system as a whole. By craftily sanctioning the
demand for rubbish it inaugurates total harmony.
The connoisseur and the expert are despised for
their pretentious claim to know better than the
athers, even though culture is democratic and dis-
tnbutes its privileges to all. In view of the ideo-
Iogical truce, the conformism of the buyers and
e effrontery of the producers who supply them
prevail. The result is a constant reproduction of
the same thing. A constant sameness governs the
relationship to the past as well. What is new about
the phase of mass culture compared with the late

eral stage is the exclusion of the new. The
machine rotates on the same spot. While deter-
tining consumption it excludes the untried as a
k. The movie-makers distrust any manuscript
which is not reassuringly backed by a bestseller.
Yzt for this very reason there is never-ending talk
of ideas, novelty, and surprise, of what is taken
for granted but has never existed. Tempo and
fynamics serve this trend. Nothing remains as of
ld; everything has to run incessantly, to keep
mving. For only the universal triumph of the
mythm of mechanical production and reproduction

Louis Althusser

ey
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promises that nothing changes, and nothing unsuit-
able will appear. Any additions to the well-proven
culture inventory are too much of a speculation.
The ossified forms — such as the sketch, short
story, problem film, or hit song — are the stan-
dardized average of late liberal taste, dictated
with threats from above. The people at the top in
the culture agencies, who work in harmony as
only one manager can with another, whether he
comes from the rag trade'” or from college, have
long since reorganized and rationalized the objec-
tive spirit. One might think that an omnipresent
authority had sifted the material and drawn up an
official catalog of cultural commodities o pro-
vide a smooth supply of available mass-produced
lines. The ideas are written in the cultural firma-
ment where they had already been numbered by
Plato — and were indeed numbers, incapable of
increase and immutable.

YGarment manufacture, The authors may be alluding 1o the
studio head of MGM, Sam Goldwyn (1882-1974), who had
succeeded in the garment industry before moving on (o movies,

e comtroversial French Marxist Lowuis Althusser was borm in 1918 in Birmandreis, Algeria, and edu-
wied at @ tveée in Lyons. While awaiting placement into the higher education system in 1939, he was
rafied into the French army; he spent five vears as a prisoner of the Third Reich. In 1945 Althusser began
ending the prestigious Ecole Normale Superieure in Paris, where he completed his doctorate, and
bere he taught philosophy for the rest of his active career. He is best known for the two books he pub-
wed in 1065, For Marx and Reading “Capital,” in which he re-interpreis Marxist theory in a way simi-
rio the way Lacan re-interpreied Freud, arguing that he was recovering Marx's original meaning. And
il o5 Lacan viewed the “self” as an imaginary construct produced by the child's observation of himself
amirror, Althusser viewed the individual subject as an equally imaginary construct, produced by ide-
which “interpellates” or addresses us as occupying a particular position. In Lenin and Philosophy
Wi, Althusser argued that one class rules another not through repressive measures but rather through
heremony over “ideological state apparatuses, " like the church or school system. Such institutions not
W mold beliefs it reproduce their ruling cadres, as loyal laymen become priests, or loyal studenis
tame teachers. Althusser also claimed that philosophy should not be considered a science, as it has no
ject and no history, but should be viewed as “the class struggle within theory.” While some have
mwsed Althusser of mystification, and of distorting Marx by reading him selectively, Fredric Jameson
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has praised his work for battling the tradition of empiricism, Pierre Macherey has transferred Althusser's
concept of “symptomal reading” 1o the field of literary criticism, and Maurice Godelier has found his
social theories applicable io anthropological studies of the development of capitalisi societies. Louis
Althusser suffered from manic depression throughowt most of his life, and in 1976 he married sociologist
Héléne Legotier, who thereafter served as his privaie nurse. In November 1980, he strangled her to death,
Due 1o his well-documented mental instabilitv, he was judged unfit for trial, and locked up in the Centre
Hospitalier Sainte Anne, a psychiatric hospital in Paris, for three years. He died in 1990, The selection
below, taken from “ldeology and ldeclogical Siate Apparaiuses, " was published in Lenin and Philosophy,

From Ideology and Ideological

State Apparatuses

IDEOLOGY IS A “REPRESENTATION"
OF THE IMAGINARY RELATIONSHIP
OF INDIVIDUALS TO THEIR REAL
CONDITIONS OF EXISTENCE

In order to approach my central thesis on the struc-
ture and functioning of ideology, | shall first present
two theses, one negative, the other positive. The
first concerns the object which is “represented” in
the imaginary form of ideology, the second con-
cerns the materiality of ideology.

THESIS 1 ldeology represents the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real conditions
of existence.

We commonly call religious ideology, ethical
ideology, legal ideology, political ideology, etc., so
many “world outlooks.” Of course, assuming that
we do not live one of these ideologies as the truth
(e.g. “believe” in God, Duty, Justice, etc. . . .), we
admit that the ideology we are discussing from a
critical point of view, examining it as the ethnolo-
gist 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
correspond to reality, i.e. that they constitute an
illusion, we admit that they do make allusion
to reality, and that they need only be “interpreted”
to discover the reality of the world behind
their imaginary representation of that world
(ideology = illusion/allusion).

Translated by Ben Brewster.
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There are different types of interpretation, the
most famous of which are the mechanistic type,
current in the eighteenth century (God is the
imaginary representation of the real King), and
the “hermeneutic” interpretation, inaugurated by
the earliest Church Fathers, and revived by
Feuerbach' and the theologico-philosophical
school which descends from him, e.g. the theolo-
gian Barth® (to Feuerbach, for example, God is
the essence of real Man). The essential point is
that on condition that we interpret the imaginary
transposition (and inversion) of ideology we
arrive at the conclusion that in ideology “men
represent their real conditions of existence to
themselves in an imaginary form.”

Unfortunately, this interpretation leaves one
small problem unsettled: why do men “need” this
imaginary transposition of their real conditons of
existence in order to “represent to themselves”
their real conditions of existence?

The first answer (that of the eighteenth cen-
tury) proposes a simple solution: Priests o
Despots are responsible. They “forged™ the
Beautiful Lies so that, in the belief that they were
obeying God, men would in fact obey the Priests
and Despots, who are usually in alliance in their

imposture, the Priests acting in the interests of the
Despots or vice versa, according to the political
positions of the “theoreticians™ concerned. There

"Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872), philosopher and theals-
gian, o whose materialist interpretation of religion Mar
responded in 1845,

*Karl Barth { 1886—1968), theologian.
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is therefore a cause for the imaginary transposi-
tion of the real conditions of existence: that cause
is the existence of a small number of cynical men
who base their domination and exploitation of the
“people” on a falsified representation of the world
which they have imagined in order to enslave
- other minds by dominating their imaginations.
The second answer (that of Feuerbach, taken
over word for word by Marx in his Early Works)
is more “profound,” i.e. just as false. It, oo, seeks
and finds a cause for the imaginary transposition
and distortion of men’s real conditions of exis-
tence, in short, for the alienation in the imaginary
of the representation of men's conditions of exis-
tence. This cause is no longer Priests or Despots,
nor their active imagination and the passive imag-
ination of their victims. This cause is the material
glienation which reigns in the conditions of exis-
tence of men themselves. This is how, in The
Jewish Question and elsewhere, Marx defends the
Feuerbachian idea that men make themselves an
dlienated (= imaginary) representation of their
oonditions of existence because these conditions
of existence are themselves alienating (in the
1844 Manuscripts: because these conditions are
dominated by the essence of alienated society —
“glienated labor™).*
- All these interpretations thus take literally the

gpresentation of the world found in an ideology
the conditions of existence of men, ie. their

- Now I can return to a thesis which I have
iready advanced: it is not their real conditions of
istence, their real world, that “men” “represent
) themselves™ in ideology, but above all it is
eir relation to those conditions of existence
which is represented to them there. It is this rela-
i which is at the center of every ideological,
. imaginary, representation of the real world. It
i this relation that contains the “cause” which
s to explain the imaginary distortion of the ide-
drical representation of the real world. Or
her, 1o leave aside the language of causality it
snecessary to advance the thesis that it is the

e Marx, . . . The Alienation of Labor, P- oo,
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imaginary nature of this relarion 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 exis-
tence of the individuals occupying the posts of
agents of production, exploitation, repression,
ideologization and scientific practice, does in the
last analysis arise from the relations of produc-
tion, and from relations deriving from the rela-
tions of production, we can say the following: all
ideology represents in its necessarily imaginary
distortion not the existing relations of production
(and the other relations that derive from them),
but above all the (imaginary) relationship of indi-
viduals to the relations of production and the rela-
tions that derive from them. What is represented
in ideology is therefore not the system of the real
relations which govern the existence of individu-
als, but the imaginary relation of those individu-
als to the real relations in which they live.

If this is the case, the question of the “cause”
of the imaginary distortion of the real relations in
ideology disappears and must be replaced by a
different question: why is the representation
given to individuals of their (individual) relation
to the social relations which govern their condi-
tions of existence and their collective and indi-
vidual life necessarily an imaginary relation? And
what is the nature of this imaginariness? Posed in
this way, the question explodes the solution by a
“clique,”™ by a group of individuals (Priests or
Despots) who are the authors of the great ideo-
logical mystification, just as it explodes the solu-
tion by the alienated character of the real world.
We shall see why later in my exposition. For the
moment [ shall go no further.

THESIS 1I: Ideology has a material existence.

I have already touched on this thesis by saying
that the “ideas™ or “representations,” etc., which
seem to make up ideology do not have an ideal
(idéale or idéelle)’ or spiritual existence, but a

I wse this very modem term deliberately. For even in
Communist circles, unfortunately, it is a commonplace to
“exaplain™ some political deviation (left or right opportunism)
by the action of a “clique.” [ Althusser]

Sldéale means “ideal™; idéelle means “ideational,” the pro-
duction or generation of ideas.
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material existence. | 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 them-
selves in their spontaneous ideclogy as “ideas,”
true or false. Of course, presented in affirmative
form, this thesis is unproven. I simply ask that the
reader be favorably disposed towards it, say, in
the name of materialism. A long series of argu-
ments would be necessary to prove it.

This hypothetical thesis of the not spiritual but
material existence of “ideas” or other “represen-
tations” 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, however critical.

While discussing the ideological State appara-
tuses and their practices, I said that each of them
was the realization of an ideology (the unity of
these different regional ideologies — religious,
ethical, legal, political, aesthetic, etc. — being
assured by their subjection to the ruling ideol-
ogy). I now return to this thesis: an ideology
always exists in an apparatus, and its practice, or
practices. This existence is material.

Of course, the material existence of the ideol-
ogy 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 risk of
being taken for a Neo-Aristotelian® (NB Marx
had a very high regard for Aristotle), 1 shall say
that “matter is discussed in many senses,” or
rather that it exists in different modalities, all
rooted in the last instance in “physical” matter,

Having said this, let me move straight on and
see what happens to the “individuals” who live in
ideology, i.e. in a determinate (religious, ethical,
etc.) representation of the world whose imaginary

*Not in the literary-critical sense (e.g., a follower of B. S.
Crane), but a materialist in the sense that Aristotle was,
excluding ideal essences, but seeing reality as embodied in
actions, processes, practices, and habits. See Introduction to
Arnistotle, p. 55.
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distortion depends on their imaginary relation to
their conditions of existence, in other words, in the
last instance, to the relations of production and to
class relations (ideology = an imaginary relation o
real relations). [ shall say that this imaginary rela-
tion is itself endowed with a material existence.

Now I observe the following.

An individual believes in God, or Duty, or
Justice, etc, This belief derives (for everyone, i.e.
for all those who live in an ideological represen-
tation of ideology, which reduces ideology to
ideas endowed by definition with a spiritual exis-
tence) from the ideas of the individual concerned,
i.e. from him as a subject with a consciousness
which contains the ideas of his belief. In this way,
i.e. by means of the absolutely ideological “con-
ceptual” device (disposirif) thus set up (a subject
endowed with a consciousness in which he freely
forms or freely recognizes ideas in which he
believes), the (material) attitude of the subject
concerned naturally follows.

The individual in question behaves in such and
such a way, adopts such and such a practical anti-
tude, and, what is more, participates in certain
regular practices which are those of the ideologi-
cal apparatus on which “depend” the ideas which
he has in all consciousness freely chosen as a sub-
ject. If he believes in God, he goes to Church to
attend Mass, kneels, prays, confesses, does
penance (once it was material in the ordinary
sense of the term) and naturally repents and so on.
If he believes in Duty, he will have the corme-
sponding attitudes, inscribed in ritual practices
“according to the correct principles.” If he
believes in Justice, he will submit unconditionally
to the rules of the Law, and may even protest
when they are violated, sign petitions, take partin
a demonstration, efc.

Throughout this schema we observe that the
ideological representation of ideology is itself
forced to recognize that every “subject” endowed
with a “consciousness” and believing in the
“ideas™ that his “consciousness” inspires in him
and freely accepts, must “act according to his
ideas,” must therefore inscribe his own ideas asa
free subject in the actions of his material practice.
If he does not do so, “that 1s wicked.”

Indeed, if he does not do what he ought to do
as a function of what he believes, it is because he




- e AF W

et

= B =

does something else, which, still as a function of
the same idealist scheme, implies that he has
other ideas in his head as well as those he pro-
claims, and that he acts according to these other
ideas. as a man who is either “inconsistent”™ (“no
one is willingly evil™) or cynical, or perverse.

In every case, the ideology of ideology thus
recognizes, despite its imaginary distortion, that
the “ideas” of a human subject exist in his
getions, or ought to exist in his actions, and if that
is not the case, it lends him other ideas corre-
sponding to the actions (however perverse) that
he does perform. This ideology talks of actions: 1
shall talk of actions inserted into practices. And 1
shall point out that these practices are governed
by the rirwals in which these practices are
inscribed, within the material existence of an ide-
olagical apparatus, be it only a small part of that
apparatus: a small mass in a small church, a
funeral, a minor match at a sports club, a school
day, a political party meeting, etc.

Besides, we are indebted to Pascal’s defensive
“dialectic” for the wonderful formula which will
eable us to invert the order of the notional
schema of ideology. Pascal says more or less:
“Kneel down, move your lips in prayer, and you
will believe.” He thus scandalously inverts the
order of things, bringing, like Christ, not peace
but strife, and in addition something hardly
Christian (for woe to him who brings scandal into
the world!) — scandal itself. A fortunate scandal
which makes him stick with Jansenist defiance to
alanguage that directly names the reality.’

I will be allowed to leave Pascal to the argu-
ments of his ideological struggle with the reli-
giows ideological State apparatus of his day, And
lshall be expected to use a more directly Marxist
vwicabulary, if that is possible, for we are advanc-
ing in still poorly explored domains.

I shall therefore say that, where only a single
abject (such and such an individual) is concemed,

"Althusser is comparing his view, that actions within
wis] practices shape the subject of ideclogy, 1w the advice of
Bhisz Pascal (r623—1662) that the Christian should go
limugh the motions of prayer in order o bring about faith,
Feeal was one of the most notable Jansenists (1.e., a Tollower
@ Comelivs Jansen [1585-1638], whose view of grace and
stination was declared heretical by the Catholic Church).
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the existence of the ideas of his belief is material in
that his ideas are his material actions inserted into
material practices governed by material rituals
which are themselves defined by the material ideo-
logical apparatus from which derive the ideas of
that subject. Naturally, the four inscriptions of the
adjective “material™ in my proposition must be
affected by different modalities: the materialities of
a displacement for going to mass, of kneeling
down, of the gesture of the sign of the cross, or of
the mea culpa, of a sentence, of a prayer, of an act
of contrition, of a penitence, of a gaze, of a hand-
shake, of an external verbal discourse or an “inter-
nal”™ verbal discourse (consciousness), are not one
and the same materiality. I shall leave on one side
the problem of a theory of the differences berween
the modalities of materiality.

It remains that in this inverted presentation of
things, we are not dealing with an “inversion™ at
all, since it is clear that certain notions have
purely and simply disappeared from our presenta-
tion, whereas others on the contrary survive, and
new terms appear.

Disappeared: the term ideas,

Survive: the terms subject, consciousness,
belief, actions.

Appear: the terms practices, rituals, ideologi-
cal apparatus.

It is therefore not an inversion or overturning
{except in the sense in which one might say a gov-
ernment or a glass is overlurned), but a reshuffle
{of a non-ministerial type), a rather strange reshuf-
fle, since we obtain the following result.

Ideas have disappeared as such (insofar as they
are endowed with an ideal or spiritual existence),
to the precise extent that it has emerged that their
existence is inscribed in the actions of practices
poverned by rituals defined in the last instance by
an ideological apparatus. It therefore appears that
the subject acts insofar as he is acted by the fol-
lowing system (set out in the order of its real
determination): ideology existing in a material
ideological apparatus, prescribing material prac-
tices governed by a material ritual, which prac-
tices exist in the material actions of a subject
acting in all consciousness according to his belief,

But this very presentation reveals that we have
retained the following notions: subject, con-
sciousness, belief, actions. From this series I shall
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immediately extract the decisive central term on
which everything else depends: the notion of the
subfect.

And I shall immediately set down two conjoint
theses:

1. there is no practice except by and in an ide-
ology;

2. there is no ideology except by the subject
and for subjects.

I can now come to my central thesis,

IDEOLOGY INTERPELLATES®
INDIVIDUALS AS SUBJECTS

This thesis is simply a matter of making my last
proposition explicit: there is no ideology except
by the subject and for subjects. Meaning, there is
no ideology except for concrete subjects, and this
destination for ideology is only made possible by
the subject: meaning, by the category of the sub-
Ject and its functioning,

By this I mean that, even if it only appears
under this name (the subject) with the rise of bour-
geois ideology, above all with the rise of legal ide-
ology.” the category of the subject (which may
function under other names: e.g., as the soul in
Plato, as God, etc.) is the constitutive category of
all ideology, whatever its determination (regional
or class) and whatever its historical date — since
ideology has no history.

I say: the category of the subject is constitutive
of all ideclogy, but at the same time and immedi-
ately [ add that the category of the subject is only
constitutive of all ideology insofar as all ideology
has the function (which defines it) of “constirut-
ing"” concrete individuals as subjects. In the inter-
action of this double constitution exists the
functioning of all ideclogy, ideology being noth-
ing but its functioning in the material forms of
existence of that functioning.

In order to grasp what follows, it is essential to
realize that both he who is writing these lines and
the reader who reads them are themselves subjects,

*Tao interpellate is 10 hail someone in a way that defines
one's identity.

*Which borrowed the legal category of “subject in law™ 1o
make an ideclogical notion; man is by naure a subject.
[ Adthusser]

1268 MARXIST CRITICISM

and therefore ideological subjects (a tautological
proposition), i.e. that the author and the reader of
these lines both live “spontanecusly™ or “natu-
rally” in ideology in the sense in which I have said
that *“man is an ideological animal by nature.”

That the author, insofar as he writes the lines
of a discourse which claims to be scientific, is
completely absent as a “subject” from “his” sci-
entific discourse (for all scientific discourse is by
definition a subject-less discourse, there is no
“subject of science” except in an ideology of sci-
ence) is a different question which I shall leave on
one side for the moment.

As St. Paul admirably put it, it is in the
“Logos,” meaning in ideology, that we “live,
move and have our being.” It follows that, for you
and for me, the category of the subject is a primary
“phviousness” (obviousnesses are always pri-
mary): it is clear that you and I are subjects (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 “obvious-
ness” that you and I are subjects — and that that
does not 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 “obvi-
ousnesses”) obviousnesses as obviousnesses,
which we cannot fail 1o recognize and before
which we have the inevitable and natural reaction
of erying out (aloud or in the “still, small voice of
conscience™): “That's obvious! That’s right!
That's true!™

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

W inguists and those who appeal tw linguistics for various
purposes often run up against difficulties which arise becauss
they ignore the action of the ideological effects in all dis
courses — including even scientific discourses, [ Althusser]

Malihusser vses Lacan’s term (mis-recognition) here,
because his notion of how the subject is constituted by ideol-
ogy, as an imaginary relation of the individual to his marerizl
circumstances, is parallel 10 Lacan’s Mirror Stage, in which
the Imaginary self-image of the individual as a coherent toal-
ity is formed by the same process of mdconneistance.
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To take a highly “concrete™ example, we all
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 recognize that “it is him,” or
“her.” We open the door, and “it's true, it really
was she who was there.” To take another exam-
ple, when we recognize somebody of our (previ-
ous) acquaintance ({re)-connaissance) in the
sireet, 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 ideclogical
recognition in everyday life — in France, at least;
elsewhere, there are other rituals).

In this preliminary remark and these concrete
illnstrations, [ only wish to point out that you and [
wre always afready subjects, and as such constantly
practice the rituals of ideological recognition,
which guarantee for us that we are indeed concrete,
individual, distinguishable and (naturally) irre-
placeable subjects. The writing | am currently exe-
witing and the reading you are currently'’
performing are also in this respect rituals of ideo-
logical recognition, including the “obviousness™
with which the “truth™ or “error” of my reflections
may impose itself on you.

But to recognize that we are subjects and that
we function in the practical rituals of the most ele-
mentary everyday life (the hand-shake, the fact of
calling you by your name, the fact of knowing,
even if 1 do not know what it is, that you “have” a
mme of vour own, which means that you are rec-
ognized as a unique subject, etc,) — this recogni-
fion only gives us the “consciousness” of our
meessant (eternal) practice of ideological recogni-
fim — its consclousness, Le. 1S recogmifion —
but in no sense does it give us the (scientific)
knowledge of the mechanism of this recognition,
Now it is this knowledge that we have to reach, if
you will, while speaking in ideology. and from
uithin ideology we have to outline a discourse
which tries to break with ideology, in order to dare

UNR: this double “currently” is one more proof of the fact
et idedogy is eternal, since these two “currentlys™ are sepa-
wrd by an indefinite interval; T am writing these lines on 6
Al 1964, you may read them at any subsequent time.
[A R g
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to be the beginning of a scientific (i.e. subjectless)
discourse on ideology.

Thus in order to represent why the category of
the “subject” is constitutive of ideclogy, which
only exists by constituting concrete subjects as
subjects, I shall employ a special mode of exposi-
tion: “concrete” enough to be recognized, but
abstract enough to be thinkable and thought, giv-
ing rise to a knowledge.

As a first formulation 1 shall say: all idealogy
hails or interpellates concrete individuals as con-
crefe subjecis, by the functioning of the category
of the subject.

This is a proposition which entails that we dis-
tinguish for the moment between concrete indi-
viduals on the one hand and concrete subjects on
the other, although at this level concrete subjects
only exist insofar as they are supported by a con-
crete individual.

I shall then suggest that ideology “acts™ or
“functions™ in such a way that it “recruits™ sub-
jects among the individuals (it recruits them all),
or “transforms” the individuals into subjects (it
transforms them all) by that very precise opera-
tion which I have called interpellarion or hailing,
and which can be imagined along the lines of the
most commonplace evervday police (or other)
hailing: “Hey, you there!”"?

Assuming that the theoretical scene [ have imag-
ined takes place in the street, the hailed individual
will turn round. By this mere one-hundred-and-
eighty-degree physical conversion, he becomes a
sithfect. Why? Because he has recognized that the
hail was “really” addressed to him, and that it was
really hint who was hailed” (and not someone else).
Experience shows that the practical telecommuni-
cation of hailings is such that they hardly ever miss
their man: verbal call or whistle, the one hailed
always recognizes that it is really him who is being
hailed. And yet it is a sirange phenomenon, and one
which cannot be explained solely by “guilt feel-
ings,” despite the large numbers who “have some-
thing on their consciences.”

Maturally for the convenience and clarity of my
little theoretical theater I have had to present things

“Hailing as an everyday practice subject o a precise Tit-
unl takes a quite “special” form in the policeman’s practice of
“hailing” which concerns the hailing of “suspects.”
[Althusser]
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