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			“Real life is becoming indistinguishable from the movies.”
(Adorno and Horkheimer, 1972:126)

			Introduction: To Somewhere Where 
the Last Word Does Not Exist 

			Prendergast defines the film as “a work of art, the product of creative intention. Inasmuch as the artist’s vision is informed by myth, ideology, or personal biography, interpretation opens out into multiple dimensions” (1986:243), Dworkin sees the cinema ‘as the most glamorous exemplar of mass-oriented, technologically-produced media’ (1977:96), while Ruppert points out the multi-dimensional aspect of the cinema in the way that “the “cinematic apparatus” is shaped by technological, cultural, and historical determinants; viewers are identified by class, gender, and various interpretive and ideological priorities” (1989:29), still Williams focuses on the part of audience endeavoring to describe the nature of film as “[it] is not what happens on the screen, but what happens between the audience and the screen” (1971:8). Whatever points are focused or neglected regarding the definition or description of the cinematic art, the main issue of the cinema seems to be too much dependent on “how the cinema works to construct, interpellate and reproduce its viewer as subject, how it solicits actual moviegoers to identify with and through ideologically marked positions of subjectivity (Hansen, 1993:197). The varying processes of mediation which is closely affiliated with the cinematic creation are ‘inextricably intertwined’ with ideology; and since “mediation is an ideological process, whilst ideology becomes visible the moment that mediation processes are pinned down” (Buckingham, 1986:81), “the semiotics of film itself [becomes] ideological in several senses” (Henderson, 1975:20). 

			In today’s from-all-aspects chaotic life, when some claim great narratives have reached to an end with “the end of history,” one claim is surely out of suspect: ideology is based and dominant in both circles of complicated individuality and sociality. In today’s somehow post-modernized social life, it a division is expected to have been already constructed through a proper classification between art and industry, culture and entertainment, meaning and profit. However, the division and its discriminations achieved so far are not able to function so as to challenge the economic, ideological and aesthetic bases of the cinematic institution as it unfortunately exists in today’s life. As of the nature of cinema—as both a sort of art, communication and technology—Caroll argues that “motion pictures [are] our dominant mass art, one that is so widespread, internationally pervasive, and accessible across boundaries of class and culture” (1985:80), that naturally directs us to search for the link between ideology in general and the cinematic art. There has been of course no coincidence that “many writers from the 1920s ... invented a range of metaphors to describe film as a language or a universally intelligible form,” and in this way, “historians of film theory have characterized this response as ‘the celebration of film as a new “universal language” ‘(Frey, 2010:324). Where ‘a universal language’ is in concern, there stands a must to seek for the ideological conception. Whereas “a film text is only a means for communicating a set of values and ideas and whether these ideas are political or not, the film still embodies ideological precepts,” the link between a film and ideology may or may not be direct or open, “in most cases, a given film will translate the dominant ideology of the cultural context into an easily “read” text” (Kiernan, 1990:93). In any way, as the film represents something from life and “representation is ideological” (Gidal, 1984:25).

			At the early days of cinema, its ideological aspect was surely not at front. It only throughout a certain time “developed into an ideological vehicle of unprecedented power. However massive its political and social consequences, it was the result of an over-determined convergence” (Burch, 1979:84). In 1977, Dworkin warned that “the overtones of social and political awareness, hinting the ideological proselytization of the people, by the cinema, and for a new order, that was to come” (1977:95). Then came the contemporary film theory after its chronological growing process: “the period beginning in the late 1960s and early 1970s when semiotics, structuralism, and psychoanalysis were regarded as methodological antidotes to a “soft” and unscientific humanist film criticism, and Marxist cultural critique and feminist theory were regarded as ideological antidotes to bourgeois and patriarchal aestheticism” (Sobchack, 2004:56). For some thinkers standing at the side of opposition and criticism, like Buckland “film theory (like all theory) is [nothing more than] a form of speculative thought that aims to make visible the underlying structures and absent causes that confer order and intelligibility upon films” (2009:5). Rothman, too, blames the film theory to be conflicting as it considers classical cinema only as a repressive ideological system, a system thoroughly implicated in the dominant and dominating social order” (2004:367).

			The issue how ideology relates to film has been dimensioned along 60ies. “since the 1960s the prevailing tension in film theory has been between Marxism and psychoanalysis, both of which address the central issue of ideology. Psychoanalysis contributes to the theorization of a Marxian definition of ideology and in turn, this Marxian theorization itself has produced a shift in modernism” (MacDonald, 2009:35); ages-old “Look at the cambaz” metaphor in Turkish culture, then, was reflected by the culture industry approach by the representatives of the Frankfurt School. They had some well-placed questions to understand the relationship between film and society, and precise replies at the same time: 

			What effect did the integration of film into the capitalist culture industries have on it and its audiences? As a part of mass culture, what connection was there between film aesthetics and the reproduction of the capitalist social order? How did film technology and its industrial nature inscribe within it the contradictions of capitalist society? How does fi lm and mass culture generally displace, suppress and marginalize class? What potential was there to disrupt, disturb and problematize film’s relationship to capitalist socioeconomic relations? ... What mode of consumption, what kind of spectatorship would alternative film practices seek to foster? (Wayne, 2005:1-2).

			Stoddart’s notes on how Horkheimer and Adorno describe the ‘culture industry’ put a different light to the issue that might assist for a better comprehension:

			[it] is an ensemble of media forms (film, newspapers, radio) that transmits ideological representations of the world to the masses ... contemporary culture does ideological work by representing the capitalist mode of production as the only possible world, as something unchangeable. This ideological system depicts people as essentially the same, regardless of class position ... The culture industry is also a homogenizing force that renders people more alike, while promoting a false sense of individuality” ... [and according to Herbert Marcuse] “in the “one-dimensional” society of the twentieth century, capital incorporates the working classes into an ever-increasing standard of living. The expansion of scientific and technological rationality allows an ever-increasing number of people to overcome material scarcity. Through this process, elites secure the consent of subordinate groups to their unequal participation in capitalist relations of production. Where people can more easily meet their “true needs,” their attention turns to the “false needs” that the capitalist classes construct. (2007:198).

			“To focus on the film as a statement of ideology” (Feldmann, 1995:53), and, placing “individual films into a larger social, economic, and political context, analyzing the implicit or explicit ideology they convey” have been of the nature of the cinematic art (Gaggi, 1978:467), though it is argued that “there is no such thing as ‘world cinema’ ... there is, however, a great diversity of world cinemas, each with their own unique set of historical, ideological, social, cultural, industrial and economic circumstances and determinants” (Chapman, 2003:33-34). To echo the same point, Gottdiner refers a multiple thinkers (Kellner, 1989; Eagleton, 1983; Denzin, 1991; Said, 1979; Jameson, 1981; Fraser, 1989) for that they “emphasize the way systems of class, patriarchal, and racial domination are propagated through popular cultural forms, such as novels, visual images, music, or cinema” (1993:655). 

			To answer the question of whether ideology should definitely be sought within films, Reati quotes from Fredric James as “that under every individual text lie collective and often unconscious political readings of reality. It is the task of the critic, he asserts, to show how individual texts re-write “a prior historical or ideological ‘subtext’ [which] is not immediately present as such [...] but rather must itself always be (re)constructed after the fact.” This means that the critic must study the works not only as individual utterances but also as part of a collective voice that emerges from their sum total (1989:24-25). While Lehman defends that “a responsible film theory and criticism curriculum will include substantial units of ideological scholarship” (1988:49), Prince claims that ideology is everywhere cinema is in concern “even in pornography” that many would not set an affiliation with ideological concern (1990:31); Robertson, in the same vein, sees a film such an ideological medium even the sound record of which may be directed for ideological targets (2006). For Green, the modification of ideologization might be simple: “‘conventional ideology’ may be suggested in a film ‘without being overtly or didactically’ [without] interfer[ing] with narrative pleasure” (1993:116). Oddly enough, Balazs was quoted where he relates the very devices of cinema, such as close-up, angle, montage, and editing—promotes a “new psychological effect” and that effect “includes contradictions, repressions, and false-consciousness,” which simply opens the cinematic art fully to the field of ideologication (MacDonald, 2009:37). Even film adaptations that are mostly “seen as autonomous aesthetic works, as penetrating critical interpretations of literature,” contain “ideological structures” (Sobchack, 1980:289).

			A “cult of cosmopolitanism, with its accompanying disdain for the parochialism of the national,” reigns in cinematic ideologization (Roberts, 1998:67). “Entertainment cinema provides surrogate satisfactions,” and makes “life more bearable than it is” (Scheunemann, 2005:279-280). Popular films blind people for the unbearable sides of life, and “simply reinforce our subjection to ideology” (Smith, 1995:124). Likewise, Buckingham points out the first ring of the capitalist production chain while questing for the ideological affectivity of a [cinematic] text claiming that it “can be defined in terms of the interests it serves, which are identical with the interests of those who produce it” (1986:87). The general systems of the common capitalist production contain certain public spheres, and these public spheres “reproduce the ideological, exclusionary mechanisms of the bourgeois prototype, they also aim, for economic reasons, at a maximum of inclusion (Hansen, 1993:204), which naturally confirms the view that ‘cinematic realism captures, reproduces, and communicates’ ‘the preexisting general cultural condition [ideology]’ [by] ‘absorbing an ideological message through the form of realist film narratives (Knight, 1997:41).

		

	
		
			Ideology: Towards a Quest for 
Definition and Functionality

			If Worland’s claim that “all of Western culture is nothing less than totalitarian ideology” (1995:43) is not considered as an extremity, any kind of literary work on human sciences needs to focus on the issue of ideology. No matter a diversity of views has been witnessed ranking from an evolutionary human thought (Kinloch and Mohan, 2000:7) to that ideology does not mean much all along the complex affiliation-web of the universe but only “hardcore ideologues tend to place ideas in states of binary opposition, in “either/or” categories, even when strict logic does not dictate mutual-exclusivity” (Gaggi, 1978:462). Freeden tries a simplification to remove the turbidity declaring that “ideology is best conceived as a ‘thought–action’, or in more precise terms ‘a form of thought–behavior that penetrates all [social and] political practice’” (Malesevic, 2006:88-89). 

			Hawkes dates the coining of the term ideology to 1796 that Destutt De Tracy invented the term ideology and that it meant “the science of ideas,” and “originates as a ‘meta-science’, a science of science” (2003:59-60). The term ideology, like many other terms utilized in human sciences, does not possess a clear and consistent meaning. The term approximately refers to “systems of beliefs about human conduct” (Kinloch and Mohan, 2000:9). Williams offers three senses for a better comprehension: “1) a system of beliefs characteristic of a particular class or group; (2) a system of illusory beliefs—false ideas or false consciousness—which can be contrasted with true or scientific knowledge; and (3) the general process of meanings and ideas (1983:152-157). Van Dijk cuts short from a social point of view expressing ideology is “the basis of the social representations shared by members of a group” (1998:8), while for Culler an ideology is only “a theory” far from the possibilities of realistic practice “which justifies particular economic, political, and intellectual practices by concealing their historical origins and making them the natural components of an interpreted world” (1973:471). Robbe-Grillet and Morrisette point out an absence of innocence and good intention where they describe ideology as an “established order which is masked as natural order, which pretends to be not a creation of the society but, on the contrary, a sort of divine law dictated (1977:4). In not exactly the same but much a similar vein, Schneider sees ideology as “a cluster of ideas that rationalize some status quo or some status devoutly to be wished (1988:61). Making the issue seem to be more complicated, Neale draws a two dimensional perspective where he claims that

			Ideology, as a general concept, can be understood as comprising, on the one hand, the field of representations in discourse, a field which crosses the social formation and its practices as a whole: every practice always and necessarily involves a discursive moment; on the other hand, along with the economic and the political, ideology—the ideological—is a particular instance within a social formation, an instance comprising practices whose specific product and terrain of intervention is discursive representation and the apparatuses and institutions that specifically provide supports for these practices. (1977:18).

			Ideologies are sometimes considered interestingly to be both the “systems of discursive effects organizing conflict, negotiation, and cooperation among people interacting around some institution or set of linked institutions,” and “effects including beliefs and generic subject positions whereby speech, texts, and other productions are infused with import and sustenance” (Schleiner, 1999:287), which enlarges the impact sphere of the concept in the way of adding the probable “effects” of ideological motive in the scope. Nevertheless, there are denigrating assessments as well as Eagleton regards ideology “as a discursive or semiotic phenomenon,” nothing more (1991:194). For Barthes ideology equals to myth (Fell, 1981:59) (Lovell, 1973:117), and ideology, “or doxa, not only forces us to produce, to speak or write in a certain way, it forces us to take sides, and compels us to choose a camp” (Watts, 2005:24). His studies “to dissect the sign systems in Western culture were aimed “to uncover layers of ideology in capitalist societies” (Mukerji and Schudson, 1986:60). Adorno relates the concept in a rather narrowed sense with “the free market ideology of the nineteenth century,” which he considers “allowed the cultural sphere a relative autonomy from the forces of production, has given way in the twentieth century to a domination of the form of exchange in all realms of social existence” (Allen, 1987:76). Post-structuralists, such as Deleuze, Guattari and Foucault, and deconstructionists, such as Derrida and his followers, ideology is “a textual or discursive construction which aims at legitimation of particular points of view that are grand narratives or foundationalist doctrines” (Lyotard 1984, 1989; Derrida 1978; Deleuze and Guattari 1977); ideology is, “operationalized within particular speech communities-it is [nothing more than] talk, image and text” (Gottdiener, 1993:656). In the field of cinematic art, Bordwell and Thompson are quoted to be asserting that ideology is a “relatively coherent system of values, beliefs, or ideas shared by some social group and often taken for granted as natural or inherently true” (Preis, 1990:18-19). 

			Marx and Bourgeois Ideology

			Marx’s basic concern of ideology is a very well-known fact: it is a mere false consciousness, which has been rather contentious. An orthodox definition of ideology that Terry Eagleton offers expands the Marxist perspective in a compact way: “ideology [is] a part of the super structure. Its function is to maintain and legitimate the “power of the social class which owns the means of economic production ... Ideology [is] shared values and ideas, taken for granted as natural and true, used to sustain the well-being of the governing powers” (Preis, 1990:18-19). On the other hand, Marx’s definition of ideology related to the function of a camera obscura—‘an upside down image in the consciousness seemed to restrict it to the abstract sphere of ideas and the mind’ (Prince, 1990:31)—is highly argumentative that some even claim that definition to be just a youthful fault (Mitchell, 1987:170). 

			The fact that Marx goes too far by claiming that there is no text that “can be innocent of an ideological component” (Schneider, 1988:60), is weakened by regarding “only partially true” (Silberman, 1987:454). Zizek, too, does not accept that ideology is “simply a false consciousness, an illusory representation of reality (1989:15-16). It is to be sure, Marxism means the capitalist bourgeois ideology when and where the concept of ideology is in concern. The traditional Marxism defines ideology as something “generated by class society through which the dominant class comes to provide the general conceptual framework for a society’s members, thus furthering the economic and political interests of that class” (Stam et al, 1992: 21-22). Calhoon, too, blames bourgeois ideology for “camouflage[ing] economic adventurousness as restraint and made restraint the touchstone of aesthetics synonymous with interiority” (Calhoon, 2000:154).

			Althusser Tracing Marx: The Godfather 
in the Sphere of Ideology 

			It was the late 1960s and early 1970s when the French Marxist Louis Althusser started to have a major impact and make the study of ideology and ‘the subject’. Althusser stands as a significant figure as he “stressed that ideology is grounded in institutional practices and concrete social relationships” and that “ideology was not so much ideas that imagined themselves independent of material circumstances but ideas that necessarily offered the subject an imaginary relationship to their real conditions of existence.” The ecole called as the Althusserian criticism searched for the role of humanitarian texts in determining the position of the subject “to make sense of itself in ways that conceal contradictions within the social order, the text and by implication, the spectator” (Wayne, 2005:8-12). Althusser’s formulation of ideology has been so much dominant in cinematic literature that “semiotic and psychoanalytic film theories take a cue from Althusserian formulations ... theories of subjectivity in some work evacuate Althusser’s concern for the institutional loci of ideology” (Balides, 2000:141-142).

			Let us remind Althusser’s famous notion of ‘Ideological State Apparatuses’: “The State is a major educative force in this process (hegemonic dominance of the ruling class). It educates through its regulation of the life of the subordinate classes. These apparatuses reproduce class relations, and thus class subordination (the family, the school, the church and cultural institutions, as well as the law, the police and the army, the courts” (Coward, 1977:83). For Althusser “ideology represents the imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence” (Althusser, 1971:162) (Althusser, 1970:231-233). He defines ideology as “a system of... representations (images, myths, ideas, or concepts, depending on the case) endowed with a historical existence and role within a given society” (May, 2001:55). Althusser has been reported to follow Marx “in assigning the ruling ideology the role of ensuring the submission of the workers to the ruling class.” He interpreted the common official ‘apparatuses’ such as “the state, the church, and the military practiced control over the ‘know-how’ that was necessary to secure repression and ensure the viability of the existing economic system,” for him, ‘ideology is eternal’ [because it] “exists in a material form in social practices, or in the institutions he called social apparatuses” (Freeden, 2003: 25-27). 

			Althusser’s main thesis “that ideology constructs the subject, that the subject is an effect of ideology (Hayward, 2000:193) echoes Marx in the way that he argues “that it is in ideology (as the locus of political struggle) that men [sic] become conscious of their place in the world and in history, it is within this ideological unconsciousness that men succeed in altering the lived relation between them and the world and acquiring that new form of specific unconsciousness called ‘ consciousness’ (Connell, 1978:133). Althusser’s contribution to the argumentation about the concept of ideology has been colossal as he “provided a reason and a means for studying the sources of ideology in popular culture, to understand the fictional aspect of all consciousness, i.e. false consciousness” (Mukerji and Schudson, 1986:59). Like it happened to all the thinkers, Althusser has also been criticized. For Zhang, the Althusserian model of ideology and subjectivity remains only as “a theoretical hypothesis regarding the audience and the artists of socialist cinema,” because “it does not explain at what juncture the subject can ignore or reject the interpellation by the dominant ideology, as did political dissidents in different times of the socialist period,” and, “it does not recognize the possibility that the subject-in-subjection can and actually does negotiate and maneuver through the cracks and fissures in the ideological system and manage to ‘smuggle’ alternative or even subversive subtexts in socialist cinema” (2004:224). MacBean condemns Althusser to a type of narrow-mindedness by reducing all the Althusserian phenomena within a sentence of “ideology equals imaginary relations to real relations” (1972:39). Likewise, Collins accepts the Althusserian ‘dictum’ “that the role of ideology is to reproduce the means of production” only with a condition that it must be “applied at the level of the individual commodity” (1987:18).

			Gramsci and Hegemony

			An argumentation on ideology will surely be deficient if Gramsci’s conceptualization of hegemony is not involved in. As Wayne points out, for Gramsci hegemony is “a force field of contestation between different groups; a dialogue even, but crucially not a dialogue between equals because capital and the capitalist state have awesomely more resources at their disposal to shape the agenda and implement policies and practical changes (2005:5-6), which is either directly or indirectly connected with the issue of ideology. While Mukerji stresses upon the political aspect and claims that Gramsci is “much more concerned with the political functioning of ideology” and “hegemony is achieved in large part through the use of ideology” (1986:59), Harpole underlines the link between the concept of film and Gramsci’s ‘ideological hegemony’ as that Gramsci’s approach is described by several elements such as “the beliefs, values, cultural traditions, and myths which create a consensus that perpetuates the status quo.” (1980:22).

			Foucault, Logocentrism, and Other Prospects

			In contrast to “the earlier theoretical formation urged political critiques of ideology within Marxist framework, more recent reception-based studies appear more consistent with a dispersed (often implicitly Foucauldian) field of subcultural identities, agendas and resistance” (Durant, 2000:10). Foucault who is reported to be “less interested in subjectivity,” and rather “focuses on institutional practices and discourses” (Balides, 1993:26), considers the notion of ideology rather problematic as “it always stands in virtual opposition to something else which is supposed to count as truth’; it ‘necessarily’ refers ‘to something of the order of the subject’; and [it] stands in a ‘secondary position relative to something which functions as its infrastructure, as its material, economic determinant” (Foucault, 1980:118).

			So, how will ideology work in the postmodern sense? Logocentrism is presented as a concept offering an insight into the issue, as “all grand narratives require a hierarchical mode of representation and constitute a form of logocentrism;” that is, “in logocentric representation a set of concepts or beliefs are chosen as the fundamental referents which become the focus of the argument ... Once constructed in discourse, the pyramid of representation, which privileges particular ideas at the expense of others, can be invoked simply by referring to one central concept, which then sets off the chain of associations constructed by the ideology (Gottdiener, 1993:656). Mystifying the puzzle, Kracauer argues that “new forms of ideology” are produced by “the psychosexual dynamics of consumption” (Hansen, 1992:66), while Eisenstadt points out the eminent role of complex web of relations in modern life “shifts in the principles of legitimation, the symbols and the boundaries of traditional community, together with a change in the composition of the ruling elites, were connected with the ideological restructuring of the new center-periphery relations towards modernity” (İrem, 2002:96).

			It has also been observed that the approach to ideology has involved shifts in two different dimensions:

			Change occurred in the content or thrust of ideological critique, from concern with the way the capitalist class controlled the workers struggle through ideas to a general interest in the way all hegemonic interests use culture to dominate others. On the other hand, change occurred in the mechanism believed to underlie the effect of ideology, from the propagation of beliefs manifested as control of thought or consciousness to the encoding of hegemonic ideas through language, visual images and texts. We are prone to be victims of ideology not because our minds are controlled but because we use common but biased images and figures of speech that are provided by society or its major texts. Our manipulation by particular, powerful interests involves the domination of desires, 656-consumer choices, political preferences, belief systems, academic knowledge and other symbolic representations, rather than some specific effect directed at ideas about the putative performance of the economy. (Gottdiener, 1993:655-656)

			The very meaning and definition of ideology has been an issue of argumentation. For example, Prince claims that ideology “should be treated as a phenomenon accessible to observation and verification, explicable through a diverse range of methodologies, if [it] is to be more than a set of abstract ideas or social values” (Prince, 1990:40). Mas’ud Zavarzadeh also argues that “the self-absorbed pleasures of contemporary theory affected a shift in the meaning of ‘ideology,’ ‘power,’ and ‘hegemony’ which turned them into abstractions detached from a materialist analysis of social class (Dittmar, 1995:39). Balkin, on the other hand, prefers a bidirectional approach while urging to draw the frame of ideology: “[it is] simultaneously “empowering, useful and adaptive on the one hand, and disempowering, distorting and maladaptive on the other” (1998:126).
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