould the
object of psychoanalysis be defined as “the discourse of the unconscious,” then there
must be two general theories concerned with the two aspects of the samelwbject
aspect othe unconsciouand that othe discourselnsofar as the unconscious is a kind
of discoursemade up of signifiers, psychoanalysis requihesgeneral theory of the
signifier. But the signifier in question here is not just any signifier but specificallyotha
the unconscioysence, there ought to be another general theory that allows us to think of
its singularity not only in relation to other types of discourses such as anteseied
ideology but also to non-discursive practices (for instance, economic prattietes)e
articulated with it. Althusser eventually identifies this second genemhthath the
general theory of historical materialism

| have no intention to go into details of what Althusser calls the geneoay tbthe
signifier here. Instead, | would simply like to note two points that are closlaled to
each other. First, what Althusser calls the signifier is never limatdiakt linguistic kind.
Thus we see that, after distinguishing the four major types of discourmssé&art,
ideology and the unconscious), Althusaddsyet another class of signifier that partly
overlaps with those four discursive types, namalyguage He claims that, if “the
signifiers of languagddngug are morphemes (material: phonemes),” the signifiers of

those four discourses include not only words but many other elements such as concepts,
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sounds, colors, gestures, modes of behaviors, feelings, and fart#i3i&®{51). In short,
he never wanted to even out singularities of different types of signifiers.

Second, Althusser clearly distinguished the level of discourse from that aflgsg
Toward the end of his third “Note,” he puts into question “the opposition languagéfspeec
[langue/parolg” and argues:

Speechparold raises a very different problem, secondary with regard to the

problem preceding it: that of the discourses. For a speeehdarolé occursonly in

a discourse/ The opposition languagaphgug/discourse is theoretically pertinent,

but it would no longer have the same status as the opposition language/speech; it

may well be the concept of a languazmfug that will prove inadequate in our

opposition, since we are assigning the concept of discourse a much broader meaning
than the one authorized by linguistics in its current state. Perhaps the concept of
languagelpngagég would become pertinent again: language would designate the
structure of any discourse, and thus play vis-a-vis discourse (in the broad sense in
which we use the term) the same role as the concept of landeagadept de

langug played vis-a-vis ‘linguistic’ discourse in the narrow Saussurean sense (wha

Saussure has in mind when he pronounces the cospegpth (HC, 81-82; original

emphasis).

As we can clearly see, Michel Pécheux’s crucial distinction betweendgagnd
discourse that we already discussed in the previous section actually oamfdtfrusser.

Not only does Althusser here hold that the level of discourse should be theorized as
distinct from that of language understood in the sentngtie but also claims that a
parole, which belongs to the performative dimension in a Butlerian sense, always takes
place, not at the level of language or at the level of the oppositiangnie/parole, but

at the level of discourse. Although Althusser does not explicitly relate gtisalion to

the question of class division here, we can nevertheless confirm that it imsdela af

Althusser’s that Pécheux took and developed inasyuage, Semantics and Ideology
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order to approach the issue of ideological class strdggle.

In any case, what we learn from these two points concerning the generaladheory
the signifier is that Althusser was extremely careful not to reduceeatitféevels of social
practices. And it is also in this context that we may understand why he proposed t
general theories instead of one, thereby distancing himself fronm’sguzsition that
seemed to overemphasize the dominance dfitfggegeneral law of the signifier (the
law of language). After claiming that there are required for psychgaséa specified
form of combination of two GTs, the GT of the signifier and the GT of historical
materialism,” Althusser states:

Naturally this case will seem ‘special’ to us if we cling to an idea®f3T mired in

the Aristotelian categoriesf inclusion and subsumption. On this conception of
‘generality’, which it seems to us absolutely necessary to reject, theatsitams
relations of extension with its RTs (since every Rihaduded in itsGT, one GT is
enough to account for an RT). On this conception, an RT cannot depemd GTs

it can depend on just on€here is a lingering echo of this conception, perhaps, in
what one suspects is Lacan’s temptation (and that of some of his disciples) to take
linguistics (regarded as the GT of the signifier) for the GT of the RT of
psychoanalysisOne would have to ask whether the principle of differential
articulation does not also apply between GTs . . . In other words, if we do not think
the possibility of an articulation between GTs, we will remain at the |étbEo
parallelism of the attributeand of the temptation that constantly accompanies it, the
conflationof the attributesThe parallelism of the attributes is tempered and
corrected in Spinoza by the concept of substaheedifferent attributes are

attributes obne and the same substanites the concept ddubstancevhich plays

the role of the concept of the articulation of the attributes . . . The distinction
between attributes is possible only on condition that they are articulatads Let
revert to our own terminology: the distinction between the GTs (which are our
attributes) is possible only on condition that they are differentially artenil§1C,
64-65; emphasis added)

According to Matheron, in a letter he sent to Balibar on 14 October 1966, Althusser

62 We shall come back to this issue of ideologicalggle in Althusser in chapter 4.
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wrote, in an explicit reference to Spinoza, that the aforementioned collectikewor
“Elements of Dialectical Materialism” would become “a true work ofggobhy that can
stand as [theirEthics (HC, 43). No doubt, the content of the passage above was what
Althusser had in mind when he made this comment. He condemiedablegyinvolved
in the Aristotelian hierarchy of species and genus, in which it is atbdhae a species
can only be subsumed under one single genus, which in turn becomes a species for yet
another single higher genus, and so on. Until the highest genus is finally reached in thi
way, this operation of simple subsumption is supposed to go on without any possibility of
bifurcation or digression, for otherwise it would be impossible to construct a coherent
system centered on one singdosor logosexhaustively encompassing all the incidents
that may possibly occur. Inasmuch as this single universal logic is to lzedeat every
level of the hierarchy, it becomes necessary, if one adopts this position, to poshdat
Althusser here calls “the parallelism of attributes.”

The “parallelism” between the two attributes—Thought and Extension—is often
wrongly ascribed to Spinoza. But the fact of the matter is that Spinoza neveyedpl
such a terminology; it is actually Leibniz who theorized the psychophypiaelllelism”
between the mind and the body in order precisely to explain how the two different
“substances,” while they are not supposed to interact causally with each athstillc
have a certain relationship of “correspondence” (of course, for Leibniz, this

correspondence is ultimately guaranteed by the pre-established harmongivirthe
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monad, God}? The simple fact that there is ordpeSubstance in Spinoza’s system, on
the other hand, obviates the need to account for such “correspondence.” As Althusser
suggests, what we find in Spinoza is rather a theory of the articulation ocatidmi as |
would like to call it,of heterogeneous attributes, a theory that allows us to think of the
permanent excess and overdetermination of the order of the imaginary over that of the
real.

Although this is clearly not a place to discuss Spinoza in depth, | still think it is
necessary to see briefly what is at stake. Spinoza’s proposition that is cfieterpreted
as advocating a “parallelism” between Thought and Extension is the fapwaugts
proposition of part Il oEthics which states, “The order and connection of ideas is the
same as the order and connection of thifigsWhat one should pay attention to, though,
is the fact that Spinoza never really said that the order and connection of idiws are
same as the order and connectibbodies instead, he said they are the same as the order
and connectiownf things As long as what he called “things” includieasthemselveas
well as bodies and other types of modes, this proposition ought to be understood as
saying that the order and connection of causes, under whatever attribugesthey
perceived, always remain identical to themselves and therefore equtgrstial. Thus,
we observe that ikthicsSpinoza considers even the causal connectionadinary

(false) ideas themselvas substantial as the causal connection of bodies, let alone that of

8 Leibniz says, “. . . | have established a penpectllelism between what takes place in the sodiveimat
takes place in matter . . . ” (Gottfried Wilhelmilweiz, “Considerations on the Doctrine of a Univars
Spirit,” in George Martin Duncun [ed. & transTlhe Philosophical Works of LeibniZ®2d.[New Haven:
Morehouse & Taylor Company, 1908], p. 142).

6 SpinozaFEthics in Spinoza: Complete Workg. 247.
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correct ideas. Of course, this does not mean that Spinoza denied that there is gn identit
between a mode of extension and an idea of this mode; but he thinks of this identity not
according to the model of parallelism but that of the articulation or imbrication
(overlapping and differentiation) of different attributes. Such imbricatiomdised what
introduces the element of radical complexity and openness into his conBepi$ive
Natura®

Yet, is not this exactly what is at issue when Althusser criticizearL#or having
taken for granted the idea that there is required only one general theory faidhelre
theory of psychoanalysis: namely, the general theory of the (lingusgdiufier? By
overlooking the theoretical need to elaborate the complex ways in which heterogeneous
objects (social instances or social “attributes”) are articulated witlaoother, Lacan
regressed to a structuralist version of the Leibnizian parallelism, grfprithe logic of
social homologywhich was just as central to Lévi-Strauss’s idealist conception @tgoci
Hence, this is a debait@ernal to structuralism, which took place between its two
factions, namely, the Leibnizian-Hegelian party of expressive cuaalil the Spinozist
party of immanent causality (or structural causality). Againsah& regressive tendency
toward the teleology of structuralist parallelism, Althusser, from tgenhang, took
every effort to stress the complexity of social relations or pradtegss irreducible to a
single transcendental logic of one social practice (language).

It is true that Althusser soon gave up such a meta-theoretical project ofutimgst

% See Balibar’s discussion of Spinoza’s rejectiothefquestion of the “correspondence” of attribues
his essay, “Individualité, causalité, substancdteRions sur I'ontologie de Spinoza,” in E. Curlagd P.-F.
Moreau (eds.)Spinoza: Issues and Directiofidew York: E. J. Brill, 1990), pp. 58-76.
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general theories for psychoanalysis and other regional theories. Howeveoga$isot
mean that he later came to accept the Lacanian idea of social homology. Quite the
contrary, he carried himself ever away from it, as this is easily awedithrough a
reading of his ensuing texts. In his 1978 essay, entitled “On Marx and Fretiaisgdr
practically came to declare the ultimate unfeasibility of the Freudo«<st project to
conceive a Marxist theory of ideology the basis of theoretical parallels or analogies
that one can draw between Marxism and Freudianism. Althusser argues:

Perhaps without knowing it during the first years (but he realized it very quickly),

[Freud] touched on theoreticalllyge most sensitive poiof the entire system of

bourgeois ideology. The paradox is that Freud, with the exception of a few random

and debatable essay®{em and Tabqdivilization and Its Discontent®tc.), never

truly attempted to embrace as a whole that bourgeois ideology that he wasngnsettl

at its most sensitive point. Let us go further: he was in no position to do so, for to do
that he would have to have been Marx. He was not Marx; harhadtirely different
object.. . .Freud’s object is not Marx’s objecWP, 117; original emphasis)

Althusser says that, except in a few random texts, Freud never attempted to
theoretically conceive of ideology, which fundamentally fell into the domain ox'®a
historical science, for, if he had tried, he would have to have become Marx. What,is, the
the nature of their difference? And what happened in those few exceptionah tekish
Freud actually tried to analyze ideology? A couple of paragraphs down, Althusse
continues:

.. .Marx was unable to go beyond a theory of social individuality or historical

forms of individuality There is nothing in Marx that anticipates Freud’s discovery;

there is nothing in Marx that can ground a theory of the psycinethose essays of
unfortunate generalization, however, Freud in fact did notrefogatingin

guestionable conditions what he had discovetsdwhereNow what he had

discovered bore in no way on “society” or “social relations” but on very paaticul

phenomena affectingdividuals Although it has been possible to maintain that
there is a “transindividual” element in the unconscious, it is in any event \hein
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individual that the effects of the unconscious become manifest, anohittre
individual that therapy operates, even if it requires the presence of another
individual (the analyst) to transform the existing effects of the unconscious. Tha
difference suffices to distinguish Freud from Mark.distinguishes them even if
one can find strange resemblances in the respective conditions of their discovery.
(WP, 118; emphasis added)
Hence, one of the major differences between Freud and Marx can be located in the
gap that separates the level of the individual from that of the social. EveP&itoen
his Republicsdrew the famous analogy between the two levels—the individual and the
social, each having three subdivisions parallel to those of the other, namely,dhéhéea
heart, and the stomach on the one hand and the guardians, the auxilliaries and the workers
(peasants, craftsmen) on the other—idealism has never stopped repeaprgauwaing
such parallelistic representations, displacing the isomorphic logic fromdamnain to
another. The family or the familial apparatus, which is also supposed to have ¢he sam
structure of triple division (father, mother and the child), is often insertecbptthie
level of the individual and that of the social, mediating and uniting them under the same
roof of the triplistic hierarchical structure. This transfer of the Idgigos is what
Althusser calls Freud’s “unfortunate generalization,” namely, thergdization that
reproduces what he discovered “elsewhere.” Hence, Althusser’s arghere is not so
different from what was claimed by the Michel Foucault of the first volumiéef
History of Sexualitywho criticized Freudo-Marxism (especially its “repressive

hypothesis”) by claiming that “the family does not duplicate society, just@sty does

not imitate the family.®

% Foucault,The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Intoductizans. Robert Hurley (New York: Random
House, Inc., 1990), p. 100.
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The ambition to discover the one and only structural logic that encompasses all the

instances or domains of the social whole was for Althusser only an impossibistideal
dream ofAbsolute Sciencenat completely escapes the field of ideology, that is tcadlay,
ideology. If Lacan, mathematizing his psychoanalytic theory, was more and more
attracted to such a dream (even if he failed in the end, as we alreadyeatisoudsapter
2), it seems Althusser was conversely more and more drawn to the view that sees the
articulation of different instances, not as a question of generalization (i.eralgbeery)
but as a question afinical analysisthat heeds the specific ways in which plural
heterogeneous logics or structures encounter one amdthér history®’ In fact, this
seems to be why Althusser at the last stage of his life is led to fazadbel his long held
belief in the discourse of “the last instance” and turned toward what he aalle
“philosophy of the encounter” or a “materialism of the aleat8tyAlthough this “turn,”

it seems to me, never actually solved Althusser’s dilemmas reganéimpgdblems of

7 In fact, is not a similar issue at stake wheraririnterview with Foucault held right after the pcdtion
of the first volume oHistory of SexualityJacques-Alain Miller, on behalf of psychoanalysispecially
Lacan’s), attacks Foucault by asserting that “sktyuan’t historical in the sense that everythielge is,
through and through from the start. There isn’tsddny of sexuality in the way that there is a biigtof
bread” (Foucault, “The Confession of the Flesh,Cinlin Gordon (ed.), Power/Knowledge: Selected
Interviews and Other Writings 1972-1977 [New YdAantheon Books, 1972], p. 213)?

8 Althusser in his 1984-87 interview with Ferdinardavaro states: “Let us sagverything can be
determinant “in the last instancethat is, everything can dominate. Marx said ituthibe political of
Athens and about the religion of Rome, in an imptleeory of displacement of dominance (which Batib
and | attempted to theorize Reading Capitgl But in the superstructure itself, what is det@ant is also
its materiality. It is for this that | am equaliytérested in making evident the materiality, irt.fa€ all
superstructure and of all ideology . . . as | shebvesgarding the ideological state apparatuses (155

here that it is necessary to find the concept astlinstance,” the displacement of materiality, aj\s
determinant “in the last instance,” in each con@etonjuncturé (Althusser,Sur la philosophig¢Paris:
Gallimard, 1994], 44, original emphasis). As fos Iphilosophy of the encounter,” see Althusser,
Philosophy of the Encounter: Later Writings, 1978-8ans. G. M. Goshgarian (New York: Verso, 2006).
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“the last instance” and of the articulations of different instafitesie can arguably say
that he nevertheless pointed to us a direction of research appropriate for a @noafuzti
materialist theory of ideology.

By way of a conclusion to this chapter and in an attempt to demonstrate the undying
potential of Althusser’s fundamental problematic, | would like to cite a pasgtgeach
implications from Etienne Balibar’s recent interview in 2010, in which he staeshe
only form of Freudo-Marxism that is convincing to him is that of “disjunctive syighes

Rather the reverse is true: | do not remotely believe in the autonomy-or self
sufficient power of those processes of collective subjectivisation that could be
defined as cultural or ideological, or claim that they unfold on the scene of the
unconscious—on the scene of the symbolic or the imaginary—for the mediations in
guestion are always economic in character. Perhaps all of this is not atlfficie
grounded from the speculative point of view, and is a philosophgdiée” But in

this way we arrive at a notion of overdetermination without a “last instange,” or
more simply expressed, with two “last instances”; we arrive at thehdéaleology

is a “base” in the same manner as “accumulation” or the “mode of production.” In
other words, we arrive at a form of Freudo-Marxism. The search for a convincing
synthesis of Marx and Freud has been, as it were, the “philosopher’s stone,” and
perhaps also the great illusion, of two generations of Western criticay.tiéat is
precisely what Foucault denounced so violently. For this is effectively an irbj@ossi
synthesis, unless it is conceived in the “disjunctive” sense we have mentioned. For
indeed it was Deleuze and Guattari themselves who provided the last et at

at Freudo-Marxism with their worknti-OedipusAnd to create this final form of
Freudo-Marxism they claimed that they were forced to retranslate boihadvidr

Freud into the language of a new metaphysics of life. | do not have the power, and
above all | certainly do not have the intention, to attempt such a ttprefer to

remain with a disjunctive synthesis. If in fact Marxism is a finite theory, Freudianis
and psychoanalysis are expressions of a finite theory too, and it is at the point of
intersection between both theories that everything must constantly be interrogated,
from the perspective of the present, without appeal to any pre-existing schema of
causality.All of the problems of contemporary politics are concentrated at this point,

%9 As for this issue, see Balibar’s “Une rencontreRemagne,” the preface for Althusser’s posthumously
published essay, Francois Matheron (dd3chiavel et nougParis: Texto, 2009), 9-30; Warren Montag,
“The Late Althusser: Materialism of the EncountePtilosophy of Nothing?"Culture, Theory and
Critique, vol. 51, no. 2 (2010), pp. 157-170.
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to the extent that they are an inseparable consequence of the unanticipated forms
which capitalist accumulation has assumed, and of the equally unanticipated though
perhaps entirely repetitive developments of what we may call the caatibn of

the unconscious (repetitive in the sense oMiederholungszwangr “repetition
compulsion”)’®

0 Etienne Balibar, “Philosophy and the Frontiershef Political: A Biographical-Theoretical interview
with Emanuela Fornariltis, vol. 2 No.3 (April 2010)p. 51 (translation modified and emphasis added).



CHAPTER FOUR
CONCLUSION:
EMANCIPATION AND CIVILITY

Some people think that Althusser never spoke of the possibility
of revolting against the dominant ideological apparatuses. This
is a clear mistake. Not only are there his praise of the students’
and workers’ revolt in 1968, but there is his remarkable analysis
of the critical effects of “materialist theatre” lor Marx
(“Bertolazzi and Brecht”). To say that the latter is metaphoric is
to miss the point, since, following the line of Brecht, aesthetics
is seen here as a political practice.

Etienne Balibar, “The Non-Contemporaneity of Althusser”
Revolutionary aspirations have only one possibility: always to
end up in the discourse of the master. Experience has proven this.
What you aspire to as revolutionaries is a master: You will have
one!

Jacques Lacan (Quoted in Yannis Stavrakdldsan and

the Political

The Question of Ideological Revolt

Perhaps the critical question that has most often been raised for Althusser is: how

can the possibility of ideological revolt be conceived in his overall theory of idéblogy

We know from our experiences that the state apparatuses sometimes undesgmdrise

collapse; but is not his understanding of them too functionalistic to allow such a

possibility? How can one think of something like a subversion of the structure (@ of t

216
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dominant power) if one turns down so stubbornly the idea of subject—not only the
traditional originary subject but also the Lacanian subject of the unconsciousy,ribme
surplussubject that, though produced as a mere effect of the initial submission of pre-
subject to the order of the Other, nevertheless becomes the essential sounebifh
springs a radical desire to subvert that dominant order?

It is, however, right here, in this very dilemma, that Althusser’s approach to the
guestion of ideological revolt must be grasped. For, if there is no Archimedean point
called “subject” outside the structure from which an act of revolt origintitissmeans
precisely that the cause of such an act must be fimsidkthe structureinsideideology.

It is the idea of structure itself, in other words, that undergoes a profound change in
Althusser, such that it can allow us to conceive of the possibility of subversion without
presupposing a transcendental or metaphysical beyond. In his early g &y tie
‘Piccolo Teatro’: Bertolazzi and Brecht (Notes on a Materialis@alile¢,” which was
written in 1962 and included iRor Marx three years later, Althusser attempted to
develop this line of argument while discussing Giorgio Strehler’s production laf Car
Bertolazzi'sel Nost Milanat Le théatre des Nations in Paris. This was a play that, as
soon as it was staged, came under fire and was mauled by Parisian criticisopalga
melodrama full of clichés and tear jerking sentimentalism. Againstriticssm,
Althusser resolutely defended the drama, claiming that, if “it does contanragiatic
elements, as a whole, the drama is simply a criticism of thEm; {33). This effect of
criticism was achieved through a creation, within the drama, of a “dissd&aucture”

(247), which Althusser identified as the essence of the Brechtean gestrant effect
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(Verfremdungseffekt*

Criticizing popular interpretations of Brecht’s notion of estrangeméattef
Althusser holds that it is still not a matter of producing an external distamoehe
theatre but an internal yet critical distance within it. Central to tesdal theatre was
the spectators’ identification with the hero. This identification, howevernatsimply a
psychological effect that the audience experienced in relation to the heeroas or less
attractive individual; it was rather a specific ideological effestloft might be called the
structure otcontemporaneitythrough which the audience gathered together in the theatre
recognized (or misrecognized) themselves immediately in the playstiaegd, with the
drama, the same myth, the same theme and the same description of soc@isifwar
and other things). “[T]he hero’s temporality,” in other words, “was the sole tetitgbr
(FM, 147), to which even his opponents’ temporality as well as his audience’s was
subordinate in the sense that they had to Inrettme, his rhythm” in order to become,
precisely, his opponents” (lbid.)

What the Brechtean theatre attempts to overturn is this order of contempoianeit
does so by creating an “internal dissociation” between the dmslattical structure of
the hero and his opponents (presented in the form of tragedy or melodrama), on the one

hand, and, on the other, then-dialecticalstructure that presents the “empty time” of a

! Brecht describes the estrangement effect as fell6This method was most recently used in Gemany fo
plays of a non-Aristotelian (not dependent on eimgatype as part of the attempts being made tovevol

an epic theatre. The efforts in question were tiieto playing in such a way that the audience was
hindered from simply identifying itself with the &ltacters in the play. Acceptance or rejection eirth
actions and utterances was meant to take placeconszious plane, instead of, as hitherto, in the
audience’s subconscious.” Bertolt Brecht, “AliepatEffects in Chinese Acting,” in John Willet (ed.)
Brecht on TheatréNew York: Hill and Wang, 1992), p. 91.
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chronicle of the masses (or of their living conditions), a time in which hardly gothin
happens or changes. To force such a dissociation to emerge on stage, thamrechte
theatre inverts the standard hierarchy of the two structures by placingr{ukahectical
structure of the masses at the center of the drama while bringing theickaktcucture,
regularly placed at the center of the classical théatather to its margins or wings.
Without such an inversion, it would hardly be possible to create two clearly distinct
structures within one drama; as soon as the non-dialectical structure is pub disede
margins, it would begin to function as a mere backdrop for the dialectical structure
located at the center, thereby practically fading away into darRness.

Hence, to decenter the traditional theatre as Althusser conceivesiipioitant to
introduce there what Althusser calls “the dialectic-in-the-wingstire” FM, 142), a
critical asymmetrical structure in which the dialectical constructicghetirama gives its
central stage to the hitherto invisible presence of the masses. This dial¢hBewings
structure, according to Althusser, is what forms the quintessence of thecBreteatre,

and it cannot be reduced to what are typically and superficially recogrizedieces of

2 Althusser exempts Shakespeare’s and Moliére’ssdtayn this charge against the classical the&ithé, (
143).

% Brecht says: “The bourgeois theatre emphasizetirtt@essness of its objects. Its representation of
people is bound by the alleged ‘eternally humas.story is arranged in such a way as to createéusal’
situations that allow Man with a capital M to exggdnimself: man of every period and every colouirits
incidents are just one enormous cue, and thisst@lowed by the ‘eternal’ response: the inevigghisual,
natural, purely human response. . . . This notiay allow that such a thing as history exists, big hone
the less unhistorical. A few circumstances varg,ghvironments are altered, but Man remains unathng
History applies to the environment, not to Man. Engironment is remarkably unimportant, is treated
simply as a pretext; it is a variable quantity aochething remarkably inhuman; it exists in factrafram
Man, confronting him as a coherent whole, wheresis lixed quantity, eternally unchanged. The idea
man as a function of the environment and the enuiient as a function of man, i.e. the breaking uthef
environment into relationships between men, coordp to a new way of thinking, the historical way”
(Brecht, “Alienation Effect in Chinese Acting,” pp6-97).
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estrangement effect, namely, calculated disturbances of the ausgipgsgehological
identification with the hero such as “the abolition of all ‘impressivenegk@racting, of
all lyricism and all ‘pathos’al frescoacting; the austerity of the set, as if to eliminate any
eye-catching relief . . . ; the ‘flat’ lighting; the commentary-pldsdo direct the readers’
attention to the external context of the conjuncture (reality), ¢t64; (46).

To return to Bertolazzi'&l Nost Milan(or Strehler’s production of it), we can easily
see why Althusser defended it so single-mindedly, rejecting all thgeshtrat Parisian
criticism brought against it. What the play tried to show was precisely sliakeatic-in-
the-wings structure. The story line is rather simple, and it is setdhéap, poverty
stricken fun-fair” in the Milan Tivoli in the 1890s. Although there appear aym@asn
thirty actors on stage, the story only unfolds around three main charaqiews: @irl
named Nina, who secretly loves a young clown, watching him to perform perilsus act
every night; then, Togasso, the “good-for-nothing,” who exploits every chargeth
seduce her with his money; finally, Nina’s father, the fire eater, who esyalanxious to
keep her safe from all the evil temptations of the world out there. One night, when the
young clown dies in a terrible accident, Nina’s father sees Togassostaaraat trying
once again to seduce his daughter, who, out of despair this time, has almost given in to
his temptation. Enraged by what he has seen, Nina’'s father engadesital ight with
Togasso and kills him. Tragically, indeed—because the audience sees hignrttenti
save Nina was nothing but a good one. However, when her father later comes to visit
Nina at the night shelter before going to prison, something unexpected happens. She

suddenly turns on him despite her recognition that he killed Togasso only for her own
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sake. She turns on the myth and the lie that her father made up to spare her from the cruel
law of the real world: namely that, if she continues to live her life as a good dgught
doing whatever she is supposed to do, everything will turn out fine. Nina cries out that
this is a lie—a lie that did not stop the death of her beloved clown, and a lie thatavill als
get her father killed in the end. Nina decides to leave the father’s world of najht a
poverty to enter the other one reigned by pleasure and money. She will have to sell
herself just as Togasso told her; but, at least, she will be on the side of freedoathand t
The play ends with the scene in which, after the father gives her a final huzpaasd, |
she goes out into the daylight, hearing the sound of the sirens informing that aynew da
has begun.

This whole story, however, is divided into three parts and speedily sketched out only
at the brief ends of the three acts comprising the play. What occupy thenoitietonger
portions of the same acts are rather detailed descriptions of the miseriableskt the
rabble desperately trying to make it through the day around the fun-fairrtoy doi
whatever they can do (including begging for money, stealing, prostitutingpamyg gact
); the poor people gathered in a cheap filthy restaurant, mechanically aatin
digesting their food (act Il); and, finally, the unfortunate women who, havingerewh
else to go, come to the shelter and spend a night, doing nothing meaningful.(&aslIl)
this existence of the sub-proletarian or lumpen-proletarian massest#satha center of
the drama; the tragedy involving Nina, her father, and Togasso, on the other hand, is
displaced to its margins, that is, temporally to the ends of the three actsaspadiglly

to the wings of the stage.
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Althusser argues that Strehler’s genius lies in his decision to bring out such a
dissociated structure clearly on stage. It is only in the light of thisrfiakelissociation”
that the great confrontation at the end of the third act can be interpreted prapatrly
only as the confrontation between the two characters (Nina and her fathel3plag a
“the confrontation of a world without illusions and the wretched illusions of the
‘heart’, . . . the confrontation of the real world with the melodramatic woHI, (134).
If the father represents the melodramatic consciousness acting agdorthie delusional
“law of the heart,” Nina represents, on the contrary, the emerging new comgssuisat
has come to grips with the cold fact that her safety is noleais € take care of but hers,
and that she can survive the real world only to the extent that she follows itddmtal
that is, only if she sells her own body to the market. It is true that Nina’sicossess
has not yet achieved a clear understanding of the law of the world (a tbedoreti
understanding, as it were). It still remains a consciousness that does ripkdea
what it is doing, what it is up against when it leaves the old melodramatic watblyl
the father’s moral norms. But it is at least a consciousness aiming aaltinerigl,
starting to explore it as is.

This rupture and its promise for another new world, of course, could not have been
realized had not been created at the heart of the drama the irreducible tenssam lbeé¢
dialectical melodramatic consciousness and its non-dialeotivat Althusser argues,

“We are dealing with a melodramatic consciousness criticized by steece: the
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existence of the Milanese sub-proletaridM, 135)* Radically asymmetrical are the
terms of the opposition themselves. On the one hand, there is the témpbthe “false”
dialectic of the hero’s consciousness and his opponents’ (i.e., Nina’s father’s and
Togasso’s); this is a temporality in which the so-called dialectical ment despite all
the apparent conflicts and bustles it contains, does not really produce any tmeak fr
itself nor reach its outside but simply circles around in its self-enclogéthl space. On
the other, there is the temporality of the non-dialectical movement through vanich “
unresolved alterity” intervenes and thus forces a profound change in the situation.
Althusser argues thatstrictly speaking, there is no dialectic of [ideological]
consciousness..|Jwhich could reach reality itself by virtue of its own contradictions; . . .
for consciousness does not accede to the real through its own internal development, but
by the radical discovery of whatagher than itself(FM, 143; Althusser’s emphasis).

How exactly is it possible, then, to sustain this internal dissociation of the two
structures in the Brechtean theatre? Althusser argues that the natiadib&tructure is
distinguishable from the dialectical structure of consciousness only tottre that “it
cannot be exhaustively thematized by any ‘character’™ (1993, 145). In other wbats, w
holds the two structures disjoint within the same drama is the very fadteéhadi-
dialectical structure should never be reducible $algector its consciousness, because,
as soon as it is thus reduced, it immediately turns into merely one of the tegms (t

opponent!) of the “false” dialectic of the hero’s consciousness. Therdf@m®fithe

* See Balibar’s discussion of such an existenceefiasses at the center of the stage in his “lieterv
with Etienne Balibar,” in Beth Hinderliteat al. (eds.),Communities of Sense: Rethinking Aesthetics and
Politics (Durham: Duke University Press, 2009), pp. 317-336
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utmost importance that the non-dialectical structure must be able to avoyparof t
dialectic of the subject and establish itgedfa structuravithin the drama.

Althusser relates this issue of “internal dissociation” to that of the awsenc
consciousness. He rejects the two prevailing models of spectatorial conssmtbe
spectator as a Supreme Judge and the spectator as a psychological subfgrtgdent
with the hero. First, Althusser rejects the misconceived idea of thagstnant effect,
often held by Brechtean literary critics: namely, that the spectatdsezaome a Supreme
Judge who, if aided or directed by certain dramaturgical devices, can olyjeetiakiate
characters’ various acts and their meanings from the standpoint of a trahspHre
consciousness. He argues that there is no such extra-theatrical pdirdrathe
spectator may become free of ideology. On the contrary, the spectatanisch
corrupted by ideology as the dramatic characters themselves aralittays caught up
in the ideological process of identification, always immersed in the unavoiefédde of
the structure of contemporaneity. Hence, what one must do is exactly the réeses
must learn how to turn the spectator intcaator by generating an internal distance
within the theatre itself and having him absorbed (or reabsorbed) into this wancdis
Althusser argues:

If [the spectator] is kept at a distance from the play by the play itsslfndt to

spare him or to set him up as a Judge—on the contrary, it is to take him and enlist
him in this apparent distance, in this ‘estrangement'—to make him into this distance

itself, the distance which is simply an active and living critiqE®,(148)

Further down, he continues:

[T]he play is really the development, the production of a new consciousness in the

spectator—incomplete, like any other consciousness, but moved by this
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incompletion itself, this distance achieved, this inexhaustible work of amitiicis
action; the play is really the production of a new spectatoactorwho starts
where the performance endgho only starts so as to complete it, but in life. (151;
emphasis added)

Life is the ultimate theatre in which every performance (critical dsasenon-
critical) must take place. But it is far from Althusser’s claint the, as spectators, must
go out and seek something real in life; quite the opposite, we ourselves must become
actors in the theatre of ideology, whieHife. Only by virtue of an internal distance
created in the midst of the theatre may the spectator’s consciousness thadubedgas
a new consciousness capable of acting critically in his or her own theafee of li

Such a possibility of generating an internal distance within the ideolagaab—
and not an external distance from it—implies that ideology contains in itsalircert
conflicts and contradictions that it cannot ultimately eliminate or cover it is the
nature of such conflicts and contradictions? This question leads us to Althusser’s
aforementioned second rejection, namely, the rejection of the psychologicdidagomn
model of the spectatorial consciousness. Carefully differentiating an giealitevel
from a “psychological” or “psychoanalytical” leveti¥l, 148), Althusser argues that the
complex behaviors of spectators attending a performance cannot adehaaetpunted
for in terms of their simple identification with the hero. If we proceed invilaig we will
just end up with a poor understanding of the complexity of the play. It is not just the
hero’s acts or speeches but the whole ideological contents of the play thagd¢tetors

identify themselves with. Hence, conflicts and contradictions involved in theataot

themselves be approached at the level of a psychological individual subject bet at “t
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social and cultural-aesthetical level.” If spectators, while magcone and the same
performance, show dissimilar and complex reactions, these reactions trensseluld
be studied at the level of social conflicts cutting across the very ideolpgpseated in
the theatre. Althusser argues:

We should not imagine that this self-recognition [i.e., an ideological idetitinda

escapes the exigencies which, in the last instance, command the degtay of t

ideology. Indeed, art is as much the desire for self-recognition as seffiieao

itself. So, from the beginning, the unity | have assumed to be (in essentials) @échieve

S0 as to restrict the analysis, the stock of common myths, themes and aspirations

which makes representation possible as a cultural and ideological phenomenon—

this unity is as much a desired or rejected unity as an achieved imdther words,

in the theatrical world, as in the aesthetic world more geneiddigiogy is always

in essence the site of a competition and a struigglehich the sound and fury of

humanity’s political and social struggles is faintly or sharply echéed, 149;

emphasis added)

Let us first note that this position is certainly not the same as the “hesbism
[accepting] alienation or subjective destitutioBQ, 2) that Zizek accuses Althusser of;
nor is it the same as the alternative model of heroism that Zizek proposes om, his par
namely, the heroism of the subject fearlessly crossing the fundamentay/feméarive at
the realm of the real placed wholly outside ideology. Althusser rathesassréhat
ideology itself ought to be conceived as “the site of a competition and a stfugigth
an understanding of Althusser’s goes back to one of Marx’s different defiif
ideology—in fact, thesole positive onéhat, far from turning down ideology as a simple
illusion, affirms it as the “forms in which men become conscious of . . . conflict dmtd fig

it out.”

® Karl Marx, “Preface to A Contribution to the Cgjtie of Political Economy,” in Lawrence H. Simon
(ed.),Karl Marx: Selected Writingéindianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, In€@94), p. 211.
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Did Althusser thrust his way with this position far enough to uncover the specific
mechanism through which an ideological revolt is accomplished not withowithiurt
the field of the dominant ideology? If he insisted on the idea that the statetappsiare
the number one issue of class struggle, Althusser did not seem to succeed inidgeover
fully satisfactory formula to encapsulate this relationship theolgti€d course, this
does not mean that Althusser could not find such a formula because his understanding of
ideology was too functionalistic or because his criticism of the categoing slubject
was too uncompromising. Rather, the reason for such a theoretical blockage is to be
sought in the fact that he was still under the influen@nother(this time, negative)
idea of Marx’s concerning ideology which considers the dominant ideology amely
simply the ideology of the dominant class: “The ideas of the ruling clasa awery
epoch the ruling ideas.”As we shall see soon, it is Etienne Balibar, one of Althusser’s
disciples, who later provides us with a convincing formula for ideological rpxedisely
by criticizing this thesis of classical Marxism. According to him, theidant ideology
is not the ideology of the dominant; on the contrary, at least in fundamentals, it must be
considered the ideology of the dominated themselves. Or, speaking more precssely
“a specific universalization of the imaginary of theminated’’ Such a process of
universalization, to be sure, is accompanied by various distortions and displacements;

however, the dominant ideology can never succeed in its attempt to purge tlud thece

® Karl Marx and Friedrich EngelShe German IdeologiAmherst, New York: Prometheus Books, 1998),
p. 67.

" Balibar, “The Non-Contemporaneity of Althusser,"j3 (original emphasis).
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voices of the dominated, precisely because the latter constitutes the vegyaahe
legitimacy and the vitality that the dominant ideology enjoys.

This inversion of the perspective helps us to grasp, in a tangible manner, what
Althusser might have meant by an internal distance produced within ideolo§yTikeel
possibility of insurrection is not to be found in an external distance separating thet subj
from the dominant ideology, but is internally inscrilveithin it. This is why a possibility
of insurrection, like a specter, never stops haunting the dominant ideology. Thkes mass
engage themselves in a collective practice of subversion not by setting up another
particular ideology for themselves that is distinct from the dominant one bat kst
making the ideals inscribed in the dominant ideology iigelk in reverseOf course, in
order for something like this to occur, the radical antagonism of the societypenonstde
visible, in a given political conjuncture, in the form of the masses broadly excluded from
the universal values that the banner of the dominant ideology has been shouting out
(liberty, equality, justice, happiness, etc.). The antagonism must be made msbth a
way that Althusser illustrated with respect to Bertolazzi’'s playntundane existence of
the miserable Milanese sub-proletarian masses had to be revealed riglueat¢nef
the stage before Nina’s critical consciousness finally emerged intghiayet, even
when the antagonism is so made visible, the masses revolt not by occupyingehs pla
the real (the antagonism itself) but by occupying the place oddatinternally
displaced by the revealed antagonism fronfittie’e moment of the same dominant
ideology. They collectively attempt to realize not the real—the antagedmmthe ideal

that the dominant ideology itself contains in the form of promises; they attensailiter
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the promisediniversalityright here and nowno longer postponing it or transporting it to
somewhere else.

Such a theoretical formulation of Balibar’s also corresponds to Althusser’s
viewpoint on the imaginary and the symbolic. As we already discussed in chapter 1,
Althusser, by rejecting the upper level of the graph of desire, takesngbuae
Lacanian notion of the symbolic. His point is that, since the transition from dgnary
to the symbolic can never fully succeed, it should be considered to take place within the
imaginary register itself, despite its gesture of going beyond thggnarg. The
symbolization of the imaginary, in other words, can never arrive at its “déstihat
called the pure symbolic or the symbolic propétow, although Balibar reintroduces the
dimension of the symbolic into the theory of ideology, he does so by identifying it with
theideal, which should not be confused with the dominant ideology itself that it haunts
from the inside. By thus critically reconstructing the Lacanianmmeh&f RSI (the real,
the symbolic and the imaginary), Balibar relates negative or insurrdatiorarsality to
the ideal or the symbolic, while associating hegemonic universality tactive for the
imaginary. This leads him to propose two different concepts of politics: politics of
emancipation and politics of civilitivilité) .°

From this perspective, it appears quite suitable to regard Althussdy ragia

theorist of politics of emancipation, and Lacan as a theorist of politicsibfycin the

8 See the discussion of the letter in chapter 2.

° Although Balibar adds yet another concept of fsitorresponding to the real, and calls it palitié
transformation, the first two concepts are in @auls of discussion
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next section, | will examine the debate that took place in the late 1970s betieessér
and Balibar around the issue of the state, and try to demonstrate how Balibar tried t
modify Althusser’s understanding of dominant ideology and ideological revolteln t
third section, | will focus on the question of politics of civility, and try to show how
Lacan’s theory of “the name of the father” can be seen as an impoténptto theorize
it. Simultaneously, however, | will claim that Althusser himself, in highposously
published texts on Niccolo Machiavelli (texts that can be viewed as containing his
“philosophical secret’), was drawn near Lacan’s problematic in an unexpected manner,
and developed his owalternativeconcept of politics of civility.
Inside or Outside?
The Debate between Althusser and Balibar in 1978
Let us begin by citing a long but highly intriguing passage from Balibar's 1983 pa
“The Infinite Contradiction,” which he wrote as an introduction to the body of his work
submitted to his professorship conferral reviéttgbilitation a diriger les recherchés
Similarly, | would not write (as in my 1976 bod&yr la Dictature du prolétariat
that the general form of development for democracy beyond its class frdiesars
the dismantling of the state apparatus and generally in the decline of ¢hé-etat
the political experience of the 1970s and 1980s has taught me (or so | believe) that
the existence of a social movement “outside the state” is a contradiction in terms
Indeed, it is on this very issue that | began to part company with Althusser in 1978
And the course of thought | have tried to follow for the past ten years or so, eithe
alone or in collaboration with Immanuel Wallerstein and others, which focuses on
present and past forms of racism and nationalism, and their ambiguous combinations
with class struggle, has suggested to me that class struggle experieogght,tand

organizedunder its own namis the exception, not the rule. Today | believe that
what can be callethe theoretical anarchisshared by Marxism and the entire

10 See Balibar's “Une rencontre en Romagne,” thegme=for Althusser'$/achiavel et nouséd. Frangois
Matheron (Paris: Texto, 2009), pp. 9-30.
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libertarian tradition (whether socialist or not) is mainly responsibleaat feom the
standpoint of its theoretical component, for its inability to size up the crisis it ha
faced since at least the years of its confrontation with Nazism, and frorn iWhas
never emerged. And | believe fortiori, that it is not on these grounds that we are
likely to contribute intellectually to solving the crisis of democratic palitiat
today threatens in different ways to open a new door to various neo-Fascisms.
Though Balibar simply recalls here that he and Althusser went separat@way

1978, the debate in question actually began slightly earlier and involved many other
people. In November 1977, Althusser contributed a paper titled “The Crisis ofduhérxi
to a colloquium organized by the Italian radical newspdpdanifestounder the title,
“Power and Opposition in Post-Revolutionary Societfésl# this paper, Althusser,
criticizing some of Euro-communist doctrines concerning party politics, ditpae the
communist party should, in principle, avoid becoming “a government party,” even if it
should be allowed, under certain circumstances, to tactically particip&ie in t
government. Such an argument brought out strong reactions on the side of Italian
communists and was severely criticized as a regressive thesis thathieepagy from
advancing beyond its typical role of opposing the state, attributing the gapiesitcial
transformation only to loosely connected heterogeneous social movements. Altinusse

response, tried to defend his position through a series of interviews and papersh@ncludi

the famous four-part article published in the daily newsplapé@iondeunder the title,

1 Etienne Balibar, “The Infinite ContradictiorlYepositions: Althusser, Balibar, Macherey, and Itiador
of Reading, Yale French Studies88 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), §y-58 (emphasis
added).

12 Althusser, “The Crisis of Marxism,” in Rossana Barsda (ed.)Power and Opposition in Post-
revolutionary Societiegrans. Patrick Camiller & Jon Rothschild (Londémk Links,1979), pp. 225-37.
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“Ce qui ne peut plus durer dans le parti communiste”).

Balibar’'s own intervention in this debate was carried out through his essag, “Stat
Party, and Transition** His argument was basically twofold. First, he tried to show that
the Italian communists’ critique of Althusser was largely based on their own
misunderstanding: Althusser certainly did not want to promote the idea of “an opposition
party,” but rather wanted to expose to a radical critique the very symaietry
government party and an opposition party, a symmetry trapped in the Statist or
Parliamentarist conception of politics. Secondly, however, this does not mean that
Althusser’s position steered clear of difficulties. Balibar located thlgpreblem by
putting into question Althusser’s assertion that the party shouldnémaside the state.”
Let us read Althusser’s own words as appeared in his paper “Marxismiaged ‘F
Theory™:

This is why | feel uncomfortable with formulas of this sort, formulas aarmgithat

the theoretical form of the “political sphere” in the phase of transition “drmags

through the party that makes itself the State. If the party “makes itself the

State”, then we have the USSR. | wrote a long time ago to Italian frieatthée

party should never, in principle, consider itself “a government party”—even if it

may, under certain circumstances, participate in the governmemtnciple,

according to its political and historicalison d’étre the party must beutside the

State not only under the bourgeois State, but, for a stronger reason, under the

proletarian State as well. The party must be the number one instrument of the

“destruction” of the bourgeois State, before it becomes (inexplicitipnedf the

instruments for the withering away of the State. The political exteriofitye party

in relation to the State is a fundamental principle that one can find in Marx’s and

Lenin’s rare texts on the questiokxracting the party from the State in order to
return it to the massesas Mao’s desperate attempt in the Cultural Revolution.)

13 This was published later as Althuss@e, qui ne peut plus durer dans la parti commun(Beris:
Librairie Frangois Maspero, 1978).

4 Balibar, “Etat, parti, transition Dialectique vol. 27 (1979), pp. 81-92.
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Without this autonomy of the party (andt of politicg in relation to the State, one

will never escape from the bourgeois State, even if it becomes “reformadicis

as one wants>

In his “State, Party, and Transition,” Balibar criticizes, at an unprecadiéntel, his
teacher’s position regarding the communist party as “an ideal (and ipealist
conception.*® He points out that, although Althusser’s claim takes it for granted that
mass movements or social movements exist outside the state, the massdgabanese
never to be found in such an ideal position but always in plata&gsal to the state
always to some degree ideologically contaminated by it. When such etealesses do
not exist, it is absurd to say that the revolutionary party must be extremtedhie state
and returned to the masses. Social contradictions are not to be formed betweés the sta
and the social movements situated wholly outside it; they can only be formed as
contradictionsmmanento the state. Hence, the position of the revolutionary party, too,
ought to be soughmsidethe state. To say that the party must obtain its complete
autonomy in relation to the state is practically the same as sayinbdharty can
become entirely free of ideology, entirely free of ideological struggles therefore
entirely free of internal contradictions, as if contradictions it trieegolve could be all
externalized in advance. Yet, such a pure position is never to be attained. The party, no
matter how revolutionary it may appear, can occupy only an unstable position indhe fie

of social struggles. It is itself always still penetrated by contiiads, always still

15 Althusser, “Le Marxisme comme théorie «finiesglitude de MachiavéParis: PUF, 1998), p. 290
(emphasis added).

16 Balibar, “Etat, partie, transition,” p. 82.
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swayed by the complex and oftentimes uncontrollable effects of the strofjgtbgch it
is a part. To deny this only results in paving the way to a dogmatism of the parynd
we see, for instance, in Lenin’s unfortunate statement: “the Marxist o cdri
omnipotent because it is tru€.”If the party ever becomes revolutionary, it is only to the
extent that it constitutes itself, in a given conjuncture, @suatertendencto the
dominant capitalist tendency, a tendency which is itself necessarilynamahiently
entangled with its contrary, and therefore cannot be isolated as such inii defnner.
The party can neither be the agent of the ultimate truth of history nor the pleceailh
the class struggles can be brought in and finally settled.

This is why the “anarchistic” strategy of classical Marxisnt thias to dismantle the
state by mobilizing forces presumably located outside the state must be put itittnques
We see Balibar still strongly criticize the Marxist thesis of “ththering away of the
state” twenty years later in his 1997 interview with Jean-Francois @hewril others
which took place right after his bodka Crainte des massesame out:

[T]he state, politics, citizenship, and the relation of citizenship to natiomadity

not future objects for Marxist theory but were inaccessible to that theorywtrey

not only momentary blind spots, but the absolute limits of any possible Marxist

theorization. Not because of Marxism’s much-decried economic reductionism, but

because of its anarchist component. / | am not an anarchist. On the contraky, | thi

Marx was far too much an anarchist, and that Marxists after him have paidfdearl

their dream of the withering away of the state. Marx even considered hinggelf m

anarchist than Bakunin; where Bakunin toppled the state with words, crying “Down

with the state!” Marx aimed to topple it in reality, using the class struggle
everyone knows what happened: the discourse of the withering away of the state

" Lenin, “The Three Sources and Three Componens Réaitlarxism,” inCollected Worksvol. 19
(Moscow: Progressive Publishers, 1977), p. 21.
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gave rise to a practice which supported an omnipotent'étate.

Althusser’s 1978 position regarding this issue, however, was not a temporary one
improvised according to the needs of the conjuncture defined by the urgency of the
debate; it was rather firmly based on the theoretical argumentation thatdhepeel, for
example, in his 1976 essay entitled “Note on the ISAs.” In the last sectiois pbper,
we can easily see that Althusser had put forward exactly the same kigtimieat that
he did two years later on the topic of the relationship between the party anddhklsta
apparently wrote this piece in response to criticisms raised against hisugressay,
“Ideology and ldeological State Apparatuses.” At issue were two glosahected
criticisms: first, the criticism of his functionalism and, second, theist of his view
regarding the party, namely, that his theory makes the idea of revolutionary part
impossible.

The first criticism charging him with functionalism contends that Althusseluded
class struggle from his theoretical horizon by defining institutions (or orgemmgza
solely through their functions and roles, and then reducing the entire socedyset of
ideological institutions. Althusser, however, reminds his readers that, in Ines easay,
he did not really exclude class struggles but, in fact, added a postscript that rathe
highlighted the primacy of class struggle over the ideological state ageEsdISAS).
From this, he further deduces that the ISAs themselves ought to be defined asé site

an issue of class struggle. Inasmuch as the dominant class is markeaalyility to

18 Balibar, “Globalization, Civilization | & II,"Politics-Poetics Documenta X—the Bd@stfildern: Cantz,
1997), p. 774.
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produce the ultimate unity of its ideological materials at hand (forms ameelg),
inasmuch as it is compelled to engage, time and again, in a struggle to achieve such a
unity without ever succeeding to do so, its system of ISAs can never be defxited a
accomplior a transcendental horizon given to class struggle; on the contrary, it must be
considered an unstable finite field exposed to unpredictable effects of olaggest

The second criticism concerning Althusser’s perspective on the partybsenore
specific. It argues that he made the idea of revolutionary party impossitéa$igering
all political parties indifferently as ISAs. For how can a politicalypavter be
revolutionary if it should simultaneously be defined as an ISA? To this criticism,
Althusser replies that he never actually claimed that each individual glopiicty, in and
of itself, constitutes an ISA, but something entirely different: namely pthidical
parties, individually taken, are considered merely papig¢es) of the “political” ISA
called the “constitutional regime” (“the ‘fundamental laws’ under the noyaof
Ancien Régimeor “the parliamentary representative regime under the bourgeoisie during
its ‘liberal’ period”)*® Hence, it can be said that, from Althusser’s point of view, the
revolutionary party, far from being an ISA, expregbesclass struggle that continues in
the middle of the ISAZhis is why it is not simply possible but even necessary
sometimes that the revolutionary party enters the parliamentary gdjgee, if the
class struggle of the proletariat in the country makes sufficient advancedsttBigsér
immediately qualifies his statement by saying that, even in this cagejriey goal of

the revolutionary party is not to participate in the government but to find a way to subvert

19 Althusser, “Note sur les AIE'SR 256).
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and destroy the state by engaging in a wide variety of class struggiesfined to the
parliamentary space. He argues that, even after a more or lesstucesslution is
accomplished, the communist party must not, in principle, participate in the patletar
dictatorial government, because, if it does, it will easily turn into one of tetae-
parties” that materialized in the socialist countries in Eastern Eurodinmely putting
off the task of realizing its real end: “the withering away of theestat

In order to see the tenacity of the first criticism accusing Althusfseinctionalism,
it suffices to note that Slavoj Zizek’s criticism, which has been widely poforl more
than two decades, is basically of the same kind. Although it is true that Altlalresely
gave his reply to such a criticism in his “Note on the ISAs,” and it wasihct fairly
good one, nevertheless we ought to examine whether or not there was another blind spot
that this reply itself missed (we will come back to this question later on).

As for Althusser’s argument concerning the revolutionary party, it should be noted
first that with respect to his use of terminologies there appears anaestdiation.
Althusser utilizes the term “state” somewhat interchangeality ather terms such as
“government” or “constitutional regime” (which, at most, seemstlude the legislative,
executive, and judicial powers); but this is clearly a regression from hisanmpsition
that the state is something that goes well beyond the boundary of the government, and
that it includes institutions usually considered as belonging to the civil gosieh as

family, school, church and labor uni6hlt is true that, inasmuch as he is here dealing

20 Before Althusser, Gramsci was probably the onsotist who acquired a similar understanding of the
state. In his early theorization of the state, Greiropposed the civil society (hegemony) to thétipal
society (the state), privileging the former asta ef resistance to the latter; whereas in hig jpg¢eiod he
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with the question of political parties, he is limiting his discussion to the “pdlit8A.
However, the claim that the revolutionary party must remain outside the ¢pbildiate
apparatus is certainly much weaker than the claim that it must stajdétite state”
altogether. The outside of the government or the “constitutional regime” exacily
equivalent to the outside of the state. For instance, in the place where the nedshidasi
of class struggle takes place, we still find the existence of anotheral&d labor union.
Even if it is justifiable to carry out class struggles unlimited to thegpagntary space,
why should one hold onto the principle of “the political exteriority of the pantglation
to the state” as well?

Another formidable question poses itself. Even if we accept Althusser’s argument
that the revolutionary party in and of itself does not constitute an ISA but onlytadpa
the political ISA, nonetheless we still can ask whether or not the revolutipadyy
operates through an ideology and therefore must have its own ideological apparatus
device (without this, it could not even be considered a part of the political ISA).
Althusser himself is more clearly aware of this question than anybsey“€ine will
perhaps say that the communist party, too, constitutes itself, like all the atines, g
the basis of ardeology which, furthermore, it calls thgroletarian ideology This is
certainly so. For the communist party, too, ideology plays a role of “cemeraingai)

of a defined social group thatunifiesin its thought and in its practices. For the

changed his position by making the state expamadctade the civil society itself: “one might sayattState
= political society + civil society, in other wortiegemony protected by the armour of coercion” it
Gramesci, “State and Civil SocietySelections from the Prison Notebogkans. Quintin Hoare & Geoffrey
Nowell Smith [New York: International Publisher@71], p. 263).
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communist party, too, this ideology ‘interpellates individuals into subjectsjsplgainto
militant subjects . . .”"$R 263; original emphasis). But, if so, where does the difference
between the bourgeois party and the proletarian party consist? If he does aiot kil
difference properly, Althusser cannot help but admitting the fault of makingeheof a
revolutionary party impossible.

Vis-a-vis this issue, Althusser sets forth the following argument: lieat t
revolutionary party, though it is certainly constituted on the basis of an ideology,
nevertheless fundamentally differs from a bourgeois party in that it pessiess only
[spontaneous] experiences (of class struggles it has led for more than a)darttury
objective knowledgehose principles Marxism provides it with8R 264, original
emphasis). Does not this, however, amount to saying that, unlike the bourgeois party
totally defined by its ideology, the revolutionary party has both its ideologysnd it
(relative) truth, always moving in the direction of ridding itself of the fofiieo see that
such a teleological compromise is highly problematic, it suffices toneomeself that
what returns to Althusser’s conception of ideology is the very epistemological tqposi
between the true and the false that he himself problematized in the past bigicogsi
ideology as &ocial relation This return of the epistemological opposition only indicates
that Althusser is here cornered by his critics, or by the ideological rgaroe that they
imposed upon him, to think the issue in terms of an external relationship between the
bourgeois and the proletarian ideology.

One must ask, however: Even if this is the direction in which Althusser was forced

to move, is it really the only possible way to understand the Althusserian notion of
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ideological struggle? Does not the rational kernel of Althusser’s arguatéet lie in the
idea that the dominant ideology is ceaselessly compelled to struggle to atshieve
ideological unity, at least in appearance, by suppressing or displacing frooeriee s
conflicts and resistances that arise from its relationship with the d@dinssses
themselves? In 1982, just four years after the debate, Balibar proposes thafpllowi
solution to Althusser’s predicament concerning the issue of the relationeloetineeparty
and the state:

But, at the same time, while maintaining that only the ideology of the dominant can
be organized into a complete system—which makes it difficult to talk about “a
dominated ideology” isolatable as such—, he [Althusser] tends to pose that, in the
permanent “ideological class struggle,” the determinant element in thedt@sce

is paradoxically the position occupigtthe ideological by the exploited and
dominated classThis means that no state apparatus can exist without a “popular
base” rooted in the conditions of labor and of existence, and therefore without
“exploiting” in its way the progressive and materialist element tfeideology of

the dominated class contains. One can now explain why, whereas Gramsci
designates in the revolutionary party a “modern prince” such that its action in the
middle of the masses leads to “making itself the state,” Althusser insists
contradictorily both on the impossibility for the revolutionary party to extraelfit
entirely from the determination of the “political ISA” (of which it itsalto

constitutes an element) and on the necessity to constitute a “party outsiceehe St
in the perspective of communism that workers’ struggles already prepares.

Mais en méme temps, tout en maintenant que seule l'idéologie de la classe
dominante peut étre organisée en un systeme complet—ce qui rend difficile de
parler d’'une « idéologie dominée » isolable comme telle—, il [Althusser] tend a
poser que, dans la « lutte de classe idéologique » permanente, I'élément déterminant
en derniére instance est paradoxalement la position ocalgés’'idéologique par
lesclasses dominéees exploitées. Ce qui veut dire gu’aucune idéologie d’Etat ne
peut exister sans une « base populaire » enracinée dans les conditions de travail et
d’existence, et donc sans « exploiter » a sa facon I'élément progressiste et
matérialiste que comporte 'idéologie des classes dominées. On peut des lors
s’expliquer pourquoi, alors que Gramsci désigne dans le parti révolutionnaire un «
prince nouveau » que son action au sein des masses conduit a se « faire Etat » lui-
méme, Althusser, lui, insiste contradictoirement et sur 'impossibilité pour ie par
révolutionnaire de s’arracher entierement a la détermination de I'« AIE politique »
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(dont il constitue lui aussi un élément), et sur la nécessité de constituer un « parti

hors Etat » dans la perspective du communisme, qu’ébauchent déja les luttes

ouvriéres?

Here, Balibar not only conceives of the relationship between the dominant and the
dominated ideology in an extremaetlgmanenivay but goes so far as to invert the usual
hierarchical relation between the two. What is determinant in the last iastatne
constitution of the dominant ideology is not the ideology of the dominant class but
conversely that of the dominated class. For the dominant ideology cannot skeiptjee
the ideology of the dominated but must use it and reflect it into its own constitution
precisely in order to becont®mminantin the strong sense of the term, that is to say, in
order to bébroadly receivedy the dominated themselves as legitimate

By developing such a perspective, Balibar in his 1988 essay, “The Non-
Contemporaneity of Althusser,” proposes the following thesis: “Contrahetodmmon
assumption of most sociological theories of legitimacy and hegemony, it [the ddmina
ideology] cannot be primarily the ‘lived’ experience of the rulers, but drylived’
experience of the dominated masses, which—as Marx said of religion—invothes at

same timen acceptance or recognition and a protest or revolt against the existing

‘world.””?* The notions that the dominant ideology elaborates are “Justice, Liberty and

2L Balibar, “Hégémonie ou « AIE »,” dans G. Bensussa@. Labicadds.), Dictionnaire critique du
marxisme(Paris: PUF, 1982), pp. 54 (original emphasis).

22 Balibar, “The Non-Contemporaneity of Althusser,”j2. However, let us immediately note that this is
also what Althusser literally said in his essay®dhe ‘Piccolo Teatro™: “[T]his unity [of ideology]s as
mucha desired or rejected unigs an achieved unity. In other words, in the tiggdtworld, as in the
aesthetic world more generally, ideology is alwgyessencé¢he site of a competition and a struggléM,
149; emphasis added). No wonder Balibar referraHisopiece of Althusser’s to offer the evidencenisf
engagement with the question of resistance andtresowe quoted in one of the epigraphs to thaptdr.
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Equality, Effort and Happiness, etc.”; but such notions do not exclusively belong to the
imaginary of the dominant class but to that of individuals in general, “individuals who
live the masses’ or the people’s conditioffs.This novel way of conceptualizing the
dominant ideology, indeed, produces what might be called an “epistemologicdl ireak
takes an irreversible step beyond what the Marxist conception of ideologgpad-if
bounded, never stopped repeating, since Marx s&giman ldeologythe dominant
ideology is the ideology of the dominant cl&$s.

From this point of view, Balibar attempts to reformulate the question of idedlogica
revolt. Just as dead capital is made of living labor, the dominant ideological apparatus
(the state or the Church) ceaselessly requires the “popular religiowd, legal and
aesthetic imaginary of the masses as their specific ftiéltie ideological dominance,
for this reason, includes in itself a latent contradiction. Once the structurgbaista is
revealed before their own eyes through certain overdetermined effeatsimioer of
practices and events, the dominated masses carry out a collective aottdfyéaking
seriously the universality of their own imaginary, which has been returned tdftioam
above,” and demanding their immediate full inclusion in it—an inclusion which would

realize, in their imagination, thdeal that Balibar somewhere else calls “equaliberty”

% Balibar, “The Non-Contemporaneity of Althusser,”1i3.

24 As Balibar himself notes, it is rather Friedricket¢sche who, albeit with cynicism, made a penietgat
observation that the ruling idea of the modern d@sl“slaves’ morals.”

% |pid.
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(aequa libertas?® When such an ideological revolt encounters the fundamental
economic contradiction which is itself non-contemporaneous with the ideological
contradiction, Balibar argues, a revolution breaks out (whether successful or not).

We have already indicated above that the charges brought against Althusser in the
name of functionalism are seriously mistaken; there is just too muclaltextdence
demonstrating otherwise. His posthumously published book-length manuSarij,
reproduction for instance, is full of discussions of ideological revolt. We can even learn
from this manuscript that Althusser originally planned two volumes on ideology and
wanted to devote the second volume entirely to the topic of ideological class struggle
(though he could not realize this plan probably in part owing to his health problem). This
was not a text he additionally wrote after he was criticized, but, on the comiary
original text from which the very criticized essay, “Ideology and Idecédtate
Apparatuses,” was extracted. Making a distinction between the dominant iglaakbg
the dominated ideology, Althusser writes:

It is necessary to distinguish between the determined elements of tlegidebthe

State, which are realized and exist in a determined Apparatus and its pramtice

the one hand, and, on the other, the ideology that is “produced,” in the middle of this

Apparatus, by its practices. In order to mark this distinction in language, Mieecal

first ideology the Primary Ideology, and the second by-product of the gractic

which the Primary Ideology is realized, the secondary, subordinate ideolagyus

note again an important point. As for this secondary ideology, we say that it is

“produced” by the practice of the apparatus that realizes the Primargdgiedhis
is becausany practice in the world does not produce “its” ideology all by itself

% For example, see Balibar, “Rights of Man’ anddRis of the Citizen’: The Modern Dialectic of
Equality and FreedompMasses, Classes, Ideas: Studies on Politics ankb&iphy Before and After Marx
trans. James Swenson (New York: Routledge, 1994)7;mBalibar, “Three Concepts of Politics:
Emancipation, Transformation, CivilityPolitics and the Other Scenteans. C. Jones, J. Swenson, & C.
Turner (London: Verso, 2002), p. 3.
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There is no “spontaneous” ideology, though it can be useful to employ such an

expression as “spontaneous” ideology for the convenience of expression and for the

purpose of demonstrating a limited point. In our case, these secondary ideologies are
produced by a conjunction of complex causes, in which appears, on the side of the
practice in question, the effect of other exterior ideology, of other exterior
practices—and in the last instance, however dissimulated they are, the gistéan

reality very near, effects themselve<tass strugglesNo one can dare to deny this

if one only heeds a bit of attention to what has been happening for some time now in

the ideology of certain religious milieu, in the milieu of “school” (in May [1968]

and since then) and in Families (since Ma$R (114-15; original emphasis)

There are two simultaneous points that he is trying to make in this passagéeFirs
wants to confirm that, in the theory of ideology, there is indeed room for a potential
ideological nonconformity to the dominant ideology (or “the Primary Idedlagp/he
calls it). But this ideological deviation or swerve is realizeat,in the form of the
subject’s escape from ideology as a whole, but in the form of the “secondangigeol
defined as an unintended by-product of the ISAs’ practices. The secondaogydieol
this sense is produced (or “by-produced”) under the influence of intervenergaxt
causes including class struggle. Secondly, however, Althusser does not simptly want
say that such a secondary ideology is “spontaneously” produced without thelmateri
support of an ideological apparatus, as if sporadic practices of the dominatatma
alone (without the revolutionary party, one might add) could somehow generate a
relatively unified ideology of their own, suitable for a resistance to the d@sination
of the bourgeoisie. He maintains that every ideological production requires an apparat
and that, since every apparatus in the strong sense exists osyatsapparatus, the

place for the production of the secondary ideology must also be sought in the middle of

the ISAs themselves. The secondary ideology, therefore, is produced in thHadt#s
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the primary or dominant ideology is; but it is produced there not as a function but as a
malfunctioncaused by the foreign materials and fuels that the ISAs themselves must
integrate and consunie order to functiorf” This necessary malfunction of the ISAs is
what, Althusser claims, eventually gives rise to an ideological revdieaddminated
masses. He contends: “And if one would like to object that the aforementioned subject
can act otherwise [other than the way ideology commands], let us recalktBatdithat
the ritual practice in which a ‘primary’ ideology is realized can ‘prod{ibeit is, by-
produce) a ‘secondary’ ideology—thank God, without this, there would be neither the
revolt nor the revolutionary ‘awakening of consciousnpssg¢ de conscien¢eno
revolution would be possibleSRK 222).

How are we, then, to explain the ideological tenacity of the criticism accusing
Althusser of functionalism? If this criticism never stops haunting him, this iguofe,
not without a reason; in the end, we can admit that he failed to cross a creshbttiin
understanding the internal logic of the masses’ insurrection. This failure, hpwele
not result from his blind belief in some crude version of structuralism, which isysimpl
content to oppose the subject and the structure and then ignore the dimension of the
former by stressing the absolute necessity of the latter (doesttbisroritself, however,
escape from such a crude structuralism by simply wanting to stressi¢hgole of the

same opposition, namely the subject?). Althusser’s failure rather resoltedhis

27 One of the things that Althusser has in mind éshifstorical phenomenon that institutions such as a
proletarian party or a labor union appear in thetesy of a bourgeois ISA. He argues that this isdnetto
the “logic” of the system of the corresponding 194 due to a long class struggle which forcedepel
recognition of such institutions and their insdops in the systenSR 126). The ISAs, whose goal is,
above all, to create a unity of society, are regaigtforced to find ways to unify heterogeneous deds
arising from diverse social antagonisms.
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inability to overcome the old “epistemological obstacle” of classicabddm itself
which views the dominant ideology simply as the ideology of the dominant class. In his
“Note on the ISAs,” too, Althusser repeats this tautological conception of theaaimi
ideology while he is being driven by it into the middle of unresolvable contradiclions.
Balibar finally moves out of the range of any accusation of functionalismprecisely
because, while making no reference to the mystifying notion of subjecheitstill
managed to find a convincing explanation for the internal mechanism of ideological
revolt by eliminating the aforementioned epistemological obstacle.

Balibar’s epistemological break brings about significant theoreticakcomesces.
As the state and its dominant ideology are understood not simply as the domirgsit clas
but, in the last instance, as the dominated masses’ own, many things that hdye large
been ignored by Marxism as bourgeois deceptions now receive a new analysis. In
particular, the rights of citizens (or citizenship), which have been treatzchple
illusions by Marx, become one of the central objects of theoretical reflektitre
1990s, Balibar reconstructs his theoretical frame by distinguishing &eticeal
universality” (as the moment of insurrection inscribed in the dominant ideology) and
“fictive universality” (which is instituted by the dominant ideologicaitstapparatus
itself).

Let us briefly go over what these two categories imply and how they ated ¢b
each other. Fictive universality is a category introduced to explain thenbage
function of the dominant ideology. The term “fictive” here does not mean “deceptive” or

“illusory,” but rather indicates that such universality, while being imagjmaoduces
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material effects in reality, and therefore should be treated as effastiother realities
(for example, economic one). It indicates, in other words, that ideology is\effatthe
sense of the German termwitklich”: it is a socialactivity realized through material
institutions rather than an idea or a mental representation that the subjechfdems i
mind with regard to the external world. Of course, this does not imply that aihiang
are effective to an equal degree, since, to be sure, some of them are eubreedfian
others. The important question is: how can the imaginary of the dominant ideology or its
dominant identity produce iteegemoni@ffectover other imaginaries or identities?

According to Balibar, universality as fiction has historically beenzedlin the

West in the two mutually antithetical forms: the religious form of the Cati@iiurch
and the political form of the nation state. These two forms are mutually acttheti
inasmuch as each of them seeks its “point of honor” in offering an effective solution to
the chronic problem that the other suffers from. Whereas the Church takes honor for
resolving ethnic conflicts preoccupying the nation state, the nation statessgtaekes
honor for keeping peace among different religions or religious groups whose existence
persistently troubles the Church. Both of these hegemonic institutions, however,
accomplish their goals not by establishing their own ideologi€totalitarian ideologies”
but rather as what Balibar calls “total ideologies,” hamely, idectatpat do not aim at a
sheer repression or exclusion of particular identities, but rather at an ialboigar
political space in which those particular identities are somewhatieétiand thus find
civil ways to coexist with one another; they achieve this effect of aqsodif civility by

reconstructing the particular identities (or identity groups) into soymmeediationsof the
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superior legitimacy that they themselves want to represent. The natiempstsents itself
as the universal agent transcending all religious groups, in such a way that i$ pleemit
to practice certain religious freedom on condition that they all follow time Saate law
and tolerate one another accordingly. Likewise, the Catholic Church acdsisaprieme
legitimacy over diverse ethnic groups by declaring itself not to belong tcetexe'd”
nation but, instead, to all nations, and proffering itself as something universal madlhic
particular nations can participate and practice to one another Christ’s furtdalasson:
“Love thy neighbor.” In short, total ideology is profounglyralistic.

Such hegemonic power of total ideology originates from the fact that it discovers an
effective institutional form of recognizing individuals in a transindividual Wy
avoiding the two extremes of (atomistic) individualism and (totalitariargrocgsm. It
“liberates” individuals by relatively separating them from tipegimary belongingsuch
as families, races, religions, regions, occupations, etc., and permittingotieenert their
secondanpelonginggsuch as the Church or the nation stdtelndeed, this is what is
commonly accepted as the meaning of becoming citizens. Individuals do not have to
completely abandon their primary identities in order to become citizens; but, by
becoming citizens, they can access the political and cultural space in dyatan
“play” with their primary identities and others’ while abiding by certaiesuHence, the

hegemonic power that a total institution holds over particular belongings isatgzhe

% As for a more detailed account of primary and sdeoy identities or belongings, see Bablidtpino
Nationalis An Anthropolitical Sketch of the Nation-From{Ve, The People of Europe? Reflections on
Transnational Citizenshjgrans. James Swenson (Princeton: Princeton Wsityd?ress, 2004), especially
pp. 25-30.
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through an explosive encounter between the institution’s desire for power, desire to
establish itself as the supreme authority from above, and, from below, numerous
individuals’ aspiration to acquire freedom and independence from their primary
belongings (for instance, we hardly find adolescents who do not dream about becoming
independent from their parents or guardians).

As Balibar often mentions, it is Hegel (especially, the HegBhiibsophy of Right
who best understood this mechanism of the production of total ideology’s hegemonic
power. In hisOn the Jewish QuestipMarx in his own way recognizes such an essential
contribution of Hegel’s philosophy and writes:

.. . The state abolishes distinctionsoth, rank, educationandoccupationin its
fashion when it declares them torm@n-political distinctions, when it proclaims that
every member of the communiguallyparticipates in popular sovereignty without
regard to these distinctions, and when it deals with all elements of the aetadl lif
the nation from the standpoint of the state. Nevertheless the state permits privat
property, education, and occupatioratd and manifest theparticular nature as
private property, education, and occupation in tbein ways Far from overcoming
thesefactual distinctions, the state exists only by presupposing them; it is aware of
itself as goolitical stateand makes itaniversalityeffective only in opposition to
these elementsiegel therefore, defines the relation of fhaitical stateto religion
quite correctly in saying: “If the state is to have specific exigesctheself-

knowing ethical actualitpf Spirit, it must balistinctfrom the form of authority and
faith; this distinction emerges only as the ecclesiastical sphénadsdwithin itself;
onlythus has the state attainaudiversalityof thought, the principle of its form,
above particularchurches and only thus does it bring that universality into
existence.” (Hegle’®hilosophy of Law1* ed., p. 346 [§ 270].) Exactly! Only thus
abovetheparticular elements is the state a universatty.

Of course, fictive universality in this sense is not a limitless universplgiyas the

pluralism that it pursues is not an unbound pluralism. The dominant ideology obliges

2 Marx, “On the Jewish Question,” in Lawrence H. 8imed.) Karl Marx: Selected Writings
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc.94p p. 8 (original emphasis).
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individuals to pay the price for their own “liberations” by accepting theraiiof
normality or normal subjectivity corresponding to the secondary identityifarcibr a
believer) that it institutes. Hence, to be recognized as a “free” indlyolia must be
mentally sane, conform to the reputable models of reasoning and behavior, anddollow (
pretend to follow) the prevailing norms of sexual decency and heterosexualitynijot
does the state constantly teach such norms through its educational and disciplinary
facilities but it tries to impose them as an overwhelming reality bipbéing how they
are in use in “normal” people’s everyday life, especially, through cubiprzaratuses
such as TV shows, dramas, movies, and so on.

Can this control over individuals go on indefinitely without difficulties? Balibar
argues that this control remains effective only if the “ensemble of bahef®f rules of
behavior is maintained in time, that is, over generations, at least for the tgagond,
therefore, on the opposite side of social divisions, whether they are divisions e$ dass
others.®® Hence, when this condition is dissatisfied due to a certain emergence of
unexpected factors (economic as well as ideological), the dominant ideolegyttos
controlling power and faces a crisis. Balibar in this way reinstates Alttaissiginal
idea that the dominant ideological state apparatuses, while they are forced tmke
trying, can never produce its final unity out of the heterogeneous forms anahesléhae
they have to consume.

It is undoubtedly from this inability that the possibility of ideological revo#tes.

Yet, Balibar holds that, in order to bring this possibility into a full scale indiorgat is

%0 Balibar, “Les Universels,l.a Crainte des massgs. 434.
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not enough to have subversive movements of “deviant” individuals and groups fighting
against the dominant cultural norms. For the presence of such movements of minority
groups are just what are easily expected of the hegemonic production ofityatasd.
Could the phenomenon of mass insurrection, then, be accounted for in terms of class
strugglequathe radical antagonism of the society? Unfortunately, as Marxists’ past
experiences of economism and unionism eloquently show, workers’ class struggles
regularly fail to overcome their particular interests and identitiegdashort of the level
of a truly emancipatory movement for all. Balibar maintains that it ib&redne nor the
other, but preciseltheir combinatiortaking place “when it appears to be impossible [for
the majority] to demand individuality and its right without colliding with theswé
normality and putting them into questioft."Only through this combination, the
multitudes of the society do not stop at simple acts of resistance but engagel\tkernm
a genuinely insurrectional movement towatéal universality

This does not mean, however, that, once it gives way to ideal universality, fictive
universality simply remains something that permanently belongs to the pashglas
ideal universality works as a purely negative principle, it cannot help but e\ ida!
itself in another version of fictive universality that it itself brings intmbefter
destroying the old one. Can there be yet another version of fictive univedsstiitygt
from both that of universal religion and that of nation state? If so, what differehoald
it have and in what aspects can it be better than old ones? Is there an alteanative w

articulate the politics of civility with that of emancipation? We will explthese issues

31 Balibar, “Les Universels,” p. 441.
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in the next section by comparing Lacan’s and Althusser’s attempts twtha@olitics
of civility.
Which Politics of Civility?
One of Althusser’s essential criticisms of Lacan is directed aattee’s teleological
idea that, once the reign of the symbolic law is established beyond the ambefédcts
of the imaginary, various kinds of social antagonisms can be brought under coatrol
necessary manner. From my point of view, this criticism of Lacan is hardly aldput
and, as we saw in chapter 2, it was actually accepted by Lacan himself in hisypwn wa
during the later period of his life. What does not look clear to me, however, is whether
such a criticism produces only a theoretically positive effect. For its#d®at) whether
intended or not, it can also generate a certain blind spot for us by bracketingen entir
issue that Lacan for his own part regarded as essential: namely, thef igslence.
This is the question that Balibar himself raises in his recent bolence et civilité
(2010), though his focus is on Hegel rather than on Lacan:
Althusser used to say that there can be no such thing as “Hegelian politicsis a thes
that is immediately inscribed for him in the frame of a Machiavellian comcept
politics as the reign of uncertainty, of conflict between action and fortunehwhi
excludes the kind of necessity or, better, of predetermination that forms the
“spiritual” horizon of the Hegelian teleology. Let us remark that, in Althugssela
fortiori in other Marxists), the price of the non-teleological conception of politics is
a neutralization, at least in appearance, of the problem of the relations between
violence and politics, a neutralization that does not exist in Hegel (or not taribe sa
degree): if not in the representation of exploitation and of its sttedue$
conditions of “reproduction,” then at least in the definition of class struggle, and by

consequence of political actidh.

Of course, this does not mean that one should cancel or, at least, relativize

32 Balibar, Violence et civilit§Paris: Galilée, 2010), p. 55.
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Althusser’s critique of teleology itself; it rather means that one must bé@abhd a way
to discuss the issue of violence while refraining from making such teleological
assumptions. This is actually what Balibar does in his own text in an admirable wa
However, as far as | am concerned, | would like to pursue another path and examine two
things: first, whether Lacan’s category of the “name of the fatherbeanterpreted as a
theoretical attempt to formulate a politics of civility aiming to redudesexe violence;
and, secondly, whether there is in Althusser himself an alternative formulatiochoé s
politics of civility, which perhaps suits better his “Machiavellian conoepdf politics,”
but does not necessarily neutralize the issue of violence.

As far as the Sainte-Anne hospital is concerned, Lacan offered hisrtasis in

1963 under the title, “Des Noms-du-Pére.” This seminar, which would have become his
eleventh seminar under normal circumstances, was not included in the offieial ser
because it was interrupted by the incident of Lacan’s expulsion froBothiété
Francaise de Psychanalyas well as from the Sainte-Anne hospital itself. The first
session, which was in fact the only session given for this lost seminar, howevensontai
an extraordinary discussion of “the name of the father,” especially itsdoras is
revealed by the case of Abraham’s sacrifice. Lacan discusses MigbleldMerisi da
Caravaggio’s famous paintings entitled “The Sacrifice of Isaac.” Tithugre are two
known versions, one from 1596 and the other from 1602-03, Lacan focuses on the later
version, which seems to depict the episode with much more intensity. In this version,
there is depicted the boy, Isaac, whose suffering and grimacingfereibly pushed

down against the small altar made of stone. Abraham is holding a knife right above the
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boy’s neck, while his face is turned aside toward the angel who is there to dSoliise
message not to sacrifice the boy.

Lacan’s whole interpretation develops from his penetrating observation that
Abraham’s decision to follow God’s initial commandment to sacrifice his sopitedke
usual reading given to i€, was in fact not an extraordinary act at all. “/W]e can
remember,” argues Lacan, “that to sacrifice one’s little boy to tte Edohim[god] was
customary; it was so not only at that time, because this [custom] continued unldteery
so that the angel of the Name [i[El,Shaddabr God] or the prophet who speaks in the
name of the Name constantly had to stop the Israelites on the way of recommencing it
[nous pourrions nous souvenir que sacrifier son petit garcoBlaiim du coin, ¢’était
courant, et non pas seulement a I'’époque, car ¢a a continué si tard qu'’il a fallu sans
cesse que I'ange du Nom ou le prophéte qui parle au nom du Nom arrétassent les
Israélites sur la voie de recommenEgmDNP, 96).

Hence, Abraham’s greatness, as Lacan sees it, does not arise froat that fae
heroically decided to leave the worldly understanding and follow what his faith
commanded him, even if this meant that he had to kill his own beloved son. Of course,
Lacan acknowledges that Abraham was quite “obsessed” with his son. Thouglatig alre
had another son named Ismael, Abraham acquired him only by sleeping with a slave
woman; Isaac was the only legitimate son he had. Furthermore, Lacas #rgtit was

quite certain that his wife, Sarah, was not going to give birth to another child, dhee to t

% The reading that Lacan put into question hBiR, pp. 93-95) is Sgren Kierkegaard's. See Kierketjaar
Fear and Tremblingtrans. Alastair Hannay (London: Penguin Book85)9
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menopause that she was experiencing. However, the worldly understanding atehat ti
did not say that, in such a case, one should be allowed to keep his boy, but, instead, that
one still should be able to go to the mountain and sacrifice him tldhenthat
everyone in the region worshiped.

Where, then, does Lacan think Abraham’s greatness lies? Referring e lzolitk
from the end of the eleventh century, written by a certain author named Rachijsgherw
known as Rabbi Salomon ben Isaac, de Troyes, Lacan points out that there were neither
one nor two, but three fathers involved in this biblical story. First, obviously, there was
Isaac’s real father, Abraham, but there was also the angel who interruptaddi
revealed God’s true intention not to sacrifice Isaac. Although this angetlhivas not a
father, he nevertheless represented another f&Eh8haddaiEl Shaddaiaccording to
Lacan, was also dalohim a god, whose Name, nonetheless, was considered
unpronounceable unlike other gods’ names, because he was the same God as Moses’,
who identified himself in the bible by saying th&hyeh acher ehyélor “I am that |
am.” In addition to this, Lacan says: “[the Greek] did not tran&8&f&haddaias our
days, by th& out-Puissantthe Almighty; prudently, they did not translate it dyeosis
the name that they give to all the gods whose names they do not translate by Lord or
Kyrios, which is reserved fdshemthat is, for the Name that | am not pronouncing”
(DNP, 93). In shortEl Shaddais the Judaic God who was not deemed almighty. This
non-omnipotent God is the one who is put to the position of the symbolic father in
Lacan’s construal.

What about the third father, then? Following Rachi’s accounts, and also returning to
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Caravaggio’s aforementioned paintings, Lacan points out that, besides the boy and th
two fathers, there is apparently another being present next to the altary,rtheehm
with its horns caught somewhere inside the fence. This ram, according g absta
represents ailohim He argues:

Rachi is the best shortcut to express that, according to the rabbinic traditiom the ra

in question is the primordial Ram. It has been there, writes he, since the seven days

of the Creation, and this designates it for what it iglahim In effect, what was

there is not just the one whose name is unpronounceable, butElbkie’s. The

Ram is traditionally recognized as the ancestor of the Semite magané which

joins Abraham to the origins, moreover, in a sufficiently short tebiNR 100)

As is well known, this is the very ram that Abraham in the end sacrificeddnstea
his son. But, according to Lacan, this ram was not just an animal that Abraham
conveniently found there or that God prepared for him in case he still wanted tceacrif
something; rather, it was tli#ohim, the local god, who was there to receive and “enjoy”
the sacrificial offering made by Abraham. “This ram is his eponymous anciést God
of his race,” says Laca®{P, 100). Thus, Lacan puts the ram into the position of the
“primordial father of the horde” (Freud), namely, the imaginary father who, being
almighty and all possessing, never allows other men (especially, his song)dlhysex
approach women belonging to his horde.

Now, Lacan argues that Abraham’s true greatness lies in his sut@essif cutting
the phantasmatic link, with the knife in his hand, between the primordial Ram-God and
the other GodEl Shaddajior between the imaginary father and the symbolic father,

whose disparity Lacan defines in terms of the difference betjaasanceand desire.

Since he is the one who enjoys, and tries to keep all enjoyment to himself, the inagina
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father appears to be the one who oversees the subject all the time and trieiseatdepr
any chance to access enjoymeatiissance In this sense, he is the father of
“privation”—not of “castration.” Lacan made this important distinctiose@minar VIl
(Se VI| 307-08). He designated the imaginary father as the “origin of the superego,”
whose sole function, of course, is to divest the subject of enjoyment. Lacan, on the other
hand, considered the real father to be “the castrating father”; he arguedstiatatgh
the castrating father that the Oedipus complex finally finds its own resolutidnhat
the symbolic father is established as the one who, in contrast to the imagthary f
knows how to “turn a blind eye to desir€Z(, 698). Of course, the symbolic father is
still understood as desiringfather. But he is the father wihoth desiresand lets others
desire within the limit of his universal law. It is by abiding by such a universathat
all desires overcome their regressive tendencies toward a varietyologgcal
enjoyments.

What we realize anew in the context of the semibas Noms-du-Pérdowever, is
the fact that Lacan’s whole problematic of “the name of the father” daesmply
address issues concerning the individual level. It addresses the issnlerofe of
community Lacan argues:

Here the blade of the knife makes its mark betweejothsesanceof God and what,

in this tradition, is presented as his desire. The thing that should be provoked to fall

is the biological origin This is the key to the mystery there, in which is read the
aversion of the Judaic tradition with regard to what exists everywhere else. The

Hebraic hates the practicemketaphysico-sexual ritésat, in a feast, unites the

community to th@uissanceof God The Hebraic, on the contrary, values the gap

separating desire frojpuissance/ One finds the symbol of this gap in this same

context, that of the relation &l Shaddato Abraham. It is there where,
primordially, is born the law of circumcision, which gives this little piecdesdf
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cut asthe sign of the alliance of the people with the desire of the one who elected
them

Ici se marque le tranchant du couteau entre la jouissance de Dieu et ce qui, dans
cette tradition, se présentifie comme son désir. Ce don't il s’agit de provoque la
chute, c’est’origine biologique C’est la la clé du mystére, ou se lit 'aversion de la
tradition judaique a I'égard de ce qui existe partout ailleurs. L’hébreique hait la
pratiqgue desites métaphysico-sexuels qui, dans la féte, unissent la communauté a la
jouissance de Diedl met tout au contraire en valeur la béance séparant le désir de
la jouissance. / Le symbole de cette béance, on le troube dans ce méme contexte,
celui de la relation cEl Shaddaa Abraham. C’est la ou, primordialement, nait la

loi de la circoncision, qui donneomme signe de l'alliance du peuple avec le désir

de celui qui I'a élwce petit morceau de chair trancH®NP, 100-01; emphasis

added)

Here Lacan distinguishes two kinds of identities: the imaginary identkgdi to the
“biological origin” of the community and the symbolic identity, which is also communal
but can only be established through a break from such an origin. The imaginary identity
unites members of the community to the racial God (the Ram), who seduces them to
become instruments of hisuissanceto offer some of their “neighbors” as sacrifices to
him, and thus to constantly recover a monolithic community in which there are no
individuals but only a collectivity. The symbolic identity, on the other hand, craates
political “gap,” as Lacan calls it, between the community and its individeanbers, by
setting up the symbolic law of sacrifice (the law of circumcision), in theer@mhich
everyone gives up a certain amount of his ofjdeissanceand thus joins thdesiring
community, which desires precisely because its demajodiissances never fully
satisfied. The Lacanian politics clearly aims at reducing extnéoience by making a

transition from a “metaphysico-sexual” community based on an imaguhemtity to a

community based on a symbolic identity.
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Can we not say, then, that this Lacanian politics corresponds in essentials to what

Balibar calls a politics of civility, namely, a politics through which saotg separate
themselves from their primary or “natural” identities in order to acdbe® secondary
identities as citizens? In fact, the whole construction of the upper level catiaaian
graph of desire that we discussed in previous chapters can be reinterpretedetieahe
attempt to account for the possibility of such a political practice. Ladanhula of the
paternal metaphor, in particular, can be seen as describing the ethicalpetigct of
the substitution of one identity for another, of the secondary identity for thargrim
identity, and, therefore, of thavil identity for thenatural identity. The power
established through the process of the formation of the paternal metaphor is not a
despotic power but a hegemonic power, insofar as it knows how to turn a blind eye to
diverse desires of individual members of the communiipdividualizesindividualson
condition that they all give up the Sadean rightetissancewhich, as we discussed in

chapter 2, must be distinguishable from the Kantian rightsite desire”

3 Hence, Lacan’s objection to Freud’s account afrofin Totem and Tabqdrans. James Strachey [New
York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1989]) concerns thetfthat, in Freud’s understanding, the symbolic
father is established as an effect of the songécive revolt against the primordial father; imstbase,
apparently, no act of castration is necessary. b ac@ileges Abraham’s case because the effect is
achieved through the intervention of the real fatieethe agent of castration. In this regard, sigsificant
that Lacan concludes his “The Subversion of thg&land the Dialectic of Desire” as follows:
“Castration means that jouissance has to be refnsedler to be attained on theverse scal®f the Law

of desire” EC, 700; emphasis added). Alan Sheridan, the tramstdEcrits: A Selectionmore agreeably
renders the same sentence as follows: “Castrateanmthajouissancemust be refused, so that it can be
reached on the inverted ladd&é¢helle renverséeof the Law of desire” (Lacartcrits: A Selectiontrans.
Alan Sheridan [New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 74, p. 324). In other wordguissance
according to Lacan, must be reaclfiesn abovethrough the law oflesire From this perspective, Zizek’s
acclaim for the Benjaminian idea of divine violerpeathe “law-destroying” violence appears to be far
from Lacan’s own doctrine concerning violence aher seems to approach the modélatem and Tabao
See Zizek’s concluding chapter\diblence(New York: Picador, 2008). It is possible to imagjthat Lacan
would share a similar worry with Jacques Derridenfamin famously distinguishes mythical violence an
divine violence by defining the former as the kofdsiolence that only kills to threaten, and thiédaas
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What Althusser questions in this Lacanian conception of politics, of course, is its
teleological belief that social conflicts can be resolved effectivedyreecessarily in such
a process of the formation of the paternal metaphor. It is this belief thaisaér put into
guestion when he criticized Lacan’s thesis concerning the letter: naheglya tetter
always arrives at its destination.” Is this the end of the debate, howergertainly
appears so, if we only consider Althusser’s texts published during his lifetuhaf ®e
consider the other texts, especially his posthumously published texts on Maghiseselli
discover, to our surprise, that Althusser himself was unwittingly drawn ndaasuc
theoretical motif of Lacan’s. The most interesting thing is the facthistheoretical
convergence took place in the texts in which he apparently maximized his critique of
teleology by formulating what he called the “materialism of encountetieofaleatory
materialism.”

In his concluding chapter dflachiavelli and UsAlthusser centers on the idea of
“fear without hatred.” Discussing Machiavelli’'s maxim, “it is bettebe feared than to
be loved,” which appears in chapter XVIIDhe Prince Althusser combines two
guestions in the figure of the popular prince: the question of fear and that of class

antagonism. He argues:

the kind that does not intend to threaten but dlatéh(Walter Benjamin, “Critique of Violence,”
Reflectionsed. Peter Demetz [New York: Schocken Books, 1978297). However, the violence that
does not threaten but purely annihilates not asksra nihilism concerning institutions in gendrat also
comes too close to the definition of extreme viokerThis is why, | think, Jacques Derrida expresssd
reservations with respect to the Bejaminian idediwihe violence. See Derrida, “Force of the Latwens.
Mary QuaintanceActs of Religioned. Gil Anidjar (New York: Routledge, 2002), [#28-98 (especially,
its “Post-Scriptum”). Perhaps, what Benjamin missdss entire classification of violence is the
Machiavellian dimension of “fear without hatreds’ Althusser calls it, namely, the dimension of the
violence that threatens but, at least in princiglees not entail hatred. This violence is sureélaa-
founding” violence, but it does not necessarily ainabsolutizing the law, as we shall see from now
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This formula—fear without hatred—might seem harsh for the people of a popular

Prince. But to give it its precise meaning, it must be developed. That the Puste m

at all costs avoid being hated by his people obviously signifies that he must beware

of alienating the people as the greatest peril. But there is more: hatredhiaivdli

has a precise connotation. Above all, it is the people’s hatred nbbies In

connection with the kingdom of France, for instance, we are told that Lougalk *

well aware of the ambition and arrogance of the nobles. . . . On the other hand, . . .

he knew that the people hated the nobles.” The founder of the kingdom therefore

established thparlementto restrain the nobles and favour the peopfatred thus

possesses a class significatiém the formula ‘fear without hatred’, the phrase

‘without hatred’ signifies that the Prince demarcates himself from thesaht

sides with the people against theiMl), 100-01; emphasis added)

Hence, the prince can avoid people’s hatred insofar as he forms a clas ailitn
people against the nobles through the very fear that he provokes in everyone. Althusser is
not saying that the prince should be loved by people for what he does to the nobles. In
effect, people’s love toward the prince is considered dangerous, for love easslynto
hatred. Everything here depends on conjuncture, ortuma, as Machiavelli calls it.
The more one is loved, the better chance to be hated one has in the future, when Fortune
changes her mind. In order to avoid such a hazardous effect of love, there must be
maintained a distance, or, according to Althusser’s preferred expressi@mfdiness of
the distance taken,” between the prince and his people, because such a distancg is, in fac
what can be said to constitute the essence of the privide'®r ability to cope with
unpredictable changes of the fortune (or, what is the same, of the people’s mind).
Henceforth, what is required is not people’s love but tineindship(accompanied and
controlled by fear). The conquest of such a strange friendship is the politiectiod]

that Machiavelli lays stress on throughout his t€ke Prince Althusser continues:

But there is still more: fear without hatred closes down one space and opens up
another, specific space, the minimal political base from which the people’s
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friendship—an expression Machiavelli prefers to the people’s love—becomes the
decisive political objective. In effect, what is ruled out is thepbels undiluted love,
without coercion, since it is precarious and capricious. What is aimed at irsstead i
the people’s friendship, ‘popular goodwill’ on the basis of state coercion.
Machiavelli constantly returns to this theme, which gives explicit expre$sihis

own position. MU, 101)

How exactly can the prince inaugurate such a strange friendship with hispéopl

order to find an answer to this question, it is better to consult another text written by

Althusser, which was only recently published as an appendix to the second French edition

of his autobiography,’Avenir dure longtempdJnder the title, “Fragments déAvenir
dure longtemps there are collected three essays, among which we find a text entitled
“Machiavel.” To contrast “fear-friendship” to “love-hatred,” Althussieere focuses on
the singular case of Cesare Borgia’s handling of his lieutenant RethmatrMachiavelli
presents in chapter VII dfhe Prince®™ Let us read Machiavelli's own account of the

episode in question:

Once the duke [Cesare] had taken over Romagna, he found it had been commanded

by impotent lords who had been readier to despoil their subjects tharréot them,
and had given their subjects matter for disunion, not for union, Since that province
was quite full of robberies, quarrels, and every other kind of insolence, he judged it
necessary to give it good government, if he wanted to reduce it to peace and
obedience to a kingly arm. So he put there Messer Remirro de Orco, a cruel and

ready man, to whom he gave the fullest power. In a short time Remirro reduced it to
peace and unity, with the very greatest reputation for himself. Then the duke judged
that such excessive authority was not necessary, because he fearedight it

become hateful; and he set up a civil court in the middle of the province, with a most
excellent president, where each city had its advocate. And because he knew that past
rigors had generated some hatred for Remirro, to purge the spirits of thatqusple

to gain them entirely to himself, he wished to show that if any cruelty had been
committed, this had not come from him but from the harsh nature of his minister.

And having seized this opportunity, he had him placed one morning in the piazza at

% Of course, this is not Caesar, the Roman empeubithe Duke of Valentinois, Pope Alexander VI'®iso
whom Machiavelli accompanied for a while as a dipdd from the Florentine Republic.
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Cesena in two pieces, with a piece of wood and a bloody knife beside him. The
ferocity of this spectacle left the peopleonce satisfied and stupefigd

No matter how horrifying Cesare’s act in this episode appears to us, it igantpor
not to lose sight of the mechanism through which he achieved in people such an
extraordinary effect of the unity of the two contrary affects, nameligfaetion and
awe/stupefaction. Machiavelli’s point regarding this episode does not simplgtaonsi
that Cesare was cruel, or more cruel than anybody else including Remigelfhi
because, if he had been simply cruel, he could never have earned people’s friendship.
Rather, the point lies in that this cruelty itself was performéa/insuccessive steps
First, Cesare sent Messer Remirro to Romagna to rule, with his own eanelty
arbitrariness, over people as well as the nobles who were only interested ifirtgspoi
them. And, then, after an order was restored to the region, Cesare himself arriced not
praise the efficient rule that Remirro established there, but, on the contrary, to lnomis
for it. One might say—and | completely agree—that this is merely a show be. But
it is through this deceptive operation that Cesare successfidstitutechimself for
Remirro in front of everyone’s eyes, while at the same time founding a civtl cour
legitimizing the laws he promulgated, and thus producinggemonic dimensiasf his
power, which cannot simply be accounted for by a practice of mere brutality or
“excessive authority.” Such a substitution is what made it possible for Cesaeate in
people’s mind the counterintuitive affect called “fear without hatred” andcmnaglish

his uncanny friendship with them. As Machiavelli himself explains, such a cruafl act

% Machiavelli, The Prince 2" ed., trans. Harvey C. Mansfield (Chicago: The émsity of Chicago Press,
1998), pp. 29-30.
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the prince must be designed to bring about an effect of putting an end to, or at least
reducing, the on-going violence, from which the people are suffering. “I bélsaxes
Machiavelli, “that [the difference] comes from cruelties badly used trused. Those
can be called well used . . . that are done at a stroke, out afdbssity to secure oneself,
and then are not persisted in but are turned to as much utility for the subjects as one can.
Those cruelties are badly used which, though few in the beginning, rather ghotnveit
than are eliminated®®

Is not the structure of this episode, however, very close to what Lacan tried to
theorize with his formulation of the paternal metaphor, which defines it preasaly
substitution of one signifier for another? As the oppressive master signifeanifie,”
was substituted for by another signifier, “Cesare,” the ambivalent efféave and
hatred toward the latter was brought under control, and “an emptiness of the distance
taken” between the prince and his people was successfully created. Althdugisak
does not seem to realize it, Althusser here, | think, is standing very near Lacan, w
struggled hard to find a way to subdue the ambivalent effect of love and hatred. What
Althusser calls an “empty distance” is easily comparable to the gappudration” that
Lacan wanted to introduce between the community and its members by means of his idea

of the name of the fathé&}. Althusser writes:

37 Machiavelli, The Prince pp. 37-38.

3 My interpretation of the episode of Cesare’s ekeawf Remirro, therefore, is partly different fno
Balibar’s. In his essay, “Machiavel Tragique,” B simply lays stress on the extraordinarily cared
spectacular character of Cesare’s act, and cescidthusser for not seeing the dangers involvesligh a
violent sovereign act, which, according to Balitmmbines in a dangerous way the element of feér an
that ofjouissancesatisfaction). See Balibar, “Machiavel Tragiquiettp://stl.recherche.univ-
lille3.fr/seminaires/ philosophie/macherey/Mach@@302001/BalibarMachiavel.html (accessed on
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What should the Prince do, in effect, to be a Prince? He should found, constitute and
conserve between him and his people, by a subtle play of seesaw that leans on the
“thin” people, that is, the poor, in order to contain the “fat,” that is, the aich,
empty distancehat of the fear-friendship, and not the contagious proximity of
hatred or love Spinoza will retake, word for word, the terms of this ambivalence.
For hatred and love lead . . . the people into their passions and provoke in the Prince
the contagion of the passions of the people, which, of course, are laibia) 500;
emphasis added)
Althusser maintains that the production of such an empty distance belongs to the
ability of the prince as a “fox.” As is well known, Machiavelli divides thageisvirtu
(ability) into two kinds, the human ability and the bestial ability. While the huméityabi
basically designates the prince’s power of moral “virtues” and of the heatgtplement
them, the bestial ability designates his non-moral or amatal which moves in an
entirely different line of reasoning. Yet, according to Althusser, it sWesl known that
the beast itself in the prince is further divided into two subcategories: a lionfaxdfa
the lion represents the prince’s capability to resort to the means of sheecgiahe fox,
which is often left out by commentators, represents the prince’s ability tostsu
situations and dangers, and to manipulate his appearances accordingly. Althusser def
this ability of the fox as theldestial unconsciousntelligence, the intelligence that is
more than human because it moves the intelligence of the Prince in the russ’that it

(ADL, 500; original emphasis).

Why should the prince be able to deceive himself, his human intelligence litse!f?

October 15, 2011). However, from my point of vidkis act, in principle, should not be conceiveavast
unites the community to theuissanceof the big Other, but rather as what institutesadiiance of the
people with the desire” of the prince, as we sawaocan’s example of Abraham'’s sacrifice. Lacanis h
conclusion tdSeminar Xiwarns us that the very attempt to avoid the categbsacrifice altogether rather
brings about the catastrophic consequence of intind “the dark God” on the horizon of the politiis
the masses. | will later return to the issue ofdbeereignty.
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because, in order to take a proper distance from people’s contagious passions;ehe pr
must first have a void in himself, namely, an empty distance from his own affiects
must not show his inner feelings as well as his plans and intentions. Most imporgntly, h
must not reveal to people his bestial sides themselves (in any case, not as)théy ar
must hide not only his brutality but his deceptive ability to appear or pretend. The prince
must be able to hide his violence not under the guise of the fox but under the ginese of
human He does not have to become moralrhustappear as moralBut this ability to
appear as moral does not belong to the human, but to the fox. The prince should hide that
he is hiding, he should appear to disappear or disappear to appear, and, for all this, he
should first know how to deceive himself, how to distance himself from himself, how to
produce thus a void within himself.

Althusser directly links this deceptive operation of the fox to ideology understood i
the social sense: “[Machiavelli] says at least this much: that tHisyaififox in the
Prince is sustained by the social image, that isptiséic imageof the Prince, which |
would call the first ideological state apparatusD(, 501; original emphasis). However,
far from simply claiming that the illusion of such an ideological operation should be
revealed to people, Althusser conversely ties it to a positive healing @fbelctced by,
for example, psychoanalytic practices. He argues:
Unfortunately, while saying on this point what Spinoza also say&hg@ologico-
Political Treatis@, Machiavelli does not go further. He does not talk about the
“nature” of fox in itself. Well, Spinoza, who does not talk about fox, nevertheless
talks about its “nature”: it is born from the conversion (by internal displacement
we saw) of sad passions into joyful passions. And we saw also that this conversion-

displacement, which in fact expects Freud, has nothing to do with an illumination or
a simple intellectual effort, as the poor theological theoreticians ajtiahments
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wished, but, on the contrary, has everything to do withdbeelopment of
movements of bodyits free agility and disposition of the sefdi] in theconatus
its reflections and its ‘inventions’—that produce in thensthe displacement of sad
passions into joyful passions (just as, in Freud, the phantasms, and even the worst
kinds, never disappear from the unconscious itself in and by the cure, the passions
are simply displaced from dominant position to dominated, subordinated position).
The fox is therefore par excellence thaly; its liberated ability One is here very
near the interpretation of Spinoza and Nietzsche by Deleuze. But, for Deleuze,
contrary to Freud, this unconscious ability of body is not bound in the configuration
of phantasms—dominant and dominated, for example—in the Oedipus that, in my
opinion, he mistakenly refuses. Machiavelli clearly saw this who made thds thir
instance amnimal,bestial, therefore unconsciouastance, which is more
intelligent than consciousness itself . AD{, 501-02).
Is it not curious, though, that we do not find any mention of Lacan in this passage?
Is this silence not symptomatic, that is to say, indicative of Althusser’'sesgipn of the
reference to Lacan? The answer, | think, is both positive and negative, since, here wher
he appears to be nearest Lacan, Althusser is also infinitely diverging fmoriMa@ can
think of a number of reasons for this divergence. The first thing that attractsemtioat
is the emphasis that Althusser places on the body. Of course, this “body” is natednce
of in a purely biological sense, since the unconscious and its phantasms that Althusse
discusses here are what arise at the border between the body and the mind, and thus are
related to the Spinozan notion ehéns’ whose Freudian equivalent, as he openly says,
would be nothing other than libido. Still, the “movements of body” that Althusser talks
about are not simply reducible to the movements of the signifier. What matters to
Althusser is rather the possibility of constructing different configomatof phantasms
which can serve the body in a more “adequate” manner. Such a problematic of the degree

of adequateness of the mind to the body is essential to Spinoza, as he repeatedly says

his Ethics but perhaps not to Lacan, because, for Lacan, the body seems to be what
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(dis)appearsiniformly as a voidvhen it enters the field of the signifier; there are in
Lacan no such things as different orders of the signifier that are more adgayuass
adequate) to the body. This is because Lacan does not really allow, in his theory, room
for thinking the truly heterogeneous dimension of the body irreducible to the order of the
signifier. All bodies, regardless of their singularities, are redutibiee same void.

A more important thing to notice in our context, however, is the fact that Althusser
wants to think of the healing effect (whether it is achieved through psychoanalytic
treatments or through Machiavellian-Spinozan political practices) notnis tefr a
founding of a new universal symbolic law but in terms of the conversion-displateme
force relationshipsAlthusser says that there are dominant phantasms and dominated
ones, and that the best thing one can wish for is not to put an end to all kinds of
phantasms or to remove one kind while holding onto the other, but precisely to introduce
a certain seesaw game, by which dominant phantasms and dominated ones ban switc
their positions in a conjunctural manner. Depending on the case, a healingnhelfieet
in this way can endure for a long time. But inasmuch as it occurs through & gaesa
in which one force cannot completely exclude the other without cancelling Sesee
game itself, there is no terminus, tetos no point at which the healing process is
expected to be completed.

We already saw Althusser utilize this image of a seesaw whilgtty describe the
prince’s ability to restrain the greed of the nobles, “the fat,” by lendingdiight to the
side of the poor people, “the thin.” The prince’s maneuver, however, should never aim at

completely vanquishing the nobles, because, as soon as the prince defeats the nobles
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altogether, he will not be able to maintain the “empty distance” that helhmerpaires
between him and the people. Crushing the nobles would rather result in a totabfailure
the seesaw game itself, and hence in a total collapse of his sovereign powleaashee
political process of the intended democratizatiself. The important thing is to find a
way not to make politics impossibl€he rationale for the necessity of Cesare’s use of an
extraordinary measure, namely, the dispatch of Remirro and his subsequent public
execution, is deduced in reference to such a logical inference. Althusser $ayse*
continues in this way [which simply preserves the status quo of the present violent
situation], ‘then’ nothing will be possible anymore, ‘then’ the people will turn t@tda
which makes all government of men impossible, no matter who goverad®it’; 499).

Hence, what Althusser is contemplating with Machiavelli here is the patysibil
open up a space of politics in which it becomes imaginable, in the very uncertainty of
politics itself, to push forward popular class struggles while reducingrbers of
hatred and violence arising from them. Of course, this does not mean that there should be
no violent act involved in such struggles. It rather means that a violent act ialplestif
only to the extent that it opens up a space in which class politics is not made impossible
by generalized hatred. Althusser maintains that such a political spacberagsticeived
according to the Machiavellian aleatory logic of “if” and “then,” and meobading to the
teleological logic of law. Good laws are still necessary, as Machiauaielf points out.
But, far from becoming an end of conflicts, good laws should become a “function” of
class struggles themselves. As we go badWdohiavelli and Uswe see Althusser argue:

[L]aws are nothe general fornof political constraint. We discover that there is
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another form—fear—and even that laws, far from leading to the disappearance of
fear, simply displace it: after the Tarquins, it is laws [e.g., tribunes] tnhttoe
nobles. An element of fear is thus involved in laws, once again excluding the myth
of a purely moral city. The truth of laws, in effect, appears fasction of the
conflicts between antagonistic social groupshe state, sometimes called nobles
and people by Machiavelli, sometimes ‘opposing humours,” and sometiassges
This is the celebrated theory of the two ‘humours’: ‘there is nothing that makes

republic so stable and steady as organizing it in such a way that . . . those humours

that agitate the republic [can have] a means of release that is institutexl b

laws. . . . Machiavelli considers laws in their relationship with the clasggbér

from a double angldn theiroutcomethey stabilize the balance of forces between

classes and then operate (as he puts it) as an ‘intermediary,” engenldesihg’*

But in their ‘cause,’ they prioritize the people, whose ‘disturbances'triestile

conquest of laws. In his theory thfe class struggle as the origin of the laws that

limit it, Machiavelli adopts the viewpoint of peop{®U, 58-59; emphasis added)

Class struggle, therefore, shoulglilize itself in order to become a politics instead
of a war in the end. It should be able to “limit” itself by means of the lawsnatitutions
that it itself conquers: in the Roman republic, this was done, first, through thedigure
the prince (like the Tarquins), and, then, through the institution of people’s
representatives such as tribufes.

One may still wonder: Does not this Machiavellian-Althusserian version ofgsoliti
of civility, despite the aforementioned differences, still come too close tattamian

one, in that it underlines the role of the prince as the ultimate bearer of theigove

power? Is it democratic enough, in other words, to be compatible with the politics of

39 Althusser explains: “Thus, in Rome, for exampédter the Tarquins were gone, fear of whom had kept
the nobility in check, it was necessary to consaaew institution that would produce the samecefies]

the Tarquins.’ This new institution was the creatid tribunes, who could ‘act as intermediariesugen

the plebeians and the senate and . . . curb tlengesof the noblesMU, 58). As for the concept of

civility originating from Machiavelli's theory ofwto humors, see chapitre 11l of Marie-Gaille Nikodim
Conflit civil et liberté: La politique machiavéliae entre histoire et médicir{Paris: Honoré champion
éditeur, 2004), pp. 61-101. Machiavelli’'s own exgsien of Yivere civilé appears in Part I, Chapter Il of
Discourses on the First Ten Books of Titus Livitens. Max Lerner (New York: Random House Inc.,
1950). Also see Maurizio Viroli's account in ViroMachiavelli(London: Oxford University Press, 1998),
p. 47 ff.
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emancipation that Althusser himself wanted to pursue in his theory of ideology?
Althusser himself asks this question by pointing out that, for Machiavelli, only itieepr
appears to be the one who is capable of activating a certain conversion-disptazfeme
the economy of phantasms, whereas, for Spinoza, it is said that every individwet at le
in principle, is capable of doing so. After all, ¥igtu of the fox is considered to be an
ability that only belongs to the prince, and not to the people themselves. But Althusser
claims that “this is perhaps an illusion, if one is willing to return to this [Meetian]
circular causality that makes the Prince inspire in the people the distahaespect to
their passions, and to the people the distance with regard to the master-passcng] |
hatred, in the PrincéMais c’est peut-étre une illusion, si on veut bien revenir a cette
causalité circulaire qui fait que le Prince inspire au peuple la distance a I'égard de ses
passions et au people la distance a I'égard des passions-maitresses, amour et haine, dans
le Princg” (ADL, 502)#°

Hence, it is not just the prince who attempts to produce an appropriate distance from
the people’s contagious passions; the people themselves, through the figure of the prince

or, more generally, through the figure of thepresentativedry to distance themselves

0" Another question that can be raised for the Maatiian idea ofvirtl is: does it not privilege the
masculine ability of the prince? This is a legittmguestion, especially because we are here cattern
with the difference between the Lacanian politied the Machiavellian-Althusserian one. As for tisisue,
we may refer to Bonnie Honig’s following argumefithe highest overall excellence of Machiavelli’'sma
of virtu is his ability to be likdortuna, to be as capricious, unpredictable, and wilyhes $rue manliness
means the capacity to cross-dress, to put on tharapand wield the accoutrements of the truesta(bise
most false?) womawirtu, the capacity to beédrtuna consistently and well, is the talent for beatimg at
her own game. The trick is to outwonmi@ntuna, to be a better woman than she. And only a mairtf

can do that. The talent of Machiavelli's manvotu is his capacity to cross uncrossable lines (batwee
male and female, man and nature), his willingnegake risks from which ordinary humans withdraw.”
(Bonnie HonigPolitical Theory and the Displacement of Politftthaca: Cornell University Press, 1993],
p. 16).
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from their own passions as well as from the prince’s. Perhaps, it is approerate
return to Althusser’s earlier discussion of the relationship between thesnaaskthe
melodrama in “The ‘Piccolo Teatro’: Bertolazzi and Brecht (Notes oratiidlist
Theatre),” and think afresh about his idea of the “dialectic-in-the-wingstste.” What
is important for Althusser, as we saw, is not the external distance that egplaeat
audience from the theatre itself, but the internal distance, opened up within the, tioea
enlist the audience and move them to develop a critical consciousness withtespect
their own ideology. Althusser argues that, in order to create such an interaatejsine
must displace the melodramatic or tragic structure to the margins of gtestivehile
staging the masses themselves—their empty lives and the conditions oxigteimce—
at the center. But this does not mean that such a dialectical structure of malodram
tragedy should be removed altogether from the materialisréhiese!f. Quite the reverse,
this structure is absolutely required of the materialist theatre, evesuijht to be
displaced to the margins; in order to engage in a constant movement of critidism wit
the ideological theatre, the audience must have such a dialectical structtamafin the
wings. And, if such a dialectic-in-the-wings structure is needed for therialet theatre,
can we not say, in a similar manner, that what we can cakgnesentation-in-the-wings
structureis also needed for the materialist stage of class politics? The true value of
political representation lies in its capacity to bring abdBtexhtean estrangement effect

for the masses themselV&sThrough a political representation, the masses can take a

“L In hisViolence et civilitéBalibar came to a similar conclusion: “howevéelieve today . . . that one
can read it differently, by putting accent not aictsand such institutional or juridical form, but the
necessity, for the revolution (and even in the nddd the revolutionary process), afepresentative
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proper distance from their own passions and powers oftentimes dangerous to themselves.
But Althusser argues that, in order for such an estrangement effect to lzatgha
structure of representation must be displaced to the margins of the stage, givéng up i
central place to the masses themselves. Without the masses organizirejvieimghe
center as a political force, the representation would turn into a usual liberelegtrama,
which rather destroys the proper distance that the masses ought to take fngeiuves.

The paths on which Althusser and Lacan walked sometimes converged and other
times diverged. While approaching each other, while learning from each othen they i
fact never stopped debating with each other. But it is no less clear that one would not
have been himself without the other. The possibility of a new dialog between Althusser
and Lacan is infinitely open inasmuch as they themselves constitute el@eftoisght

that we must newly combine in singular conjunctures that we ourselves igfamitel .

momentThat is to say, a moment that permits a collecthovement, and particularly a movement of mass,
to distantiate itself from itself, or to producdtiwregard to its collective identity and the regmitation

that it forms about its ends and means (aboubites) averfremdungseffelm the quasi-Brechtean sense:
an effect of critical perception resulting frommise en scene” or “mise en espacéib(ence et civilit, p.

159; original emphasis). Also see the conclusioBwiflaume Sibertin-Blanc, “De la théorie du théadrla
scene de la théorie : réflexions sur « Le “PiccoRertolazzi et Brecht » d’Althusser,” in PatriceaMglier
(ed.),Le Moment philosophique des Années 1960 en Frdgamgs: PUF, 2011), pp. 255-72.
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