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their belief in a scientific procedure which S.Em_:n. yield knowledge
and explanation, their placing of literature Umnf.mm: the realms of
ideology and science, and their reification of mm:._n:._qm. all connect
them, if not wholly satisfactorily, to the material of Part One. Addi-
tionally, their initial influence on literary theory, produced a critical
practice that, in its endeavour to analyse and understand texts,
belongs to the less radical break with the critical orthodoxy.
4

m Louis Althusser,

From ‘ldeology and the State’, Lanin and Philosophy and
other assays, trans B, Brawster

pI136-8; 152-3; 154 -5; 155.-6; 160 2; 162-4 168-%

What are the ideological State apparatuses :m>&_w

They must not be confused with the :.mu_.amm@& State apparatus.
Remember that.in Marxist theory, the State >uuw..m:._u (SA) contains:
the Government, the Administration, the Army, the Police, the Courts,
n.ﬁ Prisons, etc., which constitute what ! shall in future call the Repres-
sive m.nmﬁn Apparatus. Repressive suggests that thé State Apparalus in
question ‘functions by violence' - at least uitimately (since repression,
e.g. administrative repression, may take non-physical [orms).

_.mrm: call Ideological State Apparatuses a nn_.j: number of realities
which present themsclves 1o the immediate observer in the form of dis-
tinct and specialized institutions. [ propose an empirical kst of these
which obviously have to be examined in detail, tested, corrected and
reorganized. With all the reservations implied by bhis requirement, we
can for the moment regard the following in situations as ldeological
State Apparatuses (the order in which 1 have listéd them has no parti-
cular significance): )
the religious 1SA (the system of the dilf n_.nEM__O_.::nrnar
the educational 1SA (the system of the differgnt public and private
*Schools’y, j
the family I1SA, .
the legal ISA,*

il
H

N

! The family obvivusly has vther ‘Mmscrions” rhan that of an ISA. It intervencs inthe represtction

on_uvoc;oan_.._:&:.nqn!:Eanmz.vqo.u:_..:....:m_m.a:.:,.:..m_s_._#on:n:s__nz.r.s_.::.E_m.cq
consumption. E

T an LR L T R PR -

=

o

Marxism 55

the political I1SA (the political system, including the different
Partics),

- the trade-unian ISA,

_ the communications ISA (press, radio and television, etc.),

- the cultural ISA (Literature, the Aris, sports, ete.).

1 have said that the 1SAs nmst not be confused with the (Repressive)
State Apparatus. What constitutes the difference?

As a lirst moment, it is clear that while there is one (Repressive) State
Apparatus, there is a plurality of 1deological Stale Apparatuses. Even
presupposing that it exists, the unity thag constitutes this plurality of
ISAs as a body is not immediately visible.

As a second moment, it is clear that whereas the - unified - {Repres-
sive) State Apparaius helongs entirely 10 the public domain, much the
larger part of ihe {deological State Apparatuses { in their apparent disper-
sion) are part, on the comrary, ul the private domain. Churches, PParties,
Trade Unions, families, some schools, most newspapers, cultural ven-
tures, cic., ele., ane private,

We can ignore the first observation for (he moment. But someone is
bound to guestion the second, asking me by what right I regard as Idca-
fogical Stafe Apparatuses, institutions which for the most part do not
possess public status, but are guite simply privare institutions. As a con-
scious Marxist, Gramsci already forestalled this objection in one sen-
tence. The distinction between the public and the private is a distinction
internal to bourgeois law, and valid in the (subordinate) domains in
which bourgeois law exercises its ‘authority’. The domain of the State
escapes it because the latter is “above the law’: the State, which is the
Stale of the ruling class is neither public nor private; on the contrary, itis
the precondition for any distinction between public and private. The
same thing can be said from the starting-point of our State Ideological
Apparatuses. It is unimportant whether the institutions in which they are
reatized are "public’ ar ‘private’. What mattcrs is how they function. Pri-
vate institutions can perfectly well ‘function’ as Ideological State
Apparatuses. A reasonably thorough analysis of any one of the ISAs

proves it.

But now lor whai is esscutial. What distinguishes the 1SAs from the
{Repressive) State Apparatus is the following basic difference: the
Repressive State Apparatus {unctions ‘by violence’, whereas the 1deo-
logical State Apparatuses function ‘hy ideology’. :

] can clarily matters by correcting this distinction. 1 shall say rather
that every State Apparatus, whether Repressive or fdeological, “func-
tions’ both by violence and by ideology, but with one very important dis-
linction which makes it imperative not to confuse the Ideological State
Apparatuses with the {Repressive) State Apparatus.

This is the lact that the {Repressive) State Apparatus functions
massively and predominantly by repression  {including physical

b} & i, b alm;..ﬂwﬂliﬁl& TR R AT
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_.nmwmmmmo_;. while funct ioning secondarily by &no_cmw. {There is no such
:::.m as a purely repressive apparatus.) For nxm..:u_n. the Army m:m. the
Police m._m..u function by ideology both to ensure their own cohesion angd
reproduction, and in the ‘valyes’ they Educ:wn externally.

In the mm_.s.m way, but inversely, il is mmmn::u__” Lo say that for (heir part
the .Enc_om_nmh State Apparatuses f ::n_i: massively and pre-
.m.o:.._smn:« by ideology, but they also functign secondarily by repres-
ston, even il ultimaiely, but only ultimately, _:._mm is very attentuated "_z.a
concealed, even symbolic. (There is no such thing as purely ideological
apparatus.} Thus Schools and Churches use suitable methods of punish-
ment, nuﬁ:_mmo:. selection, ele., (o “discipline’ m:o. only their m_ynbrna.c...
but also their flocks. The sameis true of the mmg.um_w. .. .Thesameis :Lm
of the cultural IS Apparatus (censorship, among other things), n_n.,.

. T el P

Los

Ideology is a ‘Representation’ of fhe _._i" in: i i
R ? ginary Relaiionship of
Individuals (o their Real Conditions of Existenice !
I

In m...an- 1o approach my central thesis on the %n:n-:ﬁ and functioning
o.m ideology, I shall first present two theses, on€negative, the other posi-
tive. The first concerns the object which is ‘represented” in the im mmm:m.nw
form of ideology, the second concerns the ..E_wﬂ.mmm_w of ideology.

THESIS 1 l1deology represents  the imaginary
individuals to their real conditions of nxmm_..a:nm,.

c._.\w nom::._o:_w call religious ideology, ethicakideology, legal ideology
political ideology, etc., so many ‘world outlooks’. OFf course mmmc.:mam.
that we do not live one of these ideclogies as the truth (e.g. ..cm:ncm. in
Oon.. Duty, Justice, ete. . . ), we admit that ithe ideology we are dis-
cussing from a critical point of view, mxm_smﬂw:m it as the ethnologist
examines the myths of a *primitive society®, that these *world outlooks’
are largely imaginary, i.e. do not ‘correspond to reality’. .

However, while admitting that they do not ﬁ__o:.nm._”.o.:_ to reality, i.e
:._m,. they constitute an illusion, we admit that they do make m:ﬁmo.: .:w
reality, and that they need only be _msmnw_u_.ﬁnm.m..ls discover the reality of
the world behind their imaginary _.nﬁﬂomm_:m:cm_ of that world (ideology

227y

relationship of

= illusion/allusion).
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Now 1 can return {o a thesis which I have m_qmmaw advanced: it is not (heir
real conditions of existence, their real world, that ‘men’ ‘represent to
themselves’ in ideology, but above all it is their relation to those con-
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ditions of existence which is represented to them there. [t is this relation
which is al the centre of every ideclogical, i.e. imaginary, representation
of the real world. It is this refation that contains the ‘cause’ which hasto
explain the imaginary distortion of the ideclogica! representation of the
real world. Or rather, to leave aside the language of causality it is
necessary to advance the thesis that it is the imaginary nature of this
relation which underlies all the imaginary distortion that we can observe
{(if we do not live in its truth} in all ideology.

To speak in a Marxist language, if it is true that the representation of
the real conditions of existence of the fndividuals occupying the posts of
agents.of production, exploitation, repression, ideologization and scien-
tific practices, does in the last analysis arise from the relations of pro-
duction, and from relations deriving fram the relations of production,
we can say the lollowing: all ideology represents in its necessarily
imaginary distortion not the existing relations of production (and the
other relations that derive from them), but above ali the {imaginary) rela-
tionship of individuals 1o the relations of production and the relations
that derive from them. What is represented in ideology is therefore not
the system of the real relations which govern the existence of individuals,
bul the imaginary relation of those individuals to the real relations .
which they live.

THESIS I 1deology has a material existence.

1 have already touched on this thesis by saying that the ‘ideas’ or ‘repre-
sentations’, etc., which seem to make up ideology do not have an ideal
(idéale and idéelle) or spiritual existerce, but a material existence. I even
suggested that the ideal (idéale, idéelle) and spiritual existence of ‘ideas’
arises exclusively in an ideology of the ‘idea’ and of ideology, and let me
add, in an ideology of what seems to have ‘founded’ this conception
since the emergence of the sciences, i.e. what the practicians of the
sciences represent to themselves in their spontaneous ideology as ‘ideas’,
true or false. Of course, presented in affirmative form, this thesis is
unproven. I simply ask that the reader be favourably disposed towards
it, say, in the name of materialism. A long series of arguments would be
necessary to prove it.

This hypothetical thesis of the not spiritual but material existence of
‘ideas’ or other ‘representations’ is indeed necessary if we are to advance
in our analysis of the nature of ideology. Or rather, it is merely useful to
us in order the better to reveal what every at all serious analysis of any
ideology will immediately and empirically show to every observer, how-
ever critical.

While discussing the ideological State apparatuses and their practices,
T caid that aarh af them wac the realizatinn af an idenlnev (the nnitv of
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these different regional ideologies - religious, ethical, legat, political,
aesthetic, etc. - being assured by their mﬂ_ch.nn:ov tothe ruling ideology).
._ now return to this thesis: an ideology abways existsin an apparatus, and
its practice, or practices. This existence is Emﬂnnmw_.

. Of course, the material existence of the ideolpgy in an apparatus and
its practices does not have the same modality as the material existence of
a paving-stone or a rifle. But, at the rigk of vnmzw taken for a Neo-Aristo-
telian (NB Marx had a very high regard for Aristotle), I shall say that
‘matter is discussed in many senses’, or rather that it exists in dif ferent
modalities, all rooted in the last instance in ,_._mkmmnm_. matter.

i

'

Ideclogy Interpellates Individuals as Subjects

#4504,

"

This thesis is simply a matter of making my _m t proposition explicit;
there is no ideolopy excepl by the subject andt for subjects. Meaning,
there is no ideology except for concrete m:_..c.mn_mm and this destination for
ideology is only made possible by the subject: ;mnm:m:m. by the category
of the subject and its functioning. g . ‘

By this I mean that, even if it only appears :m.ﬁ_u_. this name {the sub-
.mnnc with the rise of bourgeois ideology, above:all with the rise of legal
ideology,? theé category of the subject (which 5W< function under other
names: e.g., as the soul in Plato, as God, etc.) is ihe constitutive category
of all ideology, whatever its determination c.mm&a:m_ or class) and what-
ever its historical date - since ideology has no | istory.

I say: the category of the su bject is constitutite of all ideology, but at
the same time and immediately 1 add that the alegory of the subject is
only constifutive of all ideology insofar as all i eology hus the function
(which defines it) of ‘vonstitnting” concrete individuals as subjects. In
the interaction of this double constitution exisis the functioning of all
ideology, ideology being nothing but its Eanmmonm:m in the material
forms of existence of that functioning. 8

In order to grasp what follows, it is essential to realize that both he
who is writing these lines and the reader who j..wnm them are themselves
subjects, and therefore ideological subjects (a :m:_o_cmmnm_ proposition),
i.e. that the author and the reader of these lines Goth live ‘spontaneously’
or *naturally” in ideology in the sense in which I wmﬁ said that ‘man is an
ideological animal by nature’.

That the author, insofar as he writes the _M_Wm of a discourse which

LTS

n._mmn_m to be sclentific, is completely absent as a ‘Subject’ from *his® scien-
tific discourse (for all scientific discourse is by definition a subject-less
_.n

* Which borrawed ihe legal category of *subject in law” 1 .__ur.m an ideologival notion: man is hy
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discourse, there is no ‘Subject of science’ except in an ideology of
science} is a different question which | shall leave on one side for the
moment.

As St Paul admirably put it, it isin the ‘Logos’, meaning in ideology,
that we ‘live, move and have our being’. 11 follows that, for you and for
me, thecategory of the subject is 2 primary ‘obviousness’ (obviousnesses
are always primary): it is clear that you and I are subjecis (free, ethical,
etc. . . .). Like all obviousnesses, including those that make a word
*name a thing” or *have a meaning’ (therefore including the obviousness
of the ‘transparency’ of language), the ‘obviousness’ that you and | are
subjects — and that that does nol cause any problems - is an ideological
effect, the elementary ideological effect.? It is indeed a peculiarity of
ideology that it imposes {(without appearing to do so, since these are
‘obviousnesses’) vhviousnesses as obviousnesses, which we cannot Juil
{0 recognize and belore which we have the inevitable and natural react-
ion of crying out (aloud or in the ‘still, small voice of conscience'):
“That’s obvious! That’s right! That’s truef*

At work in this reaction is the ideological recognition function which is
one of the two functions of ideology as such (its inverse being the func-
tion of misrecognition - méconnaissance).

To take a highly ‘concrete’ example, we ali have friends who, when
they knock on our door and we ask, through the door, the question
‘Who’s there?’, answer (since ‘it’s obvious’) It’s me’. And we recogrnized
that ‘itis him’, of *her’. We open the door, and it’s true, it really was she
who was there’. To take another example, when we recognize somebody
of our (previous) acquaintance (fre) - connaissance) in the street, we
show him that we have recognized him (and have recognized that he has
recognized us} by saying to him *Hello, my friend’, and shaking his hand
(a material ritual practice of ideological recognition in everyday life - in
France, at least; elsewhere, there are other ritnals).

In ihis preliminary remark and these concreie ilustrations, | onfy wish
1o point out that you and | are always already subjects, and as such con-
stantly practice the ritnals of ideological recognition, which guarantee
for us that we are indeed concrete, individual, distinguishable and
(naturally) irreplaceable subjects. The writing 1 am currently executing
and the reading you are currently* performing are also in this respect
rituals of ideological recognition, including the ‘obviousness’ with which
the “truth” or ‘error’ of my reflections may impose itself on you.

4 Linguists and (hose who appeal to Bnguistics for various purposes ofien fun op against diffi-
culties which arise because they ignore the action of the ideological effects in all
discourses - inctuding even scientific discourses.

¥ NB: this double *currently’ is one more proof of the fact that ideology is “eternal’, since these
twa ‘enrrentlys” are separated by an indeRinite interval; | am writing these lineson 6 April 1969, you
may rcad them at any subsequemt time.
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As a first formulation [ shall say: all ideclogy hails or interpeliates

T hu; V Q: 0 ref h&f ects, mU ct
uw un —°w=.=m on. ——.—ﬂ cale

This is a proposition which entails that we mmmm: uish
between concrete individuals on the one hand ubn_mno_.n".m_“u_“ﬁe.w..%.ﬁn%h
the other, although at this level concrete subjects only exist msmo?“.. as
En_w _una__mnvuonna by a concrete individual. m_

.a._m ien m..mmwnm» that ideology *acts® orj*Tunciions' in such a

mrm, it _.nn_._msm m._._a._ona among the man?EEw_m (it recruits them »__w,.ww
:.uummoﬂ.u_m the individuals into subjects (it t forms them all) by m__m_
very precise omun_.mn.mon which I have called intprpellation or hailing, and
which can be imagined along the lines of the fnost commonplace nu.n -
day police {or other) hailing: *Hey, you :_n_.n_w_w i

Assuming that the theoretical scene 1 have 4
m:Mn._ _”n __%:nn_ individual will turn round.
and-eighty-degree physical conversion, he hLecomes fee ?
Because sm has recognized that the hail was freally’ pﬂ%nw.ﬂmamn._oeﬁwm_.
and __._n: ‘it was reallv him who was _Em_ﬁ_m {and not someonc n_anu.
Experience shows that the practical telecommunication of :u::.m.m mm.
Em: that they hardly ever miss their man: verbal call or whistle, the one
Tw.__nn always recognizes that it is really him who is being hailed ..>=n_ yet
_.w an mmnqum__.umn u:m:oannﬂ? and one which caijnot be explained solely by

ings’, despite t ¢ i ]

nosmnmnannmm. D e large numbers whg ‘have something on their

Naturally for the convenience and clarity of my little theoretical

agined takes place inthe

By this mere onc-hundred-

theatre [ have had to present things in the fgrm of a sequence, with a -

cn?.u:m and an after, and thus in the formofat i
are individuals walking along, Somewhere (usi Eﬂhﬂﬁﬂ%ﬂmﬂﬂﬂmﬁ%
rings out: ‘Hey, you there!” One individual (nine times out of ten it is the
m._m__ﬂ one) turns round, believing/suspecting/knowing that it is for him
i.e. ._.n......m..:s_s._.n._:“: ‘it really is he” who is meanl hy the hailing. But w“
MM””__w.m“\_SmM an__.d_:_wa .___.E.in: withoul any su ton. 'The nxmm_m_ﬁn ol
and the hailin, i i ivi j
ideology and the | _Emmm or interpellation of ; dividuals as subjects are
. _B.mm_: add: what thus seems to take place m..GEn ideol -
cise, in the strest), in reality takes u_wnw in mMmo_omw. ivmmw“wﬂwﬂﬂwm
place in ideology seems therefore to take ﬂida outside it. That is why
those who are in ideology believe themselves by definition outside ideo-
logy: one of theeffects of ideology is the practiral denegation of the ideo-
mom_nu_ m:m_.wn"...._. of ideology by ideology: NMM..__ON% never says, ‘I am
ideological’. 1t is recessary to be outside ideolggy, i.e. in u&n_.:mmm know-
ledge, to be ableto say: I am in ideology (a n.:wn exceptional case) or (the

& Hailing as an everyday praciice subject to a sse rituak ite ‘speci i
. : ! precise ritual takes a quite ' M
policeman’s practice of "hailing” which concerns the hailing of* .n:n_.ﬁn_u.. i al” form in the

A
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general case): 1 was in idealogy. As is well known, the accusation of
being in ideclogy only applics (o others, never to oneself (unless one is
really a Spinozist or a Marxist, which, in this matter, is 1o be exactly the
same thing}. Which amounts (0 saying that ideology has no outside (for
itself), but a1 the same timie that it is rothing but outside (for science and

reality).

Let me summarize what we have discovered about ideology in general.

The duplicate mirror-structure of ideclogy ensures simultaneously:

1. the interpellation of findividuals’ as subjects;

2. their subjection to the Subject;

3. the mutual recognition of subjects and Subject, thesubjects’ recog-
nition of each other, and finally the subject's recognition of himself;’

4. the absolute guarantee that everything really is so, and that on con-
dition that the subjects recognize what they are and behave accordingly,
everything will be all right: Amen - ‘So be if’.

Result: caught in this quadruple system of interpellation as subjects,
of subjection 1o the Subject, of universal recognition and of absolute
guarantee, the subjects ‘work’, they ‘work by themselves’ in the vast
majority of cases, with the exception of the ‘bad subjects’ who on occas-
jon provoke the intervention of one of the detachments of the (repres-
sive) State apparatus. But the vast majority of (good) subjects work all
right ‘all by themselves’, i.e. by ideology {whose concrete forms are rea-
tized in the Ideological State Apparatuses). They are inserted into prac-
tices governed by the rituals of the §SAs. They ‘recognize’ the existing
state of affairs (das Bestehende), that ‘it really is true that it is so and not
otherwise’, and that they must be obedient 1o God, to their conscience,
to the priest, to de Gaulle, to the boss, to the engineer, that thou shalt
‘love thy ncighbour as thyself”, ete. Their concrete, material behaviour is
simply the inscription in lifc of the admirable words of the prayer:

‘Amen - So he it".

Yes, the subjects ‘work by themselves'. The whole mystery of this
effect lies in the first two moments of the guadrupie system | have just
discussed, or, if you prefer, in the ambiguity of the term subject. In the
ordinary use of the term, subject in fact means: (1) a free subjectivity, a
centre of initiatives, author of and responsible for its actions; (2) a sub-
jected being, who submits to 2 higher authority, and is therefore stripped
of all freedom except that of freely accepling his submission. This last

7 Hegel is (unknowingly) an admirable ‘theorelician’ of ideology insofar as he is a ‘theoretidan’
of Universal Recognition who unfort unately ends up in the ideclogy of Absolute Knowledge. Feuer-
bach is an astonishing ‘theoretisian’ of the rmirror connexion, who unforiunately endsup in the ideo-
Togy of the Human Essence. To find the material with which to construct 3 theory of the guaranice,
we musi turn 10 Spinoza.
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note gives us the meaning of this ambigui ich i
2 { guity, which is merely a reflecti
of n.—n nm. fect which produces it: the individual ....#. n.ﬂm.ﬁmm:&w& as. nnmw“.wm..“
m:&.\mﬁ, in chmw that he shall submit freely to :T commuandmenis of the
.w:%.\mnb i.e. in order that he shall (freely) accept his subjection, i.e. in
mm.:anmw wwmﬂw_n shall make w:a gestures and actions of his subjection *ali by
imself’. There are no subjects except by and ok their subjecti ‘hat i

why they ‘work all by themselves’. é f roubjection. Thatls

6 E. Balibar & P. Machersy.

From ’Litaratura as an ldeological E . .
Review, Vol 3;1, 1978 9 orm’, Oxford Literary

pE: 8, 10, Ti-12

Literature as an ideological form

It is important to ‘locate’ the production of literpry effects historically as
part of the ensemble of social practices. For this to be seen dialecticall

nmmrn—. HE:._ mechanically , it is important to znnwanu_._n_ that the nn_mzo:m
ship of ‘history’ to ‘literature’ is not like nrm__.n—»zo:mwmu or ‘corres-
wo_.ﬁm:nn. of two “branches’, but concerns th manqm_onmam forms of an
internal contradiction. Literature and history are not each set up exter-
=.m=w 10 each other (not even as the history of literature, social and poli-
ﬁ_nm_ history), but are in an intricate and noasanw& R“wﬂ.mozm:mﬁ 5%::

torical no_z_.m:.o_ﬁ of existence of anything jlikc a _m_n_,m:hnn <n_,.-
m.n:n_.m:F this internal relationship is what congtitutes the an:ammcs ou_..
m:n_.mn:_.o. as an ideological form.

But this definition is significant only in so FJr as its implications arc
then nne.n_ouwn. ldeological forms, to be mE.n.“ e not m:.mmmzmoqtma
systems of ‘ideas’ and ‘discourses’, but are fnanifested through the
s...o_.r:_mm and history of determinate practices il determinale social rcla-
tions, .iwﬁn Althusser calls the Ideological State Apparatus (ISA) ,_._.dn
oE.nQ_SG m;. literary production therefore is mmnmnﬁm_.mu_o from .m?n:
.moEm_ practices in a given 1SA. More precisely, we shall see that it is
inseparable .m_d_.q. a given linguistic practice (theie is a *French’ :Enm.:_..n
because there is a linguistic practice ._..._.nsn_._”.. i.e., a contradictory
nnmnHE.n making a national tongue), in m.mm.n. inseparable from an

academic 1...«33:.3% practice which defines both the corditions for the
consumption of literature and the very conditioiis of its production alsc.
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By connecting the objective existence of literature to this ensemble of
practices, one can define the material anchoring points which make
literalure an historic and social reality.

First, then, Jiterature is historically constituted in the bourgeois epoch
as an epsemble of language - or rather of specific linguistic prac-
tices — inserted in a general schooling process so as to pravide approp-
riate fictional effects, thereby reproducing bourgeois jdeology as the
dominant ideology. Literature submits to a threefold determination:
‘linguistic”, *pedagogic’, and ‘fictive’ [imaginaire] (we must rewurn to
this point, for it involves the question of a recourse Lo psycho-analysis
for an explanation of literary effects). There is a linguistic determination

" because the work of literary production depends on the existence of 2

common language codilying linguistic exchange, both for its material
and for its aims - insoruch as literature contributes directly to the
maintenance of a ‘common language’. That it has this starting point is
proved by the fact that divergences from the common language are not
arbitrary but determined. In our introduction to the work of R. Balibar
and D. Laporte,’ weskctched out an explanation of the historical process
by which this ‘common language’ is set up. Following their thought, we
stressed that the common language, i.e. the national language, is bound
to the political form of ‘hourgeois democracy’ and is the historical
outcome of particutar class struggles. Like bourgeois right, its parallel,
the common nationat language is needed to unify a new class domination
thereby universalising it and providing it with progressive forms
throughout its epoch. It refers therefare to a social contradiction per-
petually reproduced via the process which surmounts it. What is the basis
of this contradiction? _

It is the effect of the historic conditions under which the bourgeois
class established its political, economic and ideological dominance. To
achieve hegemony, it had not only to transform the base, the relations of
production, but also radically to transform the superstructure the ideo-
logical formations. This transformation could be called the bourgeois
scultural revolution’ since it involves not only the formation of a new
ideology, but its realisation as the dominant ideofogy, through new ISAs
and the remoulding of the relationships between the different iSAs. This
revolutionary transformation, which took more than a century but
which was preparing itself for far longer, is characterised by making the
school apparatus the means of forcing submission to the dominant ideo-
logy - individual submission, but also, and more importantly, the sub-
mission of the very ideology of the dominated classes. Therefore in the
tast analysis, all the ideological contradictions rest on the contradictions

| R, Balibar and D, Laporte, Le Frangais Netional: constitution de la langue nationale commune
@ I'époque dr le revolution démuoeratique bourgeaise, int raduction by E. Balibarand P. Macherey,
Editions Hachelie 1974, in Analyises.
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