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Abstract

In this thesis I examine how disorientation, immersion and entertainment have come to
characterize our understanding and experience of social space and consider the way
representation — traditionally reserved for the visual, literary and aural disciplines of
painting and poetry — has developed into ideological and experiential phenomena.
However, rather than a single line or logical flow running between contemporary social

space and the 1deological imperatives of global capital, I argue that differentiated modes

of spatial 1llusion exist in a turbulent and contradictory system of relations.

Consequentially, this thesis explores the critical status of illusion. Taking spaces of retail
and leisure as the focus of my inquiry I ask if the highly fabricated structures of shopping
and entertainment provide some insight into new developments in global economy. More
spectfically, the relation between the ‘experiential placemaking’ of urban design and the
‘experience economy’ 1s analysed through their relation to discordant modes of illusion.
Instead of extending the old categories of truth and illusion, I assess the histories,
movements and interactions of highly constructed spatialities to ask if we can begin to

think more openly and positively about the role of 1llusion in social space.

It 1s through my work with video, installation, and projections that I consider the effect of
global economy on social space. By editing and projecting geographically distant spaces
and activities into a single narrative I analyse the fictional realities that shape our
experience of shopping, travel and leisure. Throughout the text the relation between the
global and the particular is interpreted as a critical relation between ‘representational’ and
‘transcendental’ spatialities. With this empirical analysis I investigate (1) how well known
tropes of illusion — traditionally thought of as ‘mimetic representation’, ‘phantasmagoric
effects’ and ‘religious transcendentalism’ — have mutated into a spatial form; (1) what
relation these highly constructed modes of disorientation, immersion and spectacle have
on both one another and our relationship with space; and (iii) the potential for thinking

and experiencing the production of fictional realities as a critical portal into the otherwise

hidden workings of global capital.
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Introduction

Summary

The Rainbow Room is situated on the 65™ floor of the Rockefeller Building. On entering
the room visitors can view New York through the twenty-four large windows.' In
addition to the window view, the adjoining mirrors - which are inserted into each of the
window recesses - both double and reverse the New York skyline. Consequently, window
image and reflected mirror image merge into a disjointed and delirious cityscape.” In this
space of entertainment and spectacle the Platonic distinctions that divide appearance and
reality dissolve into a paradoxical totality. Unlike the anamorphic, extreme perspective or
trompe-1’oeil wall and ceiling paintings of the past,’ the context of the site is the content
of the image. In other words, this mode of spatial illusion is not set in opposition to a
perceived reality or experienced as a separate sphere of activity. The distorted mirror
images that circle the room not only reflect the city outside but speak of the multiplicity
of experiential effects that exists throughout urban space. In this site of disorientation and
entertainment the relation between space and illusion stands as a direct challenge to the

normative but highly constructed systems that determine the way space is comprehended.

The relation between space and 1llusion forms the general parameters of my thesis. In
both my writing and practice I have been concerned with articulating a critical discourse
for spaces of retail and leisure, which, like the Rainbow Room, function as a site of social
and economic activity. In order to do this I have had to contest a long-standing resistance

to 1llusion and its increasing colonization of social and cultural space. Furthermore, I

' The Story of the Rockefeller Centre describes how ‘Viewing New York through the twenty-four large
windows of the Rainbow Room, or watching a floor show in the Rainbow Rooms sparkling splendour,
visitors taste the ultimate in twentieth century entertainment’ (Brochure, New York: Rockefeller Centre,
Inc, 1932). '*

> In Delirious New York, Rem Koolhaas considers the influence of Coney Island on the architectural
vernacular of Manhattan. With the entry of the fantasyscape of Coney Island into the business capital of
Manhattan, Koolhaas suggests New York exists as a paradoxical site of pragmatism and fantasy. I return to
Koolhaas’ characterisation of this relation in Chapter Three.

> Examples of these more traditional approaches to illusion and space include the seventeenth century
ceiling paintings of the Jesuit priest Andrea Pozzo. Pozzo’s ceiling painting in ‘Saint Ignazio’ (Rome) -
which employs extreme perspective to create an image and effect of the heavens opening up (also discussed
in relation to Jerde Partnership International in Chapter 3) and Baldassare Peruzzi’s Sala della Perspective

(Villa Farnesina, Rome).



have argued for a broader methodological approach to thinking illusion and the role it
plays 1n spaces of exchange and recreation. To do this I have taken what might be
described as a ‘relational’ approach to the complex network of illusions that exist in the
social spaces of retail, leisure and beyond. That is, I have looked to the interrelation
between different modes of spatial illusion (some visible appearances that are designed
into space and others which are invisible ideological representations), to consider how we
might best engage, socially, culturally and critically, with the constructed effects and

immaterial forces that act on the spaces and activities associated with contemporary

praxis.

The relation, then, 1s not one of oppositions - inside/outside, reality/appearance, etc. — or
one of equivalents. The notion of relation will, first, be closer to thinking about how
1llusion 1s never fully visible, that 1t 1s always both here and elsewhere. In standing in for
something that 1s elsewhere, in being a supplement or figure for meaning, there i1s always
a relation. However, this relation will not be configured or thought through a vertical axis
- where the surface appearance covers over a hidden essence. Instead, I take the relation
to exist horizontally allowing for combinations between systems and networks. In this
way [ will explore the relation between appearances. It 1s this multiplicity:
appearance/illusion/representation - this fusion of appearances in built space - that I will

argue 1nvolves a critical status.

Throughout the following chapters I take ‘illusion’ to reflect this complex and dynamic
relation. While 1t is often understood as a counter to the ‘real’ and the ‘true’, I treat
illusion as a vessel or carrier of meaning that allows us to analyze the physical,
ideological and social forces at work in space. In this way the four chapters take up
different but interrelated features of this totality and extend my analysis into theories of
representation, ideology, religion, economy, architecture and sociology. The chapter
headings - Representation, Phantasmagoria, Placemaking and De-transubstantiation - all
involve some aspect of 1llusion yet move in different directions to disrupt the possibility
of any overarching categorization. In short, I take illusion to exist as a multiplicity of

forces and relations. Furthermore, I take its fluid and expansive nature to move between



the physical and the ideological, between theories of global economy and the experiential
etfects of retail architecture and urban placemaking. In the final chapter this juxtaposition

of scales, positions and spaces is taken as a critical and analytical tool of interpretation.

While ‘social space’ encompasses a wide range of meanings and interpretations (home,
work, community, etc.), I use it to describe those spaces that Michael Hardt and Antonio
Negr1 have associated with profitability, as they argue, ‘profit can be generated only
through contact, engagement, interchange, and commerce’ (E, 190). Social space is the
traditional centre for economic exchange and economic exchange involves social
interaction.® Given the indivisibility of the social and the economic, I turn to sites of
retail, leisure and entertainment as key areas of social activity. In this way I take the
relation between illusion and social space to consider the critical pos.sibilities of

experiential design in relation to wider global systems. This multiplicity of forces and

effects 1s taken to constitute the social spaces of contemporary praxis.

The movement between local and global networks of exchange and social interaction has
also informed my choice of sites. In each chapter I move between specific examples (the
Bonaventure Hotel, the Arcades, Selfridges, the Venetian, etc.), while at the same time
considering the wider 1deological and economic forces that determine how those spaces
are experienced. Following Jameson’s analysis of the Bonaventure Hotel (Chapter One)
and Benjamin’s account of the Arcades (Chapter 2), I consider how spaces of retail,
leisure and entertainment have been represented and theorised through critical texts. In
the following chapters I select examples that extend the logic of those spaces to consider;
(i) developments in immersive and experiential design; (11), the relation between space

and economy and; (iii) the critical status of illusion 1n social space. In each case the

* Marcel Mauss’ anthropological study of gift giving in different primitive and archaic cultures explores

how exchange exists at the centre of social relations. Mauss enters the concept of the total social
phenomenon in anthropological theory: the concept of a multidimensional phenomenon which 1is at the
same time economical, juridical, moral, religious and mythological. Mauss’ study is taken up by Jacques
Derrida, Jean Baudrillard and others, and demonstrates, from an anthropological perspective, the fusion of

economic exchange with social networks. Marcel Mauss, The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in
Archaic Societies, London: Routledge , 1990.



individual site provides a platform for analysis and a direct link to the mutations and

developments of global capitalism.

Context and Question

The 1ssue that runs throughout the following chapters involves the question of how we
might look beyond a pessimistic fatalism on the one hand, and a utopian idealism on the
other. With this problem in mind I consider how the influential theories of Karl Marx,
Guy Debord, Fredric Jameson and Jean Baudrillard are bound together by a metaphysical
and 1dealized notion of the ‘real’. Consequently, illusion, appearance and representation
are always determined through a register that not only divides essence and appearance
but privileges the authentic ideal over the mediated copy. When considered in this way —
In opposition to the real - 1llusion is judged according to its failure to resemble a

predetermined model and therefore demonised as an immoral and corrupt category of

phenomena.

This negative reading of 1llusion underlies Guy Debord’s The Society of the Spectacle.

Drawing on Marx’s theory of Commodity Fetishism, Debord describes how:

.1t 1s thus the earthbound aspects of life that have become most impenetrable and

rarefied. The absolute demal of life in the shape of fallacious paradise, 1s no longer
projected onto the heavens, but finds 1ts place instead within matenal life itself. The

spectacle is hence a technological version of the exiling of human powers in a world

beyond. (S, 18)

Like Marx, Debord argues that the transcendental/ideological illusions that were once
confined to the space of religious belief, now occupy the field of economic exchange.

With the development of new technologies, however, the rarefied commodity has

mutated into all areas of lived experience:

Here we have the principle of commodity fetishism, the domination of society by things
whose qualities “are at the same time perceptible and imperceptible by the senses.” This

principle is absolutely fulfilled in the spectacle, where the perceptible world is replaced
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by a set of images that are superior to that world yet at the same time impose themselves

as eminently perceptible. (S, 26)

With the proliferation of consumer goods and media images, representation has become
autonomous. In this world of free floating signs the ideological imperatives of late

capitalism work to create a false image of difference. That 1s, difference is not the

¢

product of ‘meaningful oppositions’, but the result of °‘false representations’.

Consequently, illusion becomes meaningless, not simply because it 1s seen to occupy a
lower category of meaning, but because we are left with no access to the ‘real’. Or as

Debord puts it: ‘In a world that really has been turned on its head, truth 1s a moment of

falsehood’ (S, 14).

Postmodern theory has been influential in 1dentifying the disappearance of a category of
experience identified with the ‘real’. Jean Baudrillard’s writings on simulacra are typical
of this approach to theorising the ‘hyperreality’ of contemporary experience. In

Simulacra and Simulation Baudrillard explains that:

It (hyperreality) is not about a parallel universe, a double universe, or even a possible
universe - neither possible or impossible, neither real nor unreal: hyperreal - i1t 1s a

universe of simulation which is something else altogether. (SS, 125)

If illusion is thought to be the unreal of the real, simulation is an excess of the same. This

world of simulation, however, remains inextricably linked to an old world of ‘real’ and

meaningful difference:

It is the real that has become our utopia - but a utopia that is no longer in the realm of the

possible, that can only be dreamt of as one would dream of a lost object. (SS, 123)

The opposition between the hyperreal and a (lost) reality follows the same moral logic

that distinguish the authentic from the inauthentic. Just as Plato judges the model over the

copy, Baudrillard privileges a meaningful past over our present state of simulation. In

11



place of real change and meaningful difference the hyperreal simulates change to hide the

fact that the real has disappeared:

The process will, rather, be the opposite: it will be to put decentred situations, methods of
simulation in place to contrive to give them the feeling of the real, of the banal, of lived

experience, to reinvent the real as fiction, precisely because it has disappeared from our
life. (SS, 124)

Baudrnillard contrasts a past reality with our current state of mediation and simulation. He
emphasizes this divide in order to suggest the disappearance of the real. Any generative
or productive relation between differentiated orders of simulation are generalised into a
single category (simulacra). With both Debord’s critique of the ‘spectacle’ and

Baudrillard’s notion of the ‘hyperreal’, the ‘real’ comes to possess an 1dealised and

metaphysical status.

In addition to documenting the developments of simulacra and other 1llusory phenomena,
Baudrillard’s analysis also offers an important insight into some of the problems and
difficulties facing any project that seeks to engage with illusion and space. Not least, the
issue of appearing passive and therefore complicit with the very system that culture 1s
expected to resist. Douglas Kellner’s detailed and lengthy attacks on Baudrillard 1llustrate

this problem clearly. We are told by Kellner that:

Baudrillard is the latest example of critical writing which criticises everything, but rarely
affirms anything of much danger to the status quo. Ultimately Baudrillard is both safe
and harmless. A court jester in the society he mocks, he safely simulates criticism,

advertises his wares and proceeds to enjoy the follies of the consumer and media society.’

Where Baudrillard articulates the demise of all meaningful existence, Kellner looks to the
possibility of ‘resistance’ and ‘struggle’; with Baudrillard and Kellner we encounter the

extreme ends of fatalism and idealism. We will see, however, how these positions emerge

N —
’ Douglas Kellner, Jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond, Cambridge UK:
Policy Press, 1991, p. 216
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from the same epistemology; with both fatalism and idealism we find the possibilities for

1llusion reduced to a category of absence and void.

Space and Illusion

The 1ssue of claiming some criticality for the complex relations between space and
1llusion begins, then, with a problem of method. In Chapter One I ask how we are to
comprehend representation. What type of thinking, and perhaps more generally, what
type of activity 1s appropriate for the task of engaging with the disorientating and

spectacular appearances of contemporary social space?

There 1s little doubt that the ideological representations - that remain hidden but
nevertheless determines the way we think and live — operate on a global scale and are all

encompassing. As Fredric Jameson puts it:

...this latest mutation in space (postmodern hyperspace) has finally succeeded in
transcending the capacities of the individual body to locate itself, to organise its

immediate surroundings perceptually, and cognitively map its position in a mappable

external world. (PM, 44)

We may think of these new developments as ‘the spectacle’, ‘the hyperreal’,
‘postmodernism’ or any other term that attempts to articulate the colonisation of lived
experience by ideology. While such an analysis of postmodern subjectivity successfully
points to the sublimation of the individual within contemporary space, 1t fails to consider

the more turbulent interferences that operate in the differentiated field of space and

1llusion.

Turning back to the Rainbow Room we can see that illusion is not experienced as a
religious or magical effect that the visitor can easily enter or exit, but rather encountered
as an all encompassing phenomenon in which the city outside is as much illusion as the

mediated mirror image inside. The fusion of mirror image and window image allows the

13



city to be experienced as a mediated copy. But this éxperience of space and 1llusion does
not simply suggest the disappearance of the ‘real’; it is not simply a case of fantasy,
spectacle and entertainment replacing the space of meaningful social activity. This
relation goes to communicate something about the multiple and contradictory modes of
phenomena that have come to shape social and cultural space. The effect of doubling and
reversing the Manhattan skyline, of interspersing window view with mirror image speaks
simultaneously of cohesion and difference. That 1s, 1f the Rainbow Room speaks of the
fusion of traditional distinctions (Koolhaas), 1t also, at the same time, articulates the
relation between differences. Not only 1s 1t a question of the precise nature of the tllusions
involved, 1t 1s a question of their relation. Instead of the true and the false, the Rainbow
Room 1s both a site of 1llusion and a space of differentiation. This relation of differences
does not emerge from a category that either simulates difference (Baudrillard) or forces
difference through opposition (Marx/Debord/Kellner). In contrast, the relation emerges
from a larger body of phenomena that generates difference through a series of turbulent

and critical interrelations.

For Alain Badiou, appearance exists in synthesis with being. Instead of ‘being 1n 1tself’,
we find that it is a question of ‘being there’. That is, appearance and being are always

bound to a situation. They are joined by a series of relations.

We need a theory of difference according to appearance, over and above the fact that this
difference may be phenomenologically obvious. This is what we will call franscendental:

the entire apparatus which must be presupposed in order to be able to think difference

ciq e 6
within appearance.

The relation between space and illusion offers some insight into what Badiou describes as
‘difference according to appearance’. As we have seen with the Rainbow Room, it 1s not

simply a case of a fusion of categories. The question now is how we begin to 1dentify a

differentiation of modalities. That is, the question of how we look beyond a totalising

6 Alain Badiou, Theoretical Writings, Ray Brassier and Albeto Toscano (eds and trans), London:
Continuum, 2004, p. 182.
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ideological structure that is taken to stand in opposition to a metaphysical and idealised

reality but remains constructed on a ground of metaphysical idealism.

In non-places: introduction to an anthropology of supermodernity, Marc Auge
establishes a distinction between an ‘anthropological place’ that is ‘organically social’
and ‘non-place’ that creates ‘solitary contractuality’.” Auge suggests that, unlike the
anthropological place, ‘certain places exist only through the words that evoke them, in
this sense they are non-places, or rather, imaginary places: banal utopias, clichéd.”® In
contrast to this position, I will turn to spaces that rely on contingency and representation
to argue that the ‘clichéd’ copy actively changes those sites that are anchored to the
‘places’ associated with an ‘anthropological reality’. Within this exchange, the copy can
be seen to (re)inscribe the model. Or, as Jacques Derrida puts it, ‘that which seems to
represent, to figure, 1s also that which opens up the wider space of a discourse on
figuration.”” In thinking about the differentiation of appearance I will consider the cntical
possibilities for space and illusion. In this way I will argue that the relation between space
and 1llusion 1s not simply reducible to ‘the non-places of supermodernity’, rather than a
passive vessel for 1ideological imperatives, the sites of entertainment and retail will be
argued to disrupt the transcendental apparatus of the ideological. In this way, I will not
be suggesting yet another withdrawal from the ‘real” - of ‘place/history’ - but
considering the fluidity and movement involved in an ongoing series of spatial
inscriptions. In short, I will be arguing that the relation between the visible 1llusions of

‘experiential placemaking’ and the ‘transcendental apparatus of the 1deological’ offers a

critical insight into the working mechanism of global capitalism.

Chapter Outline

In Chapter One I move from thinking representation as a visual figuration — what 1 shall

term ‘mimetic representation’ - to the later notion of a governing image of social praxis —

"Marc Auge, non-places: introduction to an anthropology of supermodernity, John Howe (trans), London:

Verso, 1995, p. 95.

® non-places, p.95.
? Jacques Derrida, Margins of Philosophy, Alan Bass (trans), Chicago: The Harvester Press, 1982, p. 216.
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‘ideological representation’. This analysis begins an ongoing consideration of how
differentiated modes of illusion have come to occupy social spaces of retail, leisure and
entertainment. Crucial to this chapter is an interrogation of the foundational logic, or
more specifically, the inscribed Platonism of later theorizations of representation, that

continues to generate an anxiety and suspicion around social space.

This analysis forms the underlying critical drive of the following chapters and forces the
question: if Plato’s attack on representation remains inscribed within an understanding of
contemporary social space, 1s 1t now necessary to consider the possibilities of new and
advanced modes of representation (simulation, disorientation and hyperreality) with a
logic that can comprehend the technological mutation of the imaginary into everyday

praxis?

In order to further interrogate this question, I consider how Walter Benjamin expands
Marx’s theorization of phantasmagoria into a critique of nineteenth-century consumer
space. In Chapter Two I move between Marx’s theory of ‘Commodity Fetishism’
(Capital) and Benjamin’s notion of ‘phantasmagoria’ (the Arcades). Here 1 explore the
mutation of the commodity into social space and analyse how new modes of 1llusion have
become increasingly associated with urban phenomena. However, instead of
demystifying the perceived phantoms of objects and spaces of exchange, I argue that

Benjamin, like Marx before him, lends form and meaning to a new category of

experience.

My inquiry into both Marx and Benjamin’s reading of phantasmagoria focuses on the
changing status of illusion in social space. With these expanded theorisations I identify
where illusion is most manifest and how it acts on experience. However, with both Marx
and Benjamin we are asked to think of the site of illusion as /iving relations between the
dead.’’ Consequently, I ask if Benjamin’s image of the deluded masses, who are

‘observed’ (through the window of history) sleep-walking through shopping arcades,

10 An image that is played out in the film Dawn of the Dead (Dir, George A. Romero, 1978), when zombies
congregate within an American shopping mall.
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remains a useful figuration for grasping the meaning and status of illusion within social

space.

Having questioned the foundational logic inscribed in the dominant critiques of
representation 1n Chapter One, and by establishing the theorisation of illusion in social
space through the work of Benjamin in Chapter Two, I turn to more recent examples and
critiques of space and illusion. In Chapter Three I include my own experiences of spaces
of retail and leisure to consider the mutations, affects and consequences of new modes of
spatial 1llusion. This methodological shift develops the argument from the previous
chapters and aims to broaden the scope of my research and elaborate on the key concerns

of my practice. It also provides new material for continued critique.

In addition, Chapter Three focuses on the relation between ‘experiential placemaking’"’
in urban design and what Joseph Pine has termed ‘the experience economy’.'* Following
Benjamin’s synchronic relation of phantasmagoric space, 1 consider how today’s spaces
of retail also encompass the mutations, coexistences and temporalities of a global
economic market. However, in contrast to Benjamin, I will be considering these

spatialities as they exist in the present.

With an analysis of Venice, Italy and The Venetian Hotel Casino, Las Vegas in Chapter
Four, I explore the relation between two modes of illusion; or more specifically, I ask
how the transcendental mode transubstantiation, is made visible by the representational
mode experiential placemaking. While these illusions operate within the same system
they function very differently. Where transubstantiation takes effect without altering the
physical appearance of a thing, experiential placemaking moves on the surface and
visibly changes the appearance of its location. Where the forces of transubstantiation are
essentially ideological and, in part, external to physical space, the structure and

mechanism of experiential placemaking is located in the fabric of the spatial event.

' This term is used by Jon Jerde to describe his approach to urban design.

2 Joseph Pine and James H. Gilmore. The Experience Economy: Work is Theatre and every Business is a
Stage, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press, 1999.
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In this chapter I also focus on the question of how these coexistent modes of spatial
1llusion reveal themselves in built space. With this in mind, I argue that the highly
constructed representations of urban placemaking present an important challenge to the
inscribed relation between the original and the copy and, in so doing, perform a certain
de-transubstantiation. This final analysis tests the relation between differentiated modes
of 1llusion and produces findings that allow for a consideration of the critical status of
1llusion and social space. Instead of a single line or logical flow travelling between space

and capital, I take my analysis to argue that the highly fabricated experiences that are

increasingly produced 1n social space interrupt and negate larger global systems.

18



Rainbow Room, New York, 1993

1.1 - The window recesses are clad with mirrors so that the view of the city Is equal parts
window image and mirror image Manhattan.

)

1.3 - Dining tables are arranged around the circular dance
floor that slowly revolves.

19



Extreme Perspective and Trompe-I’oeil Wall Painting

2.1 - Andrea Pozzo, Allegory of the Missionary Work of the Jesuit Order (1691-94), Church
of San Ignhacio, Rome.

2 2 - Baldassare Peruzzi, Salla delle Prospettive, fresco, c.1515, Villa Farnesina, Rome.

20



Representation

Chapter 1
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Thinking Representation

The question of how representation might be thought responds to the challenge 1t puts to
an inscribed Platonism. That is, can we continue to think of representation as a mediating,
1llusory and even subversive distortion of the real when reality no longer exists in its
traditional form? In this chapter I will explore the relation between representation and an
assumed notion of reality. I will consider how the traditional division between the origin
(reality) and the copy (representation) remains inscribed in cultural, social and political
analysis to determine a reading of subjective experience that bears little relation to the
practices of contemporary cultural and social space. With this problem in mind I will
consider how the traditional divide between appearance and essence continues to

underpin the way cultural and political representation is thought.

The critical focus of this chapter will be directed towards Fredric Jameson’s analysis of
the Westin Bonaventure Hotel. Having considered Plato’s attack on mimetic
representations and Marx’s critique of 1deological representation, I will ask if Jameson’s
theorisation of postmodern space has fallen victim to the traditional determinations of an

inscribed Platonism.

The consequence of this analysis forms the underlying critical drive of the following
chapters. That 1s, 1f Plato’s attack on representation remains inscribed 1n an understanding
of contemporary cultural and social space, 1s 1t now necessary to consider the possibilities
of new and advanced modes of representation (simulation, disorientation and
hyperreality) with a logic that can comprehend the technological mutation of the
imaginary into everyday praxis? My investment in this question 1s not intended as a mere

reversal of the old categories of appearance and essence nor considered as a counter to a

‘past history of dichotomous thinking’;.13 the question instead aims to reveal the

"> The problem of binary oppositions is a key issue for my thesis. In this chapter I explore how thinking
representation has been governed by traditional categories of thought. But as Elizabeth Grosz points out,
moving away from ‘dichotomous thinking’ is no easy task, ‘it may in fact prove impossible to definitively
rid ourselves of binary-categorizations, given that our language, all of our concepts, and the intellectual
frameworks that we use to think them are derived from a past history of dichotomous thinking that we have
inherited’ (Elizabeth Grosz, Architecture from the Outside, Essays on Virtual and Real Space,
Massachusetts: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2002, p. 30). With regard to thinking representation,
I do not intend to merely reverse these categories of thought or, perhaps more predictably, attempt to
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determining assumptions that lie behind the critical discourses that inform and shape the
debates around contemporary social space. More generally and perhaps more

importantly, the question acts as a starting point to considering the turbulent, generative

and critical relations that exist between differentiated modes of spatial representation.

replace them with a more complex or contradictory model. My intention for Chapter One is to simply

highlight the way that a “past history of dichotomous thinking’ continues to determine how representation
is thought philosophically, politically and culturally.
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T'he Bonaventure Hotel (Los Angeles)

Fredric Jameson’s well known analysis of John Portman’s Westin Bonaventure Hotel
focuses on the ‘placelessness’ of both the building and postmodern space in general. For
Jameson, the Bonaventure serves as a representation of a much larger global system. As
the title of his book clearly indicates, Postmodernism or the Cultural logic of late
Capitalism, postmodern space 1s thought as a cultural representation of new and
advanced mode of late capitalism. As I will explore more fully, Jameson argues that the
Bonaventure 1s somehow out to get us. Beneath the spectacular surface of this ‘fully-
blown postmodern building’ lies something more sinister. The question of how we
position ourselves 1n space that has been colonised by mutations in late capitalism lies at
the centre of Jameson’s analysis. However, as Jameson 1s fully aware, this involves
understanding how we are caught in a network of representations. Although Jameson
does not seek to extricate us from representation, the representational mode that he finds

most appropriate to our existence (as free thinking subjects) resides somewhere beyond,

In an ‘as yet unimaginable new mode’ (PM, 54).

Jameson’s anxiety about postmodern space and the forces at work therein 1s played out in
Wolfgang Petersen’s 1993 film, In the Line of F ire.'* Here, the Bonaventure features as
the location for the final showdown between the assassin (John Malkovich) and the hero
(Clint Eastwood). The problem for Eastwood, who 1s desperately trying to save the
President from assassination, is that Malkovich is a master of disguise - playing out a
number of different characters to deceive those around him into believing he is something
that he is not. The Bonaventure, with its reflective glass skin, hidden entryways and
spectacular interior, becomes a spatial manifestation of the film’s deadly trickster.
Moreover, the disorientating spaces that are joined by lifts and escalators reinforce the
sense of uncertainty that characterises Eastwood’s failure to visibly identify the 1illusive

assassin. In the film we are transported through the building so that one moment we are

14 The Bonaventure Hotel features as a scenic backdrop to a number of Hollywood movies. In Katherine
Bigelow’s Strange Days (1995) and James Cameron’s True Lies (1994), the Bonaventure is similarly
associated with disorientation, illusion and alienation. The other film involving political assassination 1s
Nick of Time, dir. John Badham, 1995.
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In the busy entrance hall and the next in the cocktail lounge looking over LA. With this
sense of spatial confusion we become increasingly anxious - not least because the
disorientation and bustle of the hotel’s interior appears to benefit the assassin. However,

in the final showdown there is no escape, trapped in the glass lift, the unmasked assassin

1s forced to choose imprisonment or death.

The relation between the disguised assassin (In the Line of Fire) and Jameson’s analysis
of the Bonaventure sets the scene for understanding how representation and illusion are
thought 1n postmodern theory. The idea that social space is out to get us, or put
differently, that beneath the disguise of everyday praxis lies our fate (as free-thinking
subjects) goes to 1llustrate a more general approach to illusion (that has a long and
influential history). Through this chapter I will turn to the key figures that have
problematised representation. However, rather than following a linear theoretical
narrative, I intend to introduce Jameson at the beginning of this chapter. In this way, we
are jumping 1n at the deep end where we find ourselves ‘submerged’, ‘disorientated’ and
unable to map our position in relation to a larger framework. For Jameson, this 1s

precisely the problem at stake:

We are submerged in its (postmodern space) henceforth filled and sutffused volumes to
the point where our new postmodern bodies are bereft of spatial coordinates and

practically (let alone theoretically) incapable of distantiation. (PM, 48)

The question for Jameson is directly connected to the relation between space and 1llusion;

that is, how are we going to play the role of Clint Eastwood and successfully unmask the

disguised assassin or, as Jameson puts it:

How are we to begin to grasp our positioning as individuals and collective subjects and
regain a capacity to act and struggle which is at present neutralized by our spatial as well

as our social confusion. (PM, 54)

The problem with Jameson’s analysis — and the issue that I will take up through this and

the following chapters - concerns the assumption that there exists a figure who will
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unmask the false appearances of social space and consequently save us from certain
death.

Jameson begins his analysis of the Bonaventure Hotel with the entryways, which do not
stand out, but appear as ‘lateral and rather backward affairs’ (PM, 39). Jameson suggests
that the inconspicuous nature of any entrance to the building is imposed ‘by some new
category of closure which governs the inner space of the hotel’ (PM, 40) and argues that
John Portman’s building aspires to being ‘a total space, a complete world, a kind of
miniature city’ (PM, 40). This total environment goes to generate what Jameson
considers to be a new collective practice or ‘hypercrowd’. The ambition of this

postmodern space 1s not to act as a part, but instead to function as a substitute for the city

that surrounds it.

The Bonaventure 1s understood to perform both as space and as spatial representation.
That 1s, Jameson argues that the hotel involves a highly visual and contemplative
experience of architecture. The absence of the traditional physical properties of
architectural space 1s considered by Jameson to have been replaced with a representation
or sign of those older realities. In this way The Bonaventure ‘stands in’ as a
representation of the rest of the city; it does this through a number of spatial tricks: small
entryways, the inclusion of retail premises within the hotel, the mechanical transportation
of the visitor by way of escalators and lifts (so that the space 1s observed rather than
physically negotiated), the ‘real’ atmosphere of a crowd i1s replaced by a new hypercrowd
and, perhaps most importantly, the mirrored glass on the outside of the building which
distracts from the physical proportions of the external structure and reflects the city as
image.'> With all these spatial effects Jameson argues that postmodern space ‘has finally
succeeded in transcending the capacities of the individual body to locate itself, to
organise its immediate surroundings perceptually, and cognitively to map its position in a

mappable external world’ (PM, 44).

'> The relation between corporate glass towers and mirrors is discussed by Jeff Wall in relation to Dan
Graham’s project, Alteration to a Suburban House (1978). Like Jameson, Wall argues that: ‘the
combination of disorientating, mirroric invisibility with monumentalism which is rigid, systematic, and

empty of satisfying symbols of power and authority, makes the glass tower a disturbing phenomena’ (Jeff
Wall, Dan Graham’s Kammerspiel, Toronto: Art Metropole, 1991, p. 42).
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In contrast to the buildings of Le Corbusier and the International Style, which claimed a
new utopian space of the modern, the Bonaventure Hotel conceals itself within a

reflective glass skin that, rather than standing out as a monument of modernity, simply

returns a distorted image of the buildings that surround it:

In a similar way, the glass skin achieves a peculiar and placeless dissociation of the
Bonaventure from its neighbourhood: it’s not even an exterior, inasmuch as when you

seek to look at the hotel’s outer walls you cannot see the hotel itself but only the distorted

images of everything that surrounds it. (PM, 43)

The immateriality of this ‘placeless’ hotel is for Jameson not just a question of a
representational image of space; it is also a clear indication of the infiltration of a new
multinational capitalism. It is in this way that Jameson thinks postmodernism and late
capitalism as a totality: ‘everything in the previous discussion suggests that what we have
been calling postmodernism is inseparable from, and unthinkable without the hypothesis
of some fundamental mutation of the sphere of culture in the world of late capitalism,
which includes the momentous modification of its social function’ (PM, 48). The
Bonaventure 1s a metonym for late capitalism and, like that larger economic system, the
hotel stretches across the globe in one great network. In this space of postmodern
architecture, capitalism 1s not neutralized but reproduced in a concentrated and
miniaturized form.'® For Jameson, the surface representations of the Bonaventure are an
outward expression of a larger global network. While this 1s not a disguise in the
traditional sense of the word (/n the Line of Fire), we find that Jameson’s analysis

understands architectural space as a representational cover through which the forces of

capital assert their control.

Representation 1s, in this instance, influenced by Louis Althusser’s redefinition of the

ideological as a ‘representation’ of the imaginary relationship of individuals to their real

-
16 George Hartly, The Abyss of Representation Marxism and the Postmodern Sublime, London: Duke

University Press, 2003, p. 219
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conditions of existence’ (LP, 162).'” For both Althusser and Jameson we are always 1n

ideology. In Fables of Aggression: Wyndham Lewis, the Modernist as Fascist, Jameson

writes:

The narrative apparatus which informs ideological representations is thus not mere ‘false

consciousness’, but an authentic way of grappling with a Real that must always transcend

it, a Real into which the subject seeks to insert itself through praxis, all the while,

painfully learning the lesson of its own ideological closure and of history’s resistance to

the fantasy-structures in which it is itself locked. '°

In this new postmodern society one level of representation (culture) can provide some
Insight into a much larger but otherwise invisible representation (ideology). This
synthesis of different modes of spatial representation forms the theoretical basis of
Jameson’s critique. Postmodern space, with its spectacular forms and disorientating
aftects, 1s also the site of global capitalism, or in Jameson’s terms, postmodern space is
the latest mutation of multinational capitalism into space itself. However, the relationship
between these different modes of representation — one cultural and one ideological — has
overtaken the ability of the subject to locate itself in space as ‘we do not yet possess the
equipment to match this new hyperspace’ (PM, 44). In this way Jameson believes that the
representational networks that exist in space no longer make sense to us. Moreover, it

represents ‘an alarming disjunction point between the body and its built environment’

(PM, 44).

The representational reality of this new cultural condition 1s of some concern to Jameson.
Not only do the new products of postmodern space lack the critical distance that 1s

apparently necessary for the subject to ‘act and struggle’ (PM, 54) there i1s also an
ideological colonizing of cultural space that simply serves the needs of a new and

advanced phase of capitalism. Jameson demonstrates his unease with postmodern space

'” Jameson cites Althusser’s reading of ideology (in Lenin and Philosophy) as a primary text in
Postmodernism or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism. He writes: ‘Althusser’s formulation remobilizes
an older and henceforth classical Marxian distinction between science and ideology that is not without
value for us even today’ (PM, 53).

18 Eredric Jameson, Fables of Aggression: Wyndham Lewis, the Modernist as Fascist, Berkerly: University
of California Press, 1979, p. 13.
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with an analysis of the lifts and escalators that dominate the Bonaventure’s interior. The
way people are transported through the interior stands in for the physical trajectories of

the body. Once at the top, the city outside is experienced as an image to contemplate. In
addition to separating itself from the surrounding city (in an attempt to somehow replace
1t), the Bonaventure uses machines as substitutes for the physical movement of the body:
‘Here the narrative stroll has been underscored, symbolized, reified, and replaced by the
transportation machines which becomes the allegorical signifier of that older promenade
we are no longer allowed to conduct on our own’ (PM, 42). Jameson no longer takes the
position of the flaneur but becomes a passenger or ‘hyperflaneur’ who 1s guided through
space by people carriers. The fact that the visitor is passively transported about the
building means that the spatial choices available are no longer determined by the
individual but instead controlled by new architectural mechanisms. The movement of the
lifts and escalators contains the body in order that the visitor’s passage from one space to
another can be fixed and determined. This narrative disorientates our sense of space and

prepares us for a much larger totality.

The excitement and spectacle of the Bonaventure’s lifts also feature as the cathartic
backdrop to Petersen’s thriller, In the Line of Fire. In the closing stages of the film the
glass lift is both a means of escape and, ultimately, a space of imprisonment.’~ It is
precisely this paradoxical status that drives Jameson’s analysis of postmodern space: the
Bonaventure liberates the body from physically negotiating a passage through the large
interior while at the same time determining the way space is navigated. For Jameson, the
experience of being elevated to the top of the hotel while looking over the city offers httle

compensation for what he argues to be the ‘ideological colonisation of cultural space’ —

which confuses and ultimately controls the way that space is experienced.

Jameson suggests that these ‘movement machines’ account for much of the excitement

and spectacle in the hotel interior. The entertainment that the lifts and escalators produce

e

19 11 True Lies (1993), Amold Schwarzenegger pursues a deadly killer up the glass lifts of the Bonaventure
Hotel. On this occasion Schwarzenegger travels up in the lift on a horse while the villain is trying to escape
in the lift next door. They reach the top of the building and run across the roof. In this instance the killer
escapes, but, like the rest of the film, the scene is highly fictionalised. This sense of disorientation and
entrapment is further developed by John Badman in his film, Nick of Time (1995).
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- which appear to Jameson like ‘Japanese lanterns’ or ‘gondolas’ - turn the working
mechanism of the building into a site of fantasy. They are seen to offer their own
‘dynamic path’ which the visitor is required to complete. Yet, for Jameson, the
Bonaventure 1s not to be confused with the fantasy spaces of Disneyland: ’I am anxious
that Portman’s space not be perceived as something either exceptional or seemingly
marginalised and leisure specialised in the order of Disneyland’ (PM, 44). Although the
Bonaventure 1s highly scripted Jameson is at pains to explain that it is not obviously
fictionalised, constructed or ‘exceptional’ but something akin to the spaces encountered
in daily hife. However, as George Hartley has persuasively argued, the Bonaventure
cannot be separated from the fictionalised landscape of Disneyland as it enters into a
structural relationship with the theme park experience; not only does it compete with

scripted entertainment space 1t completes that narrative by turning 1t into an extension of

urban experience:

The Bonaventure functions as an extension of this futuristic fantasy of American progress

while it converts the mapped and directed space of Disneyland into a saturated and

disorientating space of the Bonaventure Hotel.*

Rather than being distinct from the scripted spaces of entertainment and leisure we see
how the everyday space of the Bonaventure (as Jameson would have it) continues the
highly fabricated spatial narratives involved in Disney space. While Jameson 1s correct in
claiming the Bonaventure to be neither ‘exceptional’ or ‘marginalised’, we find that the
spatial narratives at work in the hotel’s interior have a close connection with the highly
constructed designs of Disney space. As I will explore, the constructed, fabricated and

scripted spaces associated with the effects of entertainment space are increasingly

becoming the norm.

Jameson critique is influenced, in part, by a reading of Marcuse’s essay: “The Atfirmative

Character of Culture’, which describes the ‘semiautonomy’ of the cultural realm.”’ This

e

20 George Hartley, The Abyss of Representation: Marxism and the Postmodern Sublime, p. 223.

21 Herbert Marcuse, ‘The Affirmative Character of Culture’ (1937), Negations: Essays in Critical Theory,
Jeremy J. Shapiro (trans), Boston: Beacon, 1968, pp. 88—133.
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‘older’ reading of culture looks at the way culture throws back a mirror image of the
practical world in forms that vary from ‘flattering resemblance’ to ‘critical satire’.
Jameson’s concern is that cultural representation can no longer achieve any distance from
its subject: ‘What we must now ask ourselves is whether it is not precisely this
semiautonomy of the cultural sphere that has been destroyed by the logic of late
capitalism’ (PM, 48). Jameson’s critique of postmodern spatial disorientation and
immersion similarly concerns our lack of critical distance. That is, the disappearance of
any distance from the immediate environment is assumed to render the individual
powerless. In order to regain control Jameson believes that there needs to be a sphere of
experience that possesses some autonomy from the dominant order, a mode of activity

that was traditionally thought to reside in the avant-gardism of the cultural realm.

What the burden of our proceeding demonstration suggests is that distance in general
(including critical distance in particular) has very precisely been abolished in the new
space of postmodernism. We are submerged in a henceforth filled and suffused volumes
to the point where our new postmodern bodies are bereft of special coordinates and

practically (let alone theoretically) incapable of distantiation. (PM, 48-49)

The problem for Jameson then, 1s one of spatial immersion. In the new spaces of
multinational capitalism we are no.longer able to navigate the spaces that we inhabit.
This uncertainty 1s understood by Jameson to negate any possibility of resistance or
change. In other words, the ‘architecture’ of postmodern space 1s understood to be in

disguise, under the surface appearance the Bonaventure supports and extends the

ideological forces of late capitalism.

However, Jameson’s unmasking of the Bonaventure does not liberate us from the
confines of ideological determinations - he does not play the part of Clint Eastwood.
Unlike Peterson’s film, it 1s not a question of breaking the 1llusion and saving the day.
Rather than discovering the truth behind the mask we are presented with something

closer to an image of a Russian doll. Through Jameson’s analysis the many modalities of
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representation and space are unpacked and considered. But instead of Interrogating their
relation Jameson forces a new hierarchy. The task, as Jameson sees it, mmvolves
designating and singling out the most appropriate mode of representation. As I will argue
later, Jameson’s judgment of representational modes returns us to the anti
representational logic which sets the authentic and the true in opposition to the ‘false
appearances’ of everyday life. In this way Jameson’s critique of postmodern space
reflects many of the concerns that Plato voices in his attack on painting and poetry. For
while representation is enjoyable and entertaining, it is understood to pose a threat to
what 1s real and true. Although any possibility of distinguishing reality from
representation 1s now (and perhaps always has been) only imaginable, we find that the

judgments which underpin Jameson’s critique to be inscribed by a Platonic mode of

thought.

Totality

For Jameson, the question of the totality is central to comprehending postmodern space.
Hegel’s notion of Vorstellung, in which ‘recognition’, ‘imagination’ and ‘memory’ are
synthesised into a single mode of representation,** is considered to help us identify the
movements, interrelations and complexities involved 1n the relation between the mind
and the world. This Hegelian concept 1s developed by Jameson — via the work of Marx
and Althusser - into a theory of postmodern totality. I will explore Jameson’s
understanding and application of totality later, at this point, however, it 1s important to
comprehend representation in its widest sense. That 1s, with Vorstellung, we see a
plurality of representational modes interrelating. However, as Hartley points out, we
should be careful when thinking the translation of Vorstellung into representation as we
find, with the German word Darstellung, another form of representation.”> This brings us

to the important difference between presentation (Darstellung) and representation

* Hegel’s account of the Vorstellung occurs in the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Vol III,
1830. Hegel’s Vorstellung 1s Translated as ‘the immediate stage between intuition (4nschauung), the
sensory apprehension of individual external objects, and conceptual thought. It involves three main phases,

RECOGNITION, IMAGINATION and MEMORY.’ Michael Inwood, A Hegel Dictionary, Mass:

Blackwell, 1992, 257. |
23 Darstellung’ signifies in German, among other things, ‘Theatrical Representation’. The Abyss of

Representation, p- 94,
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(Vortellung):

The question of representation, then, does not apply to the quasi-concept of Darstellung.

The phrase ‘theatrical representation’, then, is a misnomer here since the script to be

represented or reproduced in the action of drama exists nowhere outside (or in another

position behind) the action itself, **

In Darstellung there i1s nothing behind, the narrative is ‘presented’ to the audience and

not represented by them. When thinking about Vorstellung it is important to engage with

what lies behind the object. In other words, the moment of drawing upon internalised

images, of connecting images to what is common to them and of raising them to the
universal describes, in brief, the totality that Jameson incorporates into his analysis of

space. William Dowling puts this clearly when he writes:

To think the totality is thus to see in a sudden flash of insight that an adequate notion of
society includes even the notion of an external universe, that society must always
function as a whole that includes all things, the perimeter beyond which nothing else can

exist.?’

When framing these concepts within spatial terms, Henr1 Lefebvre’s distinction between

4

‘representational space’ and ‘representations of space’ provides some i1nsight into
understanding how space is inhabited by a multiplicity of representational modes.

Lefebvre describes how:

...the producers of space have always acted in accordance with a representation, while the

users passively experienced whatever was imposed upon them mnasmuch as 1t was more

or less thoroughly inserted into, or justified by their representational space.”*

Lefebvre suggests representational space to be ‘directional, situational or relational

** The Abyss of Representation, p. 94
25 william C Dowling, Jameson, Althusser, Marx: an introduction to the political unconscious, London:

Methuen, 1984, p. 43.
26 Henri Lefebvre, The Production of Space, Donald Nicholson-Smith (trans), Oxford: Blackwell, 1991, p.

43.
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because it is essentially quantities, fluid and dynamic.”*’ The producers of representations
of spaces, on the other hand, interpret and describe space, ‘their intervention occurs by
way of construction — in other words, by way of architecture, conceived of not as a
building of a particular structure, palace or monument, but rather as a project embedded
in a spatial context.”*® If representational space 1s ‘perceived’ social space — the space of
inhabitants and users - then representations of space are ‘conceived’ - the space of
planners, urbanists, technocratic subdividers and social engineers. However, as Lefebvre

points out, there is no clear divide between these spatialities as they are an interconnected

part of the production of space.

Although mimetic representation and i1deological representation can be seen to follow
some of the differences and relations that Lefebvre describes, I intend to look to earlier
models of thought as a guide to understanding the way the relationship between space
and 1llusion has come to be theorised. Turning first to Plato and then to Marx, I will take
up the key objections to mimetic and ideological representation. With Jameson, I will
then consider how both Plato’s attack on the arts and Marx’s critique of capital are fused
into a representational totality (Vorstellung). Moving from Plato to Marx and then back to
Jameson, I will argue that, through Mark, Plato’s attack on mimetic representation 1s
inscribed into Jameson’s chosen representational figure: cognitive mapping. The common
suspicion of representation - whether mimetic, ideological or both — will be seen to be

directly related to the anxiety attached to the blurring of categories and a questioning of

the distinctions that separate ‘reality’ and ‘appearance’.

Perhaps more important, however, is the relation between ‘mimetic representation’
(Plato) and ‘ideological representation’ (Marx). With Jameson, we are to think of these
representational modalities within a single totality. In postmodern space ideological

representation (global capitalism) has come to occupy the way built space appears to
perception (the representations of the body by movement machines or the reflection of

the city in mirrored glass windows). For Jameson, the Bonaventure is merely a symptom

- ——

21 7o Production of Space, p. 42.
28 10 Production of Space, p. 42
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of a far greater global system, which not only engages ‘recollection’, ‘imagination’ and
‘memory’ (vorstellung), it disorientates and disempowers those human faculties. In
momentarily unravelling differentiated modes of spatial representation (mimetic and

ideological), I will be asking if the representations involved in contemporary space are, as

Jameson believes, simply a ‘logical’ mutation of multinational capitalism.

Plato: Mimetic Representation

For Plato, the problem of representation comes into being when it fails to be true to its
‘1deal form’. Plato’s concern with the arts (representation) is based on their proximity to
the ‘real oniginal’ (by simulating a thing one catches something of the reality; one
imitates the thing one is interested in, and one gradually becomes the thing one
imitates).” In The Republic, Plato takes ‘mimesis’ to describe imitation in the arts. As
Richard Lewis Nettleship explains, ‘the use of the word ‘imitation’ in this wide sense was
familiar to the Greeks, and i1ts import was to put the function of the poet alongside that of
other artists. ‘Representation’ is the best word for mimesis in this sense.””® Plato’s
intention 1s to drive some distinction between ‘representation’ and ‘truth’, as the good
citizen 1s always in danger of imitating (in life) the world of appearances (art) and not the

world of truth (knowledge).

At the beginning of his Theory of Art (book X of the Republic) Plato asks: “Is 1t (painting)
designed to represent the facts of the real world or appearances? Does 1t represent truth or
appearance?’ (R, 348). With this rhetorical questioning, Plato deduces that truth and

appearance are a considerable distance apart and that the painter is able to make an image

of every product there is in the world because his contact with things 1s 'slight' and

restricted to the way things appear.

Consider what a painter does, for instance: we're saying that he doesn't have a clue about

29 The potion that we become the thing that we imitate is explored by Roger Caillois in his study of nsect
life, ‘Mimicry and Legendary Psychasthenia’. Here Caillois describes how certain stick insects become so
adept at mimicking the shape and colour of a leaf that they tragically misrecognise one another as food.
John Sheply (trans). October, no, 31 (winter 1984), pp. 17-32.

30 Richard Lewis Nettleship, Lectures on The Republic of Plato, London: Macmillan, 1951, p. 101.
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shoemaking or joinery, but he'll still paint pictures of artisans working at these and all
other areas of expertise, and if he's good at painting he might paint a joiner, have people

look at it from far away, and deceive them - if they are children or stupid adults - by

making it look as though the joiner were real. (R, 148-149)

Plato's concern with the painter is directly linked to the hierarchical opposition between
knowledge and perception; that is, Plato argues that the senses can be casily fooled or
deceived but reason (measuring and calculations) remains consistent and true whatever
the conditions: ‘the part of the mind whose views run counter to the measurements must
be different from the part whose views fall in with the measurements’ (R, 355). The
mind, in Plato's view, is divided into higher and lower dimensions. What appeals to the
lower part are ‘superficial appearances’. The higher part, on the other hand, occupies
itself with abstract knowledge (unchanging and immutable truths). Representation, as we
have seen with the Bonaventure Hotel, has the capacity to deceive the spectator, the
mimetic products of poets and painters pass on a falsehood which goes to corrupt the

minds of those ignorant enough to confuse reality with appearance, they fatten up the

lower part of the mind and corrupt a true understanding of reality.

The opposition between appearance and reality is discussed by Plato with the example of
a stick seen through water: ‘the same objects look both bent and straight depending on
whether we look at them when they're in water or out of it (R, 355). With this example
Plato suggests that ‘our minds obviously contain the potential for every single kind of
confusion’ (R, 355). The appearances of the perceptual world are seen by Plato to
confuse the mind in the same way that the representations of the poet and the painter
distort a single understanding of the world. The way things are perceived and the way

things are understood through knowledge are again in conflict and because Plato believes

that ‘it is impossible for a single thing to hold contradictory beliefs at the same time about
the same object’ (R, 355), there can only be a single understanding about any given thing.
Although we perceive the stick to be bent when 1t 1s seen through water, we
simultaneously know 1t to be straight. For Plato, the choice 1s simply between appearance

and truth, between the way things appear and the way things are. With this opposition
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Plato argues that our knowledge of the straight stick is of a higher value than our
perception (which tells us that the stick is bent). For Plato it is a question of repressing

the (lower) part of the mind that would have us believe that the stick is bent.

This singularity is also taken to regulate the space of work. As Jacques Ranciere points
out: ‘he (the mimetician) does two things, whereas the principle of well organised
community 1s that each person only does the one thing that they were destined to by their

nature.””' This multiplicity of representation disrupts the appointment of space and the

allocation of time:

The exclusion of the mimetician, from the Platonic point of view, goes hand in hand with

the formation of a community where work is in ‘its’ place.

The mimetician not only splits things in two but ‘brings to light the distribution of
occupations that upholds the appointment of domains and activities’.”* For Ranciere,
Plato’s attack on mimetic representation constitutes a clear understanding of the politics
of aesthetics. That 1s, artists are banished from society precisely because representation
disrupts the hierarchies and appointments made by the Republic. Moreover, the problem
with the representations of the artists i1s that they break down the distinction between
‘those that think and those that are doomed to material tasks’.”> For Plato, this problem is

understood somewhat differently:

All that I've been saying has been intended to bring us to the point where we can agree
that not only does painting - or rather representation in general - produce a product which
is far from truth, but it also forms a close, warm affectionate relationship with a part of us
which is, in its turn, far from intelligence. And nothing healthy or authentic can emerge

from this relationship. (R, 356)

Plato explains the problem of representation by making the distinction between three

-

3 Jacques Ranciere, The Politics of Aesthetics, The Distribution of the Sensible, Gabriel Rockhill (trans),

London: Continuum, 2004, p. 42.
32 The Politics of Aesthetics, p. 43
33 e Politics of Aesthetics, p. 44
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types of bed. First, there is the divine model made by God, then there is the copy,
faithfully made by the craftsman who specialises in reproducing the products of his
labour in the image of the divine original. The third incarnation, and it is with this 'type'
that Plato develops his argument against representation, appearance and illusion, is twice
removed from the original and is placed at the bottom end of Plato's register. In contrast,
God the progenitor and his original bed are at the top and the joiner, the manufacturer of
beds 1s somewhere in the middle. The painter, who is twice removed from the original, 1s
held as lowest producer of beds: ‘I think the most suitable thing to call him (the painter)
would be a representer of others creations’ (R, 348). Plato's account of beds involves a

strict hierarchy. With every move away from the original that has been produced by

divine craftsmanship the bed becomes further removed from reality and truth:

Whether you look at a bed from the side or straight on or whatever, it is just as much a
bed as it ever was, isn't it? I mean, it doesn't actually alter it at all: it just appears to be
different, doesn't it? And the same goes for anything else you mention.. So I want you to
consider carefully which of these two alternative painting is designed for in any and
every instance. Is it designed to represent the facts of the real world or appearances? Does
it represent appearance or truth?... It follows that representation and truth are a
considerable distance apart, and a representer is capable of making every product there 1s

only because his contact with it 1s slight and restricted to how they look. (R, 348)

For Plato, the distance between representation and truth 1s considerable because
representation is based upon mere appearance. The way the world appears to perception
is no indication of its reality. But there is also a more sinister aspect to representation.
Plato believes that the painter and the poet present a threat to a collective understanding
of reality. If a painting of a bed is good there arises the potential for confusion; there
arises the possible mistaking of appearance for truth. The painting is not only a copy, 1t 1s
a corrupting copy. For Plato, the problem with representation is that representation not
only creates an incomplete and partial image of the world; it passes on a distorted image

of everything that it attempts to replicate.

Plato’s attack on representation 1s argued on epistemological grounds. The real can only
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be accessed through knowledge, it is in abstract thought that we find truth. It is important
to note that representation is not simply of a lower order or value to other categories;
representation distorts the truth and plays on the emotions to create an image of being
that bears little relation to reality (which in this case is metaphysical).’ Any move away
from the given order of knowledge is perceived as a moral transgression. In this way the
copy functions as a threat to what is understood to stand as reality and truth because, for

Plato, there can only ever be a single or absolute image of truth. To represent the world in

verse or 1n 1mages is therefore a subversive act.

Plato’s attack establishes a long-term belief in the corrupt nature of representation.
Although Plato’s formulation of ‘reality’ has little currency today, we will see how
representation continues to be determined with this same logic. With the work of Marx,
we will see how the ideological creates an incomplete and partial image of the world

standing as a mediating falsehood and, most importantly, functions as a mode of

representation that 1s far removed from truth.

What, then, does this continued suspicion of representation rest on? As Ranciere points
out, the politics that exist between the actors and audiences, between active and passive
participants in a community are disrupted through the representation of that very same
configuration: ‘From Plato’s point of view, the stage, which is simultaneously a locus of
public activity and the exhibition-space for fantasies, disturbs the clear portioning of
identities’.” The relation between mimetic representation and ideological representation
are joined by the political act of multiplication. Like mimetic representation, ideological
representation forces a splitting (between the subject and the image that the subject
receives). The question of how we engage with this surplus form will be crucial to

thinking about the critical potential of representation.

34 Plato is here referring to the tragic poets of his day such as Homer, who were extremely popular with the
general public.

35 The Politics of Aesthetics, p. 13.
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Marx: I1deological Representation

With Marx, representation, appearance and illusion are seen as a ‘constructed’ force of
political repression. This approach to thinking representation marks an important
development 1n the way immaterial phenomena are theorised. In this section I will
explore the opposition between what Marx considers to be the material reality of human
activity and, on the other hand, the false consciousness of 1deology. Most importantly, I
will look to the move from thinking representation as a mimetic, visual or perceptual
phenomena (Plato) to Marx’s formulation of representation as an i1deological construct. In

other words, I will widen the frame to consider how representation i1s understood to

condition all areas of social activity.

Although Marx intended his theories to function as a ‘materialist’ critique of what he
regarded as the metaphysical 1dealism of classical philosophy,”® his attack on capitalism
continues Plato’s concern with the corrupt distortions of representation. The
secularisation of society has, however, witnessed fundamental developments in the way
reality is conceived both scientifically and philosophically. From a Materialist or secular
point of view, Plato’s notion that the highest category of reality and truth rests with God
in an abstract, singular and unique ‘form’ no longer stands as a viable argument. On this
basis it might be argued that representation (which has been determined in opposition to

Plato’s metaphysical reality) would also require a new theorisation.

The location of Marx's reality may no longer be metaphysical3 " (turning instead to the

material realities of human action), but the task of searching out a hidden essence still

36 In ‘The German Ideology Marx and Engels explore the relationship between human thought and human
actions. ‘Idealist philosophy’ comes under attack for serving the interests of a ruling ideology, for passing
on a set of (ideological) principles, like those of Christianity, which dictate a certain manner of living to the
idividual. Marx and Engels argue that ‘Life is not determined by consciousness but consciousness by life’
(GI, 48) and that men should not be enslaved by their own minds.

37 Under the subheading: ‘First Premises of Materialist Method’, Marx and Engels write: ‘The premuses
fom which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only
be made in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity and the material conditions under
which they live, both those which they find already existing and those produced by their activity. These

premises can thus be verified in a purely empirical way’ (GI, 42).
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remains. Once again we are told that the way things appear is no indication of their real
meaning, or in Marx's case, the way things appear under the forces of capitalism 1s no
indication of the human labour that has gone into their making. Marx's belief in the

material relation between people and the objects of their labour is positioned in

opposition to all that is deemed to exist as a surface appearance (ideology).

For Marx, the real or true meaning of things does not derive from a Platonic idealism
(abstract thought), but from a materialism (labour and production). Marx’s materialism
has nothing to do with physical matter but instead belongs to an idea of a ‘real life
process’. Marx believes that it 1s human action that transforms society and it is therefore a
history of social activity that allows for an insight into the reality of being. In other
words, Marx questions the primacy of moral, philosophical and religious doctrines to
argue that the life of the mind 1s an epiphenomenon of the conditions of production.
When Marx writes about a ‘transformative materialist history’, he is describing the
generative primacy of the labour process in the development of human history. This 1s
placed in direct contrast to the primacy of ideas in abstract philosophical reflection.
Marx’s conception of the centrality of human praxis in the production and reproduction
of social life asserts that new means of production go to reflect the conditions of being,
which in philosophy is represented through abstract thought. In short, Marx’s materialism
looks to the ‘relations between men’ as a way of expressing an ‘idea’ of (what

constitutes) the real or essential qualities of existence:

Men can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by religion or anything else
you like. They themselves begin to distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they
begin to produce their means of subsistence, a step which is conditioned by their physical
organisation. By producing their means of subsistence men are directly producing their

actual material life. (GI, 42)
By making tools and specialising in a given activity (labour) Marx believes that men

produce a material reality that makes them a ‘real’ part of the world, or as he puts 1t, men

produce for themselves their “actual material life’.
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In this way, Marx’s concept of materialism is abstracted into a history of actions.
Although Marx argues that his theories are born from ‘the real activity of men’, it would
appear that those actions are represented through history. In other words, Marx locates
the real outside of ideological distortion (of daily experience); the real exists as a
sequence of past events that can only return when capitalism is overthrown. The problem
for Marx 1is that the present, which exists under the forces of capitalism, does not offer a

real 1mage of social activity; it is rather an 1deological construction that alienates men

from the products of their own labour.

Alienation 1s understood by Marx to be the necessary condition for the continuation of
the capitalist ideology. When social relations are obscured by a governing doctrine
(1deology), the possibility of social change or struggle ceases to exist. This mode of
alienation 1s argued by Marx to involve a degree of misrecognition. With regard to the
religious 1deology or governing moral doctrines of metaphysical idealism, Marx suggests
that men become subjugated by what originated as a product of the human brain
(Chnistianity). In this way alienation occurs through a process of dispossession. That is,
intellectual systems and material products that arise from human thought and activity are

retlected back to the individual as autonomous forces of subjugation. In Capital, Marx
argues that when objects of labour are perceived as autonomous objects of value
(commodity fetishism), ‘men’ become alienated by the product of their own hands.
Moreover, the matenal relations that once gave men their identity as social and active
beings are negated. In other words, the ability of humans to transform their surroundings
to suit their needs has reversed so that they are now transformed to serve the needs of the
capitalist ideology. In this way Marx does not consider his contemporary social reality to

be altogether real but instead an ‘ideological representation’ of the real, “We call

communism the real movement that abolishes the present state of things.” (GI, 57)

Marx argues that consciousness must re-establish its relationship with real life-processes.

Ideology represents the autonomy of consciousness and 1t 1s from this sphere of abstract
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thought that an unreal fantastic world has emerged.” Marx therefore reminds us:

The phantoms formed in the human brain are also, necessarily, sublimates of their

material life-process, which is empirically verifiable and bound to material premises.
Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of 1deology and their corresponding forms of
consciousness, thus no longer retain the semblance of Independence... Life is not

determined by consciousness, but consciousness by life. (GI, 47)

Like Plato, Marx positions reality outside the distortions of what is seen and experienced

in everyday life. Although Marx is at pains to show how his theories are born out of the
world and not from abstract thought, there remains the problem of the 1deological

distortion of the real. Marx believes that under capitalism everything is experienced as a

mediated inversion of real life processes:

Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious existence, and the existence of
men 1s their actual life-process: If in all ideology men and their circumstances appear
upside-down as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon arises just as much from their

historical lite-process as the inversion of objects on the retina does from their physical

life process (GI, 47).

Sarah Kofman has explained the contradictions in which the figure of the camera
obscura exposes Marx as only showing the derivative status of ideology but not its
autonomy. The notion of the world appearing upside down through the lens of 1deology

‘implies nostalgia for clear, transparent and luminous knowledge.””” As I will explore
further in Chapter Two, Marx’s figuring of the camera obscura clearly demonstrates his

underlying belief in an outside natural light existing beyond the dark chamber of

ideological distortion.

For Marx, this inverted world of phantasmic illusion is not a poor imitation of the real

original (Plato) but a false appearance that masks the absence of real human activity. In

38 1 consider Ludwig Feuerbach’s philosophy of religious faith, which similarly asserts the alienating

effects of Christianity, in Chapter Two.
39 Qarah Kofman, Camera obscura de I'ideologie, Paris: Galilee, 1973, p. 33
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this way Marx positions reality, truth and all that is essential to a productive state of
being outside that which is subject to 1deological distortion (everyday life). The Platonic
gap between what we perceive and what we know is again brought into play. Marx’s
materialism positions the real in the world, but like idealist philosophy, what is truthful,
meaningful and real is not available to perception. Whether through painting, poetry or
ideology the world is found to be experienced through the inverted distortions of

representation. What has been argued to constitute a certain idealism in Marx’s theory 1s,

then, the inscribed belief that reality and truth exist outside of representation.

In order to further argue that Marx’s theories are idealist, I will first clarify how they
express a very different idealism to that of Plato’s. Where one derives from human
activity, the other is born out of ‘abstract thought’; where one is material, the other is
metaphysical. In both cases, however, reality is located outside or beyond a perceived
present. With Plato, reality resides in a pure and rational knowledge of the world; this
metaphysical reality guides the easily deceived senses with a logic that is unchanging. In

contrast, Marx finds reality located within human action: ‘We set out as real, active men’
(GI, 47), yet, as we have already seen, this material reality has become obscured and
abstracted. We have also seen that Marx’s reality is located within a historical

materialism, a history of human action. This 1s not to say that Marx believes that reality
does not exist 1n social activity; the problem instead 1s that ideological representation

distorts the material relations that makes those activities available to perception.

Although Plato and Marx share the view that ‘appearance’ distorts and perverts truth, we
should remember that this commonality is divided by a different understanding of how
appearance acts on perception. With Marx it is a case of the false appearances of 1deology
acting on the mind, while for Plato it is the senses that mistake appearance for truth. In

this respect, we might turn to Marx as a reversal of Platonism, as 1t 1s the mind, and not

the senses, that are understood to be most vulnerable to the misperceptions brought about

by ideological representation.
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Unlike Plato, Marx takes a dialectical approach to thinking. As we have seen, classical
logic denies that contradictions exist in reality, and where they are seen to exist in
thought, they have to be expunged in order to arrive at the truth. Dialectical philosophers,
on the other hand, claim that contradictions exist in reality and that the most appropriate
way to understand the movement of that reality is to study the development of those
contradictions. The question is no longer a simple choice between truth and illusion; the
question for Marx 1s how the illusion exists as a reality, or more specifically, how the
reality of material activity continues to exist under the forces of capitalism. For Plato,
there 1s no possibility of contradiction in the world, and where it is ‘perceived’ to exist it
must be dissolved in favour of a single truth. What concerns Marx is the degree of
contradiction that exists under the forces of capitalism; human action (material reality) 1s
understood to be perceived through what he considers to be the false distortions of

ideological representation. In this way material reality is understood by Marx to be both

present and absent, to exist both in the world and outside (our experience) of it.

On the face of it Plato’s formal logic and the dialectical approach of Marx appear to be
incommensurable and dialogue between the two systems appears impossible. Although
dialectical, Marx’s method is, however, a means to an end. That is, with class struggle
and revolution Marx believes that the illusions and representations of the capitalist
ideology will be destroyed: ‘In reality and for the practical matenalist, 1.e. the communist,

it is a question of revolutionising the existing world, of practically attacking and changing

existing things.” (GI, 62)

What Marx proposes is quite simply to explode the contradiction in order that a single

category of practical activity (historical materialism) might emerge in its own nght:

Communism is for us not a state of affairs which is to be established, an ideal to which
reality will have to adjust itself. We call communism the real movement which abolishes

the present state of things. The conditions of this movement result from the premises now

in existence. (GI, 57)

Until that moment of change or action arrives, we will continue to exist in a state ot false
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consciousness. Representation is therefore thought by Marx to stand as a force of
repression and alienation, a mediatory phenomenon that must be abolished from the
present state of things. In Marx’s society human action (the real life process) goes to
replace representation and material activity goes to define the individual as a real active
being. With this logic, Marx substitutes reality and representation with materialism and

ideology to again argue for the abolition of representation in all areas of society.

Althusser: Reading Capital

In Reading Capital, Louis Althusser analyses what he describes as Marx's ‘fundamental
theoretical concepts’ (RC, 183). That is, Althusser sets out the theoretical path taken by
Marx 1n his theory of political economy. In this analysis Althusser shows Marx's theory
to have broken with the concept of a ‘linear causality’ which had previously been applied
to a theorisation of economic theory (RC, 184). Marx's break from the previous mode of

analysis had resulted from the need for a new analytical concept, or as Althusser puts 1t:

A different concept is required in order to account for the new form of causality required
by the new definition of the object of Political Economy, by its ‘complexity’, 1.e., by its

peculiar determination: the determination by a structure. (RC, 184)

Rather than the idealist empiricist position which reads the (economic) structure 1n direct
relation to its elements, we encounter in Marx's analysis a detour that seeks to
scientifically interpret - and therefore demystify - the phantasmagorical mutation ot
human realities of production (materialism) into immaterial relations within the market.*’
Because the market can no longer be simply interpreted as an outer expression of its
internal structure, Marx looks to an analytical concept that can account for the apparent
invisibility of the internal economic structure (production and labour), a theoretical

concept that can rationalise the disjunction between an outer appearance and internal

CSSCINCC.

- —

" In Chapter Two I explore Marx’s notion of phantasmagoria (Die Phantasmagorische) and consider 1ts
reconceptualisation 1n Walter Benjamin’s Arcades.
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In Marx, this distinction (exteriority or interiority are posed as distinct from tﬁeir effects)
often takes the classical form of the distinction between inside and outside, between the
‘Intimate essence’ of things and their phenomenal ‘surface’, between the ‘intimate
relations’, the ‘intimate links’ of things and the external relations and links of the same

things. And it is well known that this opposition, which derives in principle from the

classical distinction between essence and phenomena, i.e., from a distinction which

situates in being itself, in reality itself, the inner site of its concept, and therefore opposes

1t to the ‘surface’ of concrete appearance; which therefore transposes as a difference of
level or of components in the real object itself, a distinction which does not belong to the

real object since it is a matter of distinction which separates the concept or knowledge of

the real from that real as an existing object... (RC, 189)

In his analysis Althusser describes how Marx's break from a previous theorisation of
economic theory involves a (re)instatement (in a new domain) of the requirements which
have long been imposed on those sciences which have achieved autonomy (classical
philosophy): ‘(if) an object cannot be defined by its immediate visible or sensuous
appearance, 1t 1s necessary to make a detour via its concept in order to grasp it’ (RC,
184). Just as Plato turns to measurements and calculations to avoid the ‘easily deceived’
senses, Marx makes a detour around the immediate visible or sensuous appearance of the

world. The logic of this rational concept is also expressed by Althusser as follows:

The knowledge of a real object is not reached by immediate contact with the 'concrete'
but by the production of the concept of that object (in the sense of an object of
knowledge) as the absolute condition of its theoretical possibility. (RC, 184)

Marx takes this theoretical detour to avoid the sensuous appearances of political
economy, to ‘observe’ what he considers to be the ‘false consciousness’ of ideology. We
have seen that the distance between representation and truth is a key concern for Marx

who shares Plato’s belief that the way things appear to perception 1s far removed from
reality. What is clear from Althusser’s analysis is that Marx's search for the 'truth' behind

political economy almost inevitably follows a ‘classical’ mode of enquiry:
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Marx often slipped into the really almost inevitable use of the classical opposition
between essence and phenomena, adopting its ambiguities by force rather than merit, and
transposing the epistemological difference between the knowledge of reality and the
reality itself into reality in the form of the inside and the outside, of the real, often real

movement and the apparent movement of the intimate essence and its concrete,

phenomenal determinations, perceived and manipulated by subjects. (RC, 190)

The rational, classical or traditional nature of Marx’s methodology is most clearly
reflected in his notion of i1deology which, as Althusser points out, takes the form of a
mode of representation: ‘i1deology 1s the system of i1deas and representations which
dominate the mind of a man or a social group’ (LP, 158). However, as Marx argues 1n
The German Ideology, the [mis]representations of an autonomous ideological structure

are countered by the ‘real life process’:

We set out from real active men, and on the basis of their real life process we
demonstrate the development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life-
process.... Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and their
corresponding forms of consciousness, thus no longer retain the semblance of
independence. They have no history, no development; but men, developing their material

production and their material intercourse, alter, along with their real existence, their

thinking and the products of their thinking. (G, 47)

In the above passage, Marx questions the fixity of ideology by asking how can a real life
experience be represented without the possibility of movement or development. The
ideological image of the real life process 1s seen through the camera obscura of morality,
religion and metaphysics. These [mis]representations bear little resemblance to the
material reality of active men yet they go to shape the consciousness of men through
phantasmagoric means (GlI, 47). Ideology is, in this instance, the sum total of 1deas
relating first and foremost to social life, opinions on philosophy, religion and political
and economic programmes. As we have already seen, Marx describes how these 1deas
come to condition and control the everyday practices of the individual while remaining

hidden as a determining and alienating force of repression. Ideology, in this sense, 1S a
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false consciousness or an obfuscated mental process 1n which men do not understand the
forces that actually govern their thinking. German ideology is in Marx’s view a
representation that has gained autonomy and control over the human mind, presenting an
image of real life that does not correspond to the material developments of human
existence. This mode of representation does not serve the interests of the people but
instead benefits the hegemonic desires of the ruling minority. The question of thinking
representation 1s, with Marx, concerned with the ideological. Although 1deology has

come to determine social activity it remains a false consciousness that transgresses the

material realities of human activity.

Ideological Representation

In Lenin and Philosophy, Althusser asserts that Marx understands ideology as ‘pure

illusion’ (LP, 159), as an ‘altogether’ imaginary representation of social activity which is

held up as the real:

Ideology 1s conceived as a pure illusion, a pure dream, 1.e as nothingness. All its reality is
external to 1t. Ideology 1s thus thought as an imaginary construction whose status is
exactly like the theoretical status of the dream among writers before Freud. For these
writers, the dream was the purely imaginary, 1.e. null, result of day’s residues, presented
in an arbitrary arrangement and order, sometimes even inverted, in other words, 1n
disorder. For them, the dream was the imaginary, i1t was empty, null and stuck together

(bricole), once the eyes had closed, from the residues of the only full and positive reality,

the reality of the day. This is exactly the status of philosophy and ideology in The
German Ideology. (LP, 159)

Althusser’s reference to the pre-Freudian idea of a dream (that which situates the
imaginary outside of the reality of the waking life), is intended to show the impossibility
of thinking the political, religious and social structures of 1deological representations in

opposition to the real. Just as Freud revealed how the unconscious has real implications
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on all areas of lived experience and demonstrates itself through the dream,*' Althusser
argues that ideology can not be understood purely objectively: ‘there is no practice except
by and 1n an ideology’ (LP, 170). For this reason the 1deological is not simply understood
as an inverted representation of our natural life process since it is always an active part of
it. Moreover, Marx’s ideological figure of the Inverting lens of the camera obscura no
longer stands as a possible or viable construct for representing ideology. The dark
chamber - in which representations of a natural world appear upside down — 1is
reconceptualised by Althusser. No longer is it a one-to—one correspondence between
reality on one side and its representation on the other. Instead, Althusser argues that it 1s a
question of ideology representing the relationship between individuals in their real
conditions of existence. As Terry Eagleton has pointed out, Althusser strikes a lethal
blow at the notion that ideology consists simply of a collection of distorting

representations of reality and empirically false propositions, ‘Ideology for Althusser

alludes 1n the main to our affective, unconscious relation with the world, to the ways in

which we are pre-reflectively bound up in social reality.’*

This view of 1deology signals
an important break from Marx who, as we have seen, idealises the ‘real life process’ as a
site of reality and truth. In contrast to Marx, Althusser argues for a totalising image of
representation in suggesting that the imaginary to be joined to the real. In Althusser’s
formulation, representation exists as part of a real life process. Ideology 1s not just a
distortion or false reflection but an indispensable medium for the production of human
subjects. Like Freud, Althusser suggests the impossibility of separating the real from the
imaginary when he famously asserts: ‘ideology is a ‘representation’ of the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence’ (LP, 162).* That is, we

act on beliefs that are imagined representations of the world and those material actions

define us as active individuals. In other words, ‘representation represents the subject as a

Y Sigmund Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams, James Strachey (trans), Angela Richards, (ed.), London:
Penguin, 1991.

2 Terry Eagleton, Ideology, London: Verso, 1991, p. 18.

3 A5 Stephen Helming notes, the word representation is placed in quotation marks, ‘as if to secure it by
one more degree from any possibility of naive confusion of signified with signifier.” Stephen Helmling, The
Syccess and Failure of Fredric Jameson: Writing, the Sublime, and the Dialectic of Crmque New York:
State University of New York Press, 2001, p. 56.
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representing subject’.**

To reiterate, Althusser argues that the ‘imaginary representation’ of the real world are at
the centre of every 1deology and it is the imaginary nature of this relation which underlies
all the imaginary distortion that we can observe. The ‘material existence’ of ideology is
understood by Althusser to be a contingent consequence of the imaginary. That is, if an
individual believes in God, Duty or Justice, efc., he/she participates in certain regular
practices (goes to church, submits unconditionally to the rule of law, efc.). As a
consequence of these beliefs, the individual adopts a certain attitude towards those ideas
that make 1t difficult to hold other beliefs (as this would be either inconsistent, cynical or
perverse). In other words, ‘the 1deas of a human subject appear in his actions which go to
define him as an individual’ (LP, 167-168). Althusser argues that the ideological
representation of any belief system must constitute the absolute and concrete reality of
the individual within it, as it 1s the imaginary i1deological image that goes to define the

material practices and rituals of an individual or social group.

Involved in this shift is the influential work of Jacques Lacan whose writings provide
Althusser with a way of thinking ideological representation as a necessary condition of
lived experience. Drawing on Lacan’s theorising of the ‘symbolic’, ‘imaginary’ and the
‘real’, Althusser develops a new image of ideological representation. Ideology is now
seen to adapt individuals to their social functions by providing them with an 1imaginary
model of the whole. It is not only a case of the child misrecognising himself/herself as
‘whole’® in order to function in the structures of daily life; Althusser argues that the
same logic applies to a collective ‘misrecognition’ of ideological representation; what

appears to be the normative is in fact a constructed fiction. Yet it is precisely this type of

¥ The Abyss of Representation, p. 8. |
S For Lacan, the developing child comes to perceive itself as a ‘Gestalt’, that is to say, as a fixed and

constant exteriority. This mimetic self perception is seen by Lacan to exist as a ‘mirage ’-, a :Q,ymb_olic
representation that 1s 1n stark contrast to the turbulent movements that ‘the subject feels are animating him’.
I acan continues, ‘The mirror stage is a drama whose internal thrust is precipitated from insufficiency to
anticipate - and which manufactures for the subject, caught up in the lure of special identification, the
succession of phantasies that extends from a fragmented body-image to form a totality Fhat I shal} cgll
orthopaedic — and, Jastly, to the assumption of the armour of an alienating identity, which will mark W}th 1ts
rigid structure the subject’s entire mental development.” Jaques Lacan, Ecrits, London: Tavistock

Publications, 1977, p. 4.
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|mis]representation (the imaginary) that allows the subject to function as a social being.

As Eagleton describes, this reconceptualisation involves a new understanding of our

subjective relation to ideological structures:

Althusser tries to shift us from a cognitive to an effective theory of ideology — which is
not necessarily to deny that ideology contains certain cognitive elements, or to reduce it

to the merely subjective. It is certainly subjective in the sense of being subject-centred: its

utterances are to be deciphered as expressive of a speaker’s attitude to lived relations to

the world. *°

In short, Althusser’s conception of ideological representation is a totalising formulation.
It goes to establish a dialectic between mimetic representation — which ‘re-presents’ an
image of the subject 1n society’s structures — and the representation of society’s structure
and mechanism — which ‘represents’ the subject through a mental image of his/her
relation to society. This ideological totality moves beyond many of the sharp distinctions
that characterise Marx’s thinking. Society’s reliance on both mimetic and 1deological
modes of representation is acknowledged by Althusser (perhaps by subjecting Marx to a
psychoanalytic theory of symbolic representation). Most importantly, however, 1deology

is no longer considered as ‘pure illusion’ but theorised as a real phenomenon of daily life.

Althusser’s role in considering the critical status of illusion in social space marks an
important step in this investigation. No longer is it a case of thinking society’s structures
as a relation between inside and outside or between false consciousness and the natural
light of the real. With Althusser, we move beyond the position of the outside observer
(Plato and Marx) to consider how representation can be thought from within. That 1s,
rather than stepping outside the illusions produced by mimetic and 1deological
representation we are forced to understand ourselves caught within those illusions.
Moreover, the causality of economic mechanisms in which the appearances of everyday
life are understood as a direct consequence of a hidden ideological essence which, as |

explore in Chapter Two in relation to Marx’s theory of commodity fetishism, 1s rethought

- —

4 1deology, p- 19
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In a new conceptual framework. As William C. Dowling suggests, Althusser is faced with

the problem of examining the functional relations among society’s elements without

seeing them as an expression of a hidden essence:

S0 1t 1s not 1n an essence hidden behind or beneath the surface of things that Althusser
will seek explanation of social reality, but in the relations among elements of the
superstructure as conceived in classical Marxism. Moreover, Althusser’s notion of
structural causality will derive from a curious fact about structure itself: that a structure is
always more than the sum of its parts. That is, once added up the elements of a structure
and the relations among them we find ourselves confronting a totality that can be seen as

such only as it includes something else, and this something else is nothing other than the

structure itself. *’

With this ‘relation among elements’ we can begin to think of the relation between
differentiated modes of illusion. That is, rather than being placed in opposition to the
real, the relation between different modes of representation are comprehended as a
structural causality in which, as Dowling puts it, the parts of a structure and the relations
among them constitute something ‘else’. With Althusser we see how this totality
becomes recognised as society at large, as ideology as a whole. Representation is one of
many elements which do not derive from a hidden essence or metaphysical cause but

maintain some autonomy from a single governing force while, at the same time, existing

in a structure of relations.

The influence of Althusser on Jameson’s theorisation of postmodern space has already
been well documented.*® Moreover, Jameson describes how Althusser’s redefinition of

the ideological supports a new understanding of space when he writes:

The Althusserian concept now allows us to rethink these specialized geographical and

cartographic issues in terms of a social space — 1n terms for example of social class and

[ ey

7 Dowling, William C. Jameson, Althusser, Marx: an introduction to the political unconscious, London:

Methuen, 1984, p. 66.
48 1 addition to Dowling’s work (cited above) Steven Helmling (The Success and Failure of Fredric

Jameson) and George Hartley (The Abyss of Representation) explore the relationship between Althusser
and Jameson in some depth.
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national or international context, in terms of the ways in which we all necessarily also

cognitively map our individual social relationship to local national and international class
realities. (PM, 52)

With Althusser and Jameson we see how the mimetic and the 1deological are not only

bridged through ideological networks (Althusser), but how ‘social space’ 1nvolves an

experience of local, national and global systems (Jameson).

The 1ssue at stake, however, remains with the strong relation between Jameson and Marx.

This 1s not simply an issue of Jameson’s Marxism but a question of how this theoretical

influence carries with it an inscribed Platonism.

Jameson: Postmodern Space

On the surface of things it would appear that Jameson’s analysis of representation is in
stark contrast to the theories of Plato and Marx. Jameson seemingly rejects the Platonic
assertion that the way things appear bears little relation to their proper meaning.
Moreover, 1t would seem that Jameson 1s arguing with an entirely different logic: ‘“What
we must now affirm 1s that it 1s precisely this whole extraordinary demoralizing and

depressing original new global space which 1s the ‘moment of truth’ of postmodernism’

(PM, 49).

The representations of the cultural realm are for Jameson a clear expression ot our current
reality under late capitalism. Like Althusser, Jameson theorises society’s structures in a
(spatial) totality. The invisible structures that Marx thought to generate a false
consciousness of actual material activity are for Jameson available ‘within’ the distorting
mediations of representation. This shift in approach is explained by Jameson as an
outward expression of capitalism’s great mutation from a society of production
(modernism) to a society of reproduction (postmodernism). But to argue that
representation is now the site of (some) truth by no means rids it of the suspicion and

anxiety that we have seen to characterise Plato and Marx. In short, Jameson’s dialectical
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analysis of representation does not offer a lasting alternative to the outmoded divisions

that continue to determine representation as a false and alienating counter to the real.

Although Jameson acknowledges the dominance of representation throughout
contemporary experience, there remains an underlying desire to replace it with a ‘higher’
representational form of ‘global cognitive mapping’ (PM, 54), a form that, as I will later
consider, allows us to regain some control over the spaces that we occupy.”’ The problem
for Jameson 1s not so much the fusion of the representation with reality but the fact that
the real has come to exist as a mode of representation.” This blurring of distinctions is
taken to signal the disappearance of our ability to locate ourselves both cognitively and
spatially. Jameson believes that the current representation of all things through global
information and multinational computer networks has caused the disappearance of history
and suggests that our perception of the world seen through images has led to a ‘historical
amnesia’. That 1s, the images that are available to perception are removed from any
historical meaning. Global communication and media networks instead give
representation to a series of perpetual presents. The (visual) information that 1s produced
by those networks is detached from any historical or social context. With this new phase
of postmodern reproduction, representation has been removed from any single point of
origin. The copy is now impossible because all traces of history have disappeared. What
was once a supplement to the real has now freed itself to become the primary designator
of all that exists (simulacra). In short, Jameson suggests that late capitalism’s
development from mechanisms of production to new and advanced modes of
reproduction has eroded any sense of historical meaning. Without any knowledge of the

past our society has become fragmented and now exists in a state of disorientation and

9 This is Jameson’s argument paraphrased. In the last section of this chapter I consider the proposed
representational form (cognitive mapping) in more detail.

0 The ‘real’ is understood by Jameson to be produced by the historical and socioeconomic conditions of
postmodern space. This, then, involves not only spatial, but media representations of every kind: ‘The
argument for authenticity in these otherwise patently ideological productions depends on the prior
proposition that what we have been calling postmodern (or multinational) space is not merely a cultural
ideology or fantasy but has genuine historical (and socioeconomic) reality as the third great original
expansion of capitalism around the globe...” (PM, 49). However, it is the immediate, disorientating and
:mmersive nature of postmodern space and the representations therein that negate the ‘genuine’ and
authentic’ realities of social space. Consequently, Jameson argues that a new mode of representation 1s

needed (cognitive mapping).
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vertigo. Jameson believes that this development is particularly evident in postmodern
architecture where the old means of orientation have been deliberately broken down and

replaced by a disorientating experience of space (the Bonaventure).

As a counter to this ‘dematerialisation’ of both history and space Jameson theorises
postmodernism within a framework of Marxist theory which attempts to assert a
matenialist critique of the forces of capital, or in Jameson's case, the forces of
multinational capitalism. Jameson argues that the dominance of representation (which
now operates on a global scale) re-presents social and cultural activity as a series of
perpetual presents. That is, the configuration of everything into images exists detached
from 1ts particular or original moment in history. With the mutation of ideology into built

space Jameson argues that there 1s an even greater erasure of a materialist past.

In their analysis of postmodern theory, Steven Best and Douglas Kellner describe the

nature of Jameson’s engagement with Marxist cultural criticism:

Jameson's postmodern Marxism is the first attempt to combine Marxian and postmodern
positions, contextualizing postmodernism within the development of capitalism, while
engaging postmodern positions in order to rethink Marxist theory and politics in the

51
contemporary €ra.

Best and Kellner go on to argue that Jameson's theory 1s overly totalising, exaggerating
some tendencies (hyperreality and schizophrenia) which, they believe, do not in fact

stand as the dominant features of postmodern society: ‘Jameson tends to inflate insights

that apply to limited sectors of contemporary social life into overly general concepts

representing all social spheres, thereby failing to analyse each sector in its specificity.” ’

For Best and Kellner, Jameson is almost too postmodemn: ‘Jameson is seduced by the
siren song of extreme postmodernism and exaggerates certain cultural tendencies.’>”

What is at stake for Best and Kellner is not so much Jameson's combining of Marxism

’1 Best, Steven and Douglas Kellner, Postmodern Theory: Critical Interrogations, London: Macmillan,

1991, p. 183.
52 postmodern Theory, p. 188.

53 postmodern Theory, p. 192.
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and postmodernism, but what they consider to be his privileging of postmodern cultural
analysis over a Marxian political critique. Jameson's engagement with postmodern theory
1s for Best and Kellner somewhat 'extreme' and because of this they argue that Jameson

‘obscures the economic and class determination of culture that he otherwise wants to

foreground.”>*:

He (Jameson) uses Marxism to contextualize postmodernism as a new cultural logic of
capitalism and adopts postmodern positions to theorize late capitalist culture as a culture
of 1mage, simulacra fragmentation, pastiche, and schizophrenia. But those postmodern

positions are sometimes incompatible with or detract from his Marxist position.™

Best and Kellner’s analysis goes on to establish the contradictory nature of postmodern
and Marxist positions. Although Best and Kellner bring a sobering voice to the hysteria
of Jameson’s writing, there appears a stubborn avoidance of any critique of Jameson’s
return to a Marxian mode of analysis. Put simply, Best and Kellner attack Jameson for

negating ‘his Marxist position’ but fail to problematise Jameson’s ‘Marxist’ reading of

postmodern culture.

Postmodernism or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism most clearly reflects Jameson’s
attempts to theorise postmodern culture through a Marxist critique. Like Marx, Jameson
attempts to make us conscious of the discrepancy between contemporary subjectivity and
the proper, original or real moment of being that capitalism 1s understood to have now
destroyed. The abundance of representations that are generated through global
information and computer networks are seen by Jameson to have advanced far beyond
our ability to comprehend them, ‘postmodern hyperspace has finally succeeded in
transcending the capacities of the individual human body to locate itself...” (PM, 44).
Jameson returns to Marx to again suggest that the materialist activity that once allowed
men to transform their surroundings to suit their needs has somehow been reversed. That
is, ideological representation (in the guise of multinational capitalism) now transtorms
men to suit its needs. Jameson’s adherence to Marx is then a means for him to reiterate

e

54 postmodern Theory, p. 192.
55 postmodern Theory, p. 192.
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Marx’s call for the material relations of social activity and labour (that once allowed men

to act on their surroundings in a way that benefited their ‘real’ interests).

: . L
Jameson’s task, however, is more complex than a mere recontextualisation of Marx’s

materialism. Jameson’s (Marxian) reading of postmodern space turns to the issue of the
relation between two modes of spatial representation. That is, Jameson asks if
postmodern space can now be read as a new representational image, if the mutation of
1deological representation into architectural space might offer some ‘privileged’ insight

mto the inner workings of the much larger representational form of late capitalism.>

I want to suggest that our faulty representations of some immense communicational and
computer network are themselves but a distorted figuration of something even deeper,
namely, the whole world system of a present day multinational capitalism. The
technology of contemporary society is therefore mesmerizing and fascinating not so
much 1n 1ts own right but because it seems to offer some privileged representational
shorthand for grasping a network of power and control even more difficult for our minds

and 1maginations to grasp: the whole new decentred global network of the third stage of

capitalism itself. (PM, 38)

In other words, mimetic representation and ideological representation are located 1n a
single totality, the relation between these illusory modes of space 1s of great importance
as it is the visible forms of postmodern space that provide an ‘entry point’ into the
ideological structures that shape our beliefs. That is, for Jameson, the ‘faulty
representations’ we encounter in the spaces of daily praxis ‘offer some privileged
representational shorthand for grasping a network of power and control even more
difficult for our minds and imaginations to grasp: the whole new decentred global

network of the third stage of capital itself” (PM, 38).

56 1 develop this formulation in Chapter Four by looking at the relation between what I describe as two
distinct modes of spatial 1illusion; the transcendental: transubstantiation, and the representational:
experiential placemaking. 1 argue that this coexistence of divergent modes of illusion in built space signals

an important point of disruption. However, this view runs counter to Jameson’s analysis which claims a
linear and ‘logical’ progression of multinational capitalism into postmodern space.
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For the most part Jameson does not develop the critical possibilities that emerge through
this ‘relation between elements’. Instead, postmodern space 1s theorised as a passive
vessel for ideological imperatives and consequently slips back into the old Marxist
structure of cause and effect and base and superstructure. Once again 1t 1s a case of what
1S visible to perception being far removed from reality and truth. While those things that
appear to perception are not theorised as an inversion of a ‘natural’ or ‘authentic origin’
(camera obscura), the global networks of multinational capitalism stand as a hidden
essence that directs our experience of space and the representational realities therein.
Like Marx and Plato, Jameson focuses his attention on the complicity of (postmodern)
space to argue that 1deological representation is increasingly ‘strengthened and
intensified’ by the mimetic products of cultural representation. Moreover, our ability to

‘act’ and ‘struggle’ 1s ‘neutralized by our spatial as well as our social confusion’ (PM,
54).

The question of how Jameson’s understanding of postmodern space is inscribed (through
Marx) with a Platonic logic is most clearly represented in his preferred representational
figure: cognitive mapping. As Hartley has argued, cognitive mapping ‘presses the

representational apparatus to its limits, to the moment of its breakdown that casts up the

257

1llusion of the beyond in its current historical state.’”’ Rather than functioning as a means

to span the gap between individual experience and knowledge of the whole (as Althusser

characterised ideology), I will now consider how cognitive mapping moves us into the

metaphysical terrain of the unrepresentable.

Cognitive Mapping
Jameson’s belief in the disappearance of any critical distance in postmodern space leads
him to stress the importance of spatial issues in the cultural realm; that is, the 1ssue of

how one might locate oneself or more specifically, regain control over the disorientating

placelessness of postmodern space:

5T The Abyss of Representation, p, 226.
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T'he conception of space that has been developed here suggests that a model of political

culture appropriate to our own situation will necessarily have to raise spatial issues as its

fundamental organising concern. (PM, 51)

Jameson argues that the reclaiming of social and cultural space from the spectacular,
distorting and alienating effects of late capitalism is a question of spatial representation.

Central to Jameson’s argument is the notion of ‘cognitive mapping’:

Disalienation in the traditional city, then, involves the practical reconquest of a sense of
place and the construction or reconstruction of an articulated ensemble which can be

retamed i memory and which the individual subject can map and remap along the

moment of mobile, alternative trajectories. (PM, 51)

Jameson takes this mode of spatial representation from Kevin Lynch’s book, The Image
of the City, which seeks out an alternative to the alienating grid system of American cities
such as New Jersey which no longer contains the traditional spatial markers such as
‘monuments’, ‘nodes’, ‘natural boundaries’ and ‘built perspectives’. Lynch argues for
legibility 1n the urban setting, stressing the importance of the ‘environmental image’,
which functions as a ‘generalised mental picture of the exterior physical world.”>® The
environmental image 1s argued by Lynch to join the immediate sensation of a place with
a memory of an experience. The environmental image is then used by the individual to
Interpret information and navigate the body through space. This mode of spatial
representation demands the reinstatement of the familiar landmarks that could be found in

older cities (Lynch cites Florence) to allow for a sense of place, way finding and

disalienation.

Jameson is quick to point out that Lynch’s representational model does not refer to a

mimetic form but to a ‘precartographic’ form:

The cognitive map 1s not exactly mimetic in that older sense; indeed, the theoretical

3 Lynch, Kevin. The Image of the City, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1960, p. 4.
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Issues 1t possesses allows us to renew the analysis of representation on a higher and much

more complex level. (PM, 51)

This “higher’ mode of representation does not refer to map making, which is seen to fix a
single image of the environment in the mind of the individual. J ameson 1nstead suggests
cognitive mapping to be more fluid as a representational form, ‘like diagrams centred
around a still-subject which mark out key features of a journey’ (PM, 52). The notion of a
type of itinerary that can unfold in space is for Jameson what is needed to regain a sense
of location. Cognitive mapping combines the real with the Imaginary so that a familiarity
exists between the individual and his or her environment. Instead of a sign or a map that
might mark out a linear route through urban space, cognitive mapping exist as a distinct

mental 1mage that gives the individual the freedom to map and remap alternative

trajectories.

As we have seen, the relation between the physical city and the vaster network of
society’s structures is understood by Jameson to exist as a single totality. To argue this
(Marxian) notion of society’s structures as a dialectical totality, Jameson turns to
Althusser’s redefinition of ideology as ‘the representation of the subject imaginary
relationship to his or her real conditions of existence’ (LP, 162). Cognitive mapping is
seen by Jameson to follow Althusser’s formula, the image of the totality is gained
through this ‘higher’ form of representation (cognitive mapping) which bridges the
‘imaginary’ with the ‘real’. This new aesthetic formula 1s thought to integrate the
subject’s immediate existential experience with a knowledge of a larger social whole.
Jameson’s analysis of representation therefore seeks to develop Lynch’s analysis of city
planning into the much broader question of postmodern culture. Jameson turns from
urban space to social or ideological space to suggest the disappearance of any social,
political or cultural ‘familianity’ or ‘location’. In this way Jameson argues that cognitive

mapping is not merely a procedure for way finding, but a necessary means of locating the

1deological:

Surely this is what the cognitive map is called upon to do in the narrower framework of

daily life in the physical city: to enable a situational representation on the part of the
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individual subject to that vaster and properly unrepresentable totality which is the

ensemble of society’s structures as a whole. (PM, 51)

The fixing of postmodern space to a series of spatial markers that can be recognised and
remembered by the subject is key to locating the imaginary, which takes its cue from ‘the
real conditions of existence’ (PM, 51).”” In this way the architectural space of the modem
city 1s a clear expression of the ideological status of society. If we are unable to navigate

our bodies around the space that defines our ‘real conditions’ (the Bonaventure) we

apparently lose our ability to locate ourselves both socially and politically.

The central point that runs throughout PM is that we have to find some new way of
representing ourselves in space. If we are to ‘begin to grasp our positioning as individuals
and collective subjects and regain a capacity to act and struggle which is at present is

neutralized by our spatial as well as our social confusion’ (PM, 54), Jameson believes

that we must seek out a new and previously unimagined mode of representation.

What Jameson appears to be proposing, however, is a new representational form that has
all the characteristics of a Platonic ideal. Cognitive mapping might in this way be argued
to simply reinstate an old metaphysical logic to suggest a representational counter to the
[misjrepresentations of late capitalism. This ‘representational real’ remains set 1n
opposition to the copies of contemporary culture that are seen by Jameson to have been
colonised by a developed mode of ideological representation. This view 1s supported by

Hartley when he asks:

Does Jameson’s turn to regulative judgment (cognitive mapping must function as 1f 1t
were in fact capable of mapping some posited pre-existing, yet unrepresentable ‘real’
substratum) in a determining judgment (whereby cognitive mapping gives us some kind

of genuine knowledge of the substratum).®

The point here is that the real conditions of existence are for Jameson not real enough and

e

% Here Jameson is quoting directly from Althusser (see, LP, 162).
% The Abyss of Representation, p. 225.
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the representational tools that are now available are a logical extension of late capitalism.
The clarity of Plato’s attack on representation is here delivered at high speed through the
emphatic rhetoric of Jameson’s analysis. The rational and grounding 1mage of cognitive
mapping suggests an ideal form of representation. This ‘higher’ representational mode is
somehow 1mmune to the sublimating hold of the ideological. In this way Jameson creates
a (Platonic) order between copies: (i) the global information and media networks (being
of the lowest grade); (ii) the cultural realm, which can be read as a ‘representational
shorthand for grasping a network of power and control even more difficult for our minds

and 1maginations to grasp: the whole new decentred global network of the third stage of
capitalism 1itself” (PM, 38). This second order of copies is of a greater value because it
contains ‘moments of truth’ which are both mesmerising and catastrophic; (iii) cognitive
mapping, Jameson’s ideal form of representation and the least ‘representational’ of the
three orders. Like Althusser’s formula for the ideological, cognitive mapping bridges the
imaginary with the real. But unlike multinational capitalism, cognitive mapping ‘endows
the individual subject with some new heightened sense of place in the global system’
(PM, 54). Like Plato’s belief in the foundational truths of abstract thought, Jameson
points to a mode of representation that can offer the individual unmediated access to the
greater realities and truths of our postmodern condition, a representational system that
will ‘enable a situational representation on the part of the individual subject to the vaster

and properly unrepresentable totality’” (PC, 51).

While Jameson is proposing a dialectical approach to thinking representation in space, we
find that it remains inscribed by an outmoded conceptual framework that privileges
abstract thought over perception. Although Jameson’s Marxian method begins with the
real experiences of people, representation remains set in a system of hierarchical and
metaphysical oppositions. Moreover, the singularity that