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Man and/in language

Abstract:In this study we trace the linguistic foundatiofighe (postymodern understanding of the
self. The idea of the centrality of personal deitto the linguistic system, originally theorised b
Jakobson and amply expanded by Benveniste, hasydafégcted subsequent reconstructions of the
human subject, from the Lacanian psychoanalyticaldeh to its existential or Marxian re-
interpretations by Buber and Althusser, repectivédyname just two of the numerous theorists who
have turned their attention to this problem. Langeids the matrix of human subjectvity, caught @ th
web of its symbolic relations.
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The human subject (Latin. subiectus, past particgfl subiacere, to subject: sub-, under
and iacere, place) is neither the sovereign Carteself, whose existence depends on its
capacity of seeing itself as unique, autonomousdastthct from others, because it can think
and reason, nor the monolithic being of humanifiecgon, capable of acting, rather the
subject-in-process which exists only in its intéi@ts with the world and others and through
the discourses that represents it. In most langyathpe indices of subjectivity occupy a
privileged place, they are part of that categoryvofds that Martin Buber, in Ich und Du / |
and Thou ([1923] 1958), calls “primary words”. Thegndition not only our attitude to the
world, our mode of engaging a rapport with it, blgo our way of being in the world:

The life of human beings does not consist of adl &md the like alone.
This and the like together establish the realnt.of |
But the realm of Thou has a different basis.

When Thou is spoken, the speaker has no thingifoolhject. For where there is a thing,
there is another thing. Every It is bounded by mth# exists only through being bounded by
others. But when Thou is spoken, there is no thiimgu has no bounds.
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When Thou is spoken, the speaker has no thing;aseirftdeed nothing. But he takes his
stand in relation. (4)

In the relation I-Thou--a subject-subject relatipnpeople enter in a dialoguewhich
involves their complete being: they perceive onetlagr as possessing specific qualities and
conceive of themselves as part of the world whimhsgsts of objects. On the other hand, the
relation I-the Other involves separation, distaticia People, Buber comments, often
attempt to covert the subject-subject relation iatsubject-object relation and vice versa.
However, the unity of the subject cannot be analya® an object. When analyzed as object,
the subject is no longer a Thou, but becomes arrOfihe being thus analyzed is an Other,
the object of the I-Other relation. By contrasg subject-subject relation affirms that each
subject has a unity of its being. When the subjbdses the I-Thou relation, this involves
the whole being of the subject. It is only in th&Hou relation that the subject becomes a
subject. The subject which appears by means oétwesds does not exist in the world, as an
object among others, it is a dynamic reality thatdifies continuously, depending on the
discourses it assumes responsibility of (Fairclo@gh). This explains, to a certain extent,
the difficulty and the diversity of its conceptlatation.

Given his insistence on the arbitrary nature ofdigm, Ferdinand de Saussure’s linguistic
model is confined to the space of significance onljdans la langue il n'y a que des
différences ... sans termes positives” (16@nsequently, Cours de linguistique générale
(Course in General Linguistics) ([1915] 1995) estvely deals with the systematic relations
between the signifier and the signified, particlylahe “associative” relation between the
sign and all the other elements in the languagtesysas well as the relation between the
sign and the elements that surround it in a coa@igificant instance.

However, Saussure notes that the associative aetathave their support in human
memory: “leur siége est dans le cerveau; ellespantie de ce tréseor intérieur qui constitue
la langue chez chaque individu” (171). In facthia analysis, the Swiss linguist starts form
the presupposition that language must be approadtmd the individual speaker’s
viewpoint, and from the observation that whatevee @ays, one always says it from a
specific perspective: “Il serait absurde de dessine panorama des Alpes en le prenant
simultanément de plusieurs sommets de Jura; urnrgiamaodoit étre pris d’'un seul point. De
méme pour la langue: on ne peut ni I'a décrireixerfdes normes pour l'usage qu’en se
placant dans un certain état. (117). At the same,tiSaussure discovers a duality in the
individual speaker: the speaker has both idiosyitcfaatures, and features that he shares
with others, which the linguist conceives of in maral and spatial terms.

It was the individual’'s experience of time that ®dussure to isolate the synchronic form
the diachronic in linguistics, on which he bulitethis whole system --“la prémiere chose qui
frappe quand on étudie les faits de langue, cjest pour le sujet parlant leur succession
dans le temps est inexistente: il est devant uti €ta7)—as well as the central distinction
between language and speech (between the abstmagtistic system and its
manipulation/use by means of which concrete enaiagce produced). The Swiss linguist
characterizes speech as non-systematic and infinile consequently, impossible to study:
“Prise dans son tout, le langage est multiformehétéroclite; a cheval sur plusieurs
domaines, a la fois physique, physiologique et pisye, il appartient encore au domaine
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individuel et au domaine social; il ne se laissasskr dans aucune catégorie des faits
humains, perce qu'on ne sait comment dégager sdé.'u®n the other hand, Saussure
underlies that “(I)Jangue existe dans la colleativsbus la forme d’'une somme d’empreintes
déposées dans chaque cerveau, a peu prés conticiamnaire dont tous les exemplaires,
identiques, seraient répartis entre les individiiest donc quelque chose qui est dans chacun
d’eux, tout en étant commun a tous et placé enrdedt® la volonté des dépositaires.“(38).
Language is the field of the social, and referthtogeneral rules that exist for speakers of a
language and which can be systematized. That is tbyrelation between the signifiers and
the signified is seemingly stable and predictabtaffected by individual speakers.

In Saussure’s conception, the subject appears amlg generator of paroles. Given the
central place granted to synchrony and languag®)(ie saussurian linguistic model makes
room neither for history, nor for the human suhject

For his contemporary, the American Charles Sandeinse, the infinite commutability of
what he calls interpretant (the mental effect poadilby the relation between the sing and the
object, which corresponds to the saussurian segljifseems to exclude any reference to, or
dependence on, the object:

Sign [Lat. signum a mark, a token]: GeEeichen Fr. signe Ital. segno (1) Anything which
determines something else (its interpretant) terréd an object to which itself refers (its
object) in the same way, the interpretant beconmirtgrn a sign, and so @ad infinitum (Peirce
“Sign”, 239)

A sign, or Representameris a First which stands in such a genuine triadlation to a
Second, called it©bject as to be capable of determining a Third, caltednterpretant to
assume the same triadic relation to its Object liickvit stands itself to the same Object. The
triadic relation isgenuine that is its three members are bound togethet inya way that does
not consist in any complexus of dyadic relationisafTis the reason the Interpretant, or Third,
cannot stand in a mere dyadic relation to the Qpjet must stand in such a relation to it as the
Representamen itself does. Nor can the triadicioslah which the Third stands be merely
similar to that in which the First stands, for thisuld make the relation of the Third to the First
a degenerate Secondness merely. The Third mustdrstand in such a relation, and thus must
be capable of determining a Third of its own; baesides that, it must have a second triadic
relation in which the Representamen, or ratherehation thereof to its Object, shall be its own
(the Third's) Object, and must be capable of ddtéeng a Third to this relation. All this must
equally be true of the Third's Thirds and so onlessly; and this, and more, is involved in the
familiar idea of a Sign; and as the term Represesiaisihere used, nothing more is implied. A
Signis a Representamen with a mental Interpretant.iltpsbere may be Representamens that
are not Signs. Thus, if a sunflower, in turning &ods the sun, becomes by that very act fully
capable, without further condition, of reproducinga sunflower  which
turns in precisely corresponding ways toward the, sand of doing so with the same
reproductive power, the sunflower would become ar&smtamen of the sun. Bilpughtis
the chief, if not the only mode of representati¢Reirce, “Icon Index and Symbol”, 67)
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For all this, the basis of the peircean signifyirigd (sign—interpretant--object) seems to
be the existential relationship of the sign to éhgect. The crucial distiction is that man has
only an indirect knowledge of reality, mediated figns. The sign is an intentional act, it
represents the object in some capacity, which @lave only as interpretanin{entional
interpretan), generating in the mind of the individual anotheterpretant éffectual
interpretan). Together they constitute a dynamic entity, muta& interpretant, or a
commengsas Peirce calls it iRragmatism as a Principle and Method of Right ThigkThe
1903 Harvard Lectures on Pragmatigi@ir). Thus, the sign connects not only a signtiea
signified but also a mind to another mind, by meainthe signifier.In “Some Consequences
of Four Incapacities” (1868), he comments thatesifevery thought is a sign” and “life is a
train of thoughts ... (this) proves that man isgm;sso that every thought is amternalsign,
proves that man is an external sign. Thus, “whenhivék we are at that moment a sign ... the
man and the sign are identicaPdirce on Signs34). Then, the semiotician adds:

Without fatiguing the reader by stretching thisghi@tism too far, it is sufficient to say that
there is no element whatever of man's conscioussleish has not something corresponding to
it in the word; and the reason is obvious. It isttthe word or sign which man useshe man
himself. For, as the fact that every thougts sgn, taken in conjunction with the fact thag lif
is a train of thought, proves that man is a signtisat every thought is an external sign, proves
that man is an external sign. That is to say, the end the external sign are identical, in the
same sense in which the wolttsmoandmanare identical. Thus my language is the sum total
of myself: for the man is the thoughid€m)

Once constituted, the maxi-sign designating thgestibclaims sovereignty of its acts,
which may add new dimensions to it. As long assheapable of accepting new sings and
abandoning the old ones, the subject remains andighanstable reality.

In the Peircean triad of the sign, the subject pmsia special place, since it can be at the
same time iconic, indexical, or symbolic. It ismdo because it can generate images, which it
has existential connections capable of makingwvisible conceptually. The subject is also an
indexical sign because it has a name and a prowbigh stands for it, by means of which it
identifies itself, or places itself in time and spaThe subject has a symbolic value too,
whose special significance resides in the fact ithiatinterpreted as denoting the objeict,
consequence of a natural disposition. In other wote subject is not an independent
ontological reality, but an ensemble of sings. Fitbm point of view of knowledge, it exists
only as a sign, a proper noun, personal pronotineiffirst person, or as visual images.

Roman Jakobson expands Peirce’s remarks on théc&cend indexical properties of
language. In a study, “Shifters, Verbal Categosdrd the Russian Verb”, (1971 [1956]) he
comments in detail on such words as pronouns, wtach distinguished form all other
constituents of the linguistic code solely by tlenpulsory reference to the given message”
and which, following Jespersen (1922), he callsftsts” (2: 132), for the role the play in
identifying and defining human relations. Accorditiy Jesperseri,anguage: Its Nature,
Development and OrigifiL922), this is
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[a] class of words which presents grave difficuity children are those whose meaning
differs according to the situation, so that thddchears them now applied to one thing and
now to another. (123)

The child says “I”, but hearing his interlocutosalsaying “I”, he is at a loss. A notable
example would be the situation which involves btik narrated person and the person
executing these speech acts. As Jakobson notes,

[tlhus, the first person signals the identity ofparticipant of a narrated event with the
performer of the speech event, and the second metise identity of the actual or potential
undregoer of the speech event. (2: 134)

Both persons are therefore ,marked”, not only byanseof the indexical sings “I” and
“you”( the third person is also marked as “he” shé&”), but also through the discursive or
dialogic reciprocity that supports the constructidrtheir subjectivity.

It was also the linguistic elements with an indakistatus, which have no meaning at the
abstract level of language, namely personal prosiosmme temporal forms, some adverbs,
such ashere/there whose sense clarifies only in discourse, andegam relation to the
discursive situation, thaEmile Benvenistedraws attention to inhis Problemes de
linguistique générale/ Problems in General Lingigst(1966). In a study called “On
subjectivity in language”, he describes the promotlh and "you” as signifiers capable of
making meaning through in concrete discursive siina only, as signifiers without
conventional signifieds:

There is no concept corresponding to “I” that woatmimprise all thd’s enounced at any
moment by all locutors, as there is a concept *tfeeall the individual usesf tree. Therefore;
“I"” does not designate any lexical entity. If it rgeso, then we would have a permanent
contradiction accepted by language, which couldrmchy in practice: how can the same term
relate to any individual, defining it at the sarmed in its specificity? We are faced with a class
of words, the “personal pronouns”, which are dertieel status which all the other signs of
language have. What doésrefer to? To something very special, an exclusivalguistic
utility: | refers to the act of individual discourse whichittered and designates the locutor. It is
a term which cannot be identified but in what whechdiscursive instance and which has only
a current reference. Only within the framework b€ tdiscursive instance in which ‘I’
designates the locutor entitles the utterer tatitst himself as “subject”. Consequently, it is
literally true that the ground of subjectivity liesthe exercise of language (1: 248).

In spite of this, pronouns and temporal forms wéthindexical status are not incidental
linguistic components. On the contrary, Benvenistelerlies, language is inconceivable
without them. Discourse is language in action @3)2 human action institutes it: “language
is so deeply marked by the expression of subjegtithat we ask ourselves whether, thus
built, it could function under the same name”(1:7R4Benveniste notes that, from a
phenomenological or psychological perspective, jeciivity” appears as “a fundamental
characteristic of language” (1: 246-247). Language subjectivity are interdependent; there
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is no subjectivity without language. Subjectivisydonditioned by the linguistic status of the
“person” (1. 247). One could even say that man tes himself through language,
discourse, or speech acts. Benveniste insistghikandividual finds his cultural identity in

discourse only, by means of the pronouns “I” anou'y

Language therefore is the possibility of subjetyivbecause it always contains the linguistic
forms appropriate to its expression, and discogagses the manifestation of subjectivity,
because it is made up of discrete instances. Iaya language proposes “empty” forms, which
each speaker in the exercise of discourse assuntgedates then to his own ,person”,
instituting at the same time ahdor himself and aoufor his partner. This way, the discursive
instance draws tighter all the coordinates thainéethe subject, of which we have mentioned,
though briefly, the most evident of them. (1: 28Dp

In “The Nature of Pronouns”, Benveniste distingessietween two types of subjects that
involved in any discursive event: the speaking scbjle sujet de I'énonciationand the
spoken of subjects@jet de I'énongé The former is the individual who participatestire
discourse. The latter stands for the discursiveneig the individual identifies with and, by
doing so, discovers his/her own subjectivity. Imdaage, this discursive element is the
pronoun “I":

What is therefore the realtyor you refers to? Oddly, an exclusively “discursive reélitl
can be defined only in terms of “locution”, not terms of objects, as it happens with the
nominal sign.l means “the person uttering the current instancgismourse containing’. A
unique instance by definition and valid only in isiqueness. If | record two successive
instances of a discourse that contdingenerated by the same voice, nothing tells meaha
of them belongs to an indirect discourse, to a afimt in whichl must be attributed to
someone else. We must, therefore, retain the faligw cannot be indentified within the frame
of the instance that produces it. Consequently,ubldoinstance conjugates in this process: the
instance of thé, as reference, and the instance of discourse thabios thel, as referred to.
The following definition could thus be formulatdds the individual who enounces the present
instance of discourse contain the linguistic insedn(1: 240)

Although the two subjects can be understood thrahght mutual relationship only, they
remain forever irreducible to each other, separdigdthe barrier between reality and
meaning. The speaking subject has a referentiisstavhile the subject of the enounce
functions as signifier. It is not connected to ngatsons or things, but is entirely conditioned
by the closed system of appositions: “I"” derives nteaning from “you”, in the same way
“here” defines itself in relation to “there”, etc.

The reason the signifiers isolated by Benvenisteaativated only in discourse resides in
the fact that they need a subject to complete themeeptually (to give them signifieds). The
first person gets its privileged status becausetti®ns of time and space associated to some
linguistic terms such as the adverbs here /therdemses of verbs, always related to the
subject of the enunciation. In “Observations on fingctioning of language in the Freudian
discovery”, Benveniste claims that discourse alwiayslves the matching of the linguistic
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signifiers “I” and “you” with ideal representationsand that, by means of these
representations, the subject discovers itself:

We notice that in the course of the Freudian amalythe subject uses language to
Jrepresented’ itself, as it would like to be pewweel, and thus concludes that ‘the other’ exists.
Its discourse is both appeal and recourse, sometimbement solicitation of the other, by
means of the discourse, through which it presesgdf iwith desperation, a recourse that is often
lying to the other, in order to individualize its@h its own eyes. Through the simple act of
addressing, the one who speaks about himself spémkg the other within himself and thus he
perceives himself, confronts himself, becomes Wieagaspires to be, and historicizes himself
finally in this incomplete or falsified history. €hefore, language is used here as speech,
converted into the expression of the temporaryedusive subjectivity that conditions dialogue.
Language furnishes the instrument of a discoursghich the personality of the subject frees
itself and creates itself, influences the other geid recognized by it. (1: 75)

In the passage above, Benveniste signals thelfatthe signifier “I” is activated not by
reference to a particular speaker, but througlstociation to an ideal image, in which the
speaker recognizes himself. “You” functions in #zne way, referring not to a person, but
to the image of the person.

For Benveniste, the subject has only a temporajust it does not exist outside the
discursive moments in which it appears. The sulgenstitutes and reconstitutes itself by
means of discourse. The French linguist howevecestthat the speaking subject does not
control its own subjectivity, because the discowfsthe subject is constrained by the rules of
language. The subject can talk, precisely becahese is a linguistic system that precedes it.
In addition, each new enounce has several diffetexels of meaning (denotative,
connotative), which leads to the idea that theesthi essentially multiple.

In “Observations on the Functioning of Languagéhia Freudian Discovery”, Benveniste
suggests that discourse operates simultaneoushg adeveral axes and has its roots in a
divided subject, a concept taken over from Freullp wn The Interpretation of Dreams
(1901) had launched the idea that the subject bishought in terms of an inner division,
the former associated with conscious discourselatter with the unconscious one. In his
turn, the French linguist (under the probable ifice of Lacan) distinguished between a
continuous, latent discourse and a manifest disepuwhich originates both in an
unconscious subject, but also in a conscious subjée latent discourse can be uncovered
only through the manifest one. Similarly, the urgmaus subject can be found only by
means of the conscious one, through a carefulmgaafithe gaps in its manifest content:

For the analyst, however, the antinomy shows itse#f totally different level and behaves in
a completely different way. He must pay attentiomot only the content of discourse, but also
to its functions. If this content informs him abdbe representation the subject makes of the
situation and the position he assigns himself jrh@& searches for new content within this
content, for an unconscious motivation, emerging afuthe hidden complex. Beyond the
inherent symbolism of language, he perceives aifspasymbolism which the subject is not
conscious of, and which takes shape only in whatsilibject enounces, but also in what the
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subject is silent about. In the history the subjgeces himself, the analyst will provoke the
appearance of another history, which will expldie tmotivation. He will therefore use the
personal discourse as an exponent of another “Egeju with its own rules, with its own

symbols and its own “syntax”, which connects todleep structures of the psyche. (1: 76)

Benveniste suggest that the moments of seemingcsilaround discursive events, when
language and, together with it, subjectivity seenvdlatize, are completed by elements of a
secondary discourse, of which the subject has rwletge. The subject lives both in a
conscious psychic space, and in an unconsciousTdreedivision between them allows the
subject to place himself, at the same time, in &lternative discourses, which visibly
contrast with each other, both in form and in coht&he unconscious discourse uses a
language that is totally different from the one disy the conscious discourse—a language
with its own “rules, symbols and syntaxidén). Since the discourse that defines the
conscious subject must be understood, at leasaigrias an answer to what defines the
unconscious subject too, amite versaneither of them can be conceived of in termshef t
capacity to speak only. Both are simultaneouslyoksm” and motivated to engage in a
discourse by an instance placed beyond them.

The existence of a biological entity which we daliman being does not necessarily lead
to the existence of a subject. We habitually idgrtie body with the individual subject, as if
the two were always going together, as a resula ofatural self-generation. The human
subject, Jacques Lacan clainfiits 1, 1966), is always problematic and derived, never
spontaneous. It is not an essence, but a set atfams$, a continuous process. The critical
phase is called by the French psychoanalyst “theomstage” and appears at the age of 6-18
moths. Before this moment, the child has no feelingepresents a separate reality,
autonomous. In “the mirror stage”, for one reasoramother, it beings to see an image of
itself from the outside, perhaps in a mirror, mayagnizing itself in a play partner:

... le stade du miroirest un drame dont la poussée interne se préclpiténsuffisance a
I'anticipation et qui pour le sujet, pris au leurde lidentification spatiale, machine les
fantasmes qui succedent d'un image morcelée duscarpne forme que nous appellerons
orthopédique de sa totalité, et I'armoire enfinuasée d’une identité aliénante, qui va marquer
de sa structure rigide tout son développent meAiaki la rupture de cercle ddihenwelta
I’ Umweltengendre-t-elle la quadrature inépuisable dededmmts dunoi. (Ecrits 1: 93-94)

Thus, for the first time, the specular imagaggo),born beyond any social determination,
offers the child a vision of its integrity, totglitand unity Gestalt) which replaces the
fragmentation and the dissociation that had dorathab far. The visual, kinetic and spatial
registers, dominated by the image we have of ougseds unitary, coherent and coordinated
bodies, makes up what Lacan clie imaginary

The construction of individuality begins with oneissertion in thesymbolic registera
system of hierarchical values, linguistically meddy with which the human subject attempts
to identify with. The subject enters the symbolider hoping to regain the identity which he
believes he found in the “mirror stage”. Althoudtetsubject perceives itself as unitary,
whole and autonomous, the integrity of the imagiriarundermined, because the centre of
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gravity of the self lies outside it. The subjectiecentredjts meaning projects onto it, from a
world over which, paradoxically, it can exert omtynimal control. In Lacanian termthe
subject is the discourse of the OthH@he Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis
131) For the French psychoanalyst, it is impossible Usrto derive any meaning of our
subjectivity outside of the relation with the OtlfetAutre).

The subject is pushed into the world by the in&ddianeed to fill in the voidnfjanque a
étre) at the centre of its beindgb{dem 29), which is nothing elsbut, the life instinct which
can never be fully expressed, or satisfied. Thik lwould be represented later by all other
substitutes, e.gqgbjet petit lbid. 198).

The Lacanian subject constitutes itself in thatidi@h space, at the borders of the
unconscious, through the interaction of two movetsiethe former corresponds to the
alienation process by means of language, the Jdtighe separation engendered by desire.
There is no specific moment when the subject enseagea stable entity or complete... it
appears only temporarily, through this never-engiracess of alienation and separation.

As “Le stade du mirroir comme formateur de la fametdu ‘Je’™ (Ectrits 1: 89-97),
shows, alienation designates the action by meamndiwh the subject indentifies firstly, with
the signifier, and is therefore, determined byiareover, Lacan suggests that the subject is
doubly alienated: firstly by omission, the self ggaition of the child in the Other, in the
mirror stage and, secondly, through the insertibrthe subject to the symbolic order.
Alienation ‘condemns’ the subject to remain dividadd undetermined: produced by the
signifier on the one side, it disappeaaplfanisis)on the other sideThe Four Fundamental
Concepts of Psychoanaly£i40).

Alienation distances the subject form its own beingthe direction of the Othetbjdem,
211); by contrast, separation—the process by wthiehchild differentiates itself from the
Other (mother, primarily)--, motivated by desiredanstituted through the paternal metaphor
(the name of the Fatheruides the subject towards its own being. It &swhsh to become
what exists beyond language and the Other, “atptiiat of lack perceived in the Other”
(Ibidem214). Through separation, a gap appears betweesutiject and the Other, where,
what Lacan callobject petit aappears. This gap allows both the subject and therQo
separate temporarily, it is the chosen element hwhitows for changedkidem 214). The
subject is, in a sense, suspended between “thedwmmulsubject” and the domain of the
Other, in a continuous vacillation, without eveiirgereally present. The subject does not
exist, it only opens the way to its true being, ethis an answer to the imperatives of the
‘real’. The subject appears and disappears in @amnding chain of signifiers. The subject
attempts to verbalise its desire and thus consttitself, by identifying itself with the
signifiers of the Other, without ever filling theyg that separates them:

Two lacks overlap here. The first emerges fromcatral effect around which the dialectic
o the advent of the subject to his own being inrtation to the other turns—by the fact that
the subject depends on the signifier and that igafier is first of all in the field of the other.
This lack take up the other lack, which is the reaklier lack, to be situated at the ad vent of
the living being, that is to say, at sexed reprdidac The real lack is what the living being
loses, that part of himsedfua living being, in reproducing himself through thaywof sex. This
lack is real because it relates to something remhely, that the living being, by being subject
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to sex, has fallen under the blow of individual thegThe Four Fundamental Concepts of
Psycho-Analysi204-205)

According to Lacan, the subject emerges in the axgh, the tension between the real
register —with its origin in the primary maternalperiences of the individual --, and the
symbolic one, whose material and impulses come ftbem domain (of the Other) of
language. The Other is “the field of that livingifig in which the subject has to appear
(Ibid. 203).The other is absolute alterity, which werggrassimilate into our subjectivity, it
is the symbolic order, it is language in which we horn and which we must learn if we
want to articulate our own desires. According tacdmm there is no unconscious without
language, similarly, desire exists through languaglg. Unconscious wish is the discourse
of the Other, which means that we are condemneshéak our wishes by means of the
language and wishes of Others. Although it const#tutself through language, the Lacanian
subject is, at the same time, spoken; it inhehigslanguage and the wish of the Other, and its
identity and history are culturally written befdtevas born Ecrits 1: 252).

For Lacan, symbolic structuring is never compldteere is always something that goes
beyond the symbolic—the unconscious which has ® &pprehended in its experience of
rupture, between perception and consciousnesbatmbn-temporal locus . . . which forces
us to oppose it, in homage to Fredik Idee eiener anderer Lokalitahe idea of another
locality, another space, another scehe,between perception and conscioush€bse Four
Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalyst. According to FreudThe Interpretation of
Dreams(1900), The Psychopathology of Everyday Lif@901)), the sleep, the symptoms of
mental delusion signal the reosenbce of some psobegond conscious thinking which
cause a rupture in everyday or experience. The ngudous, says Lacan, is the gap that
belongs to pre-ontological” it is the ‘hon-realized” [italics in the original The Four
Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanaly8® and 22). Lacan’s main thesis is that the
unconscious is structured like languadieidem 203), in the sense that it is a signifying
process. The unconscious constitutes itself throtigh insertion of the subject in the
symbolic order, in the break between the signified the signified, through the signifier’s
sliding under the signifier and the impotence @& fisig the meaning.

The subject therefore is a break in the signifyéhgin which opens between the symbolic
and the real, by means of impulses; it is the begiond the signifier, functioning as cause,
and motivated by impulse. Because it does not kabany adequate signifier, the subject
remains fundamentally undetermined, yet it has ghssibility of choice. Crucial in this
process is the fact that the subject assumesdliliged to assume) a positida position du
suje) in the symbolic order and thus it is capable cirg beyond symbolic conditioning
(Ibidem 246-247). Hence, the Cartesian adagicodito, ergo sum’becomes in Lacan’s
reading ‘tibi cogito, ibi sum”, where | think, there | am’Acrits 1: 275)

The idea the emergence of the subject dependssocajtacity to occupy, at a certain
moment, several discursive positions, already edfiand even contradictory, which reflect
social, economic, political, etc., conditioning,dsveloped by Louis Althusser in an essay
called “Ideology and the State Ideological Appasatwritten in 1969. Discourse, the French
philosopher insists, may consist in an exchangadmt a persona and a cultural agent—
another person, an institution or a textual comsima—which transmits ideological
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information. The latter addresses the person, artthis process it defines its own and the
other’s identity. Ideology creates subjects byéipellating” them, calling them in the way a
policeman calls someone in the street:

ideology ‘acts’ or ‘functions’ in such a way that'iecruits’ subjects among the individuals
(it recruits them all), or 'transforms' the indivals into subjects (it transforms them all) by that
very precise operation which | have callaterpellationor hailing, and which can be imagined
along the lines of the most commonplace everyddigep¢or other) hailing: 'Hey, you there!"

Assuming that the theoretical scene | have imagiad@s place in the street, the hailed
individual will turn round. By this mere one-hundradd-eighty-degree physical conversion, he
becomes aubject.Why? Because he has recognized that the hail ealty'raddressed to him,
and that 'it waseally himwho was hailed' (and not someone else). (,/deolayy the State
ideological Apparatus”, 175)

In the situation sketched by Althusser, the ‘speglsubject’ differs from the ‘spoken to
subject’. However, since the ‘spoken to subjectistiutes itself only through speech, the
two categories are closely connected. Interpeliatimerges once a person, whom an agent
calls through a discoursive act, responds to, asdiraes the subjectivity that resides in it.
Subjectivity therefore is the “kind of being” whiake become, while adapting to the larger
“political” imperatives of the social system. Byrfioing us, ideology locates us in the system
of relations that are necessary for the presenvaifathe existing class structure, it gives us
an identity appropriate for its functioning:

... the individual is interpellated as a (freebject in order that he shall submit freely to the
commandments of the Subject, i.e. in order thashwdl (freely) accept his subjection, i.e. in
order that he shall make the gestures and actibhis subjection ‘all by himself'. There are no
subjects except by and for their subjection. Thatly they 'work all by themselves'. (Ibidem,
183)

This subjectivity constructs itself concretely,abgh various ideological practices whose
essential characterises are inseparable from tiignaahich people live the spontaneous and
immediate aspects of their existence. We are ioladgy, nobody escapes it: “we live, move
have our being in it"lpidem173), says Althusser modifying a celebrated pas#agn Saint
Paul.

Ovidius Univer sity Constanta, Romania
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