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LOGIC OF THE SUBJECT AND THE OTHER: 
RESEARCH IDENTITIES AND RACE….
Kareen Malone & Gilda Barabino
Section One: 
Introduction to a climate in which it is difficult to sustain desire  
This essay is based on a few modest Lacanian proposals that seem pertinent to aspects of some qualitative research data gathered by the two authors.  Overall, the research examined how race plays out in science research labs. The first portion will be theoretic in nature, while the second portion of the essay will reflect upon illustrative excerpts of narrative data from our research on race and science, 

The ideas discussed in the paper’s first part assume the relevance of psychoanalysis for doing certain kinds of qualitative research - an assumption that most often appears under the rubric of psychosocial research and a claim not without some contention (Walkerdine, 2008). The authors’ modest assertions are based on an understanding of psychoanalysis as a very particular form of social link
 that, in the manner in which it functions, may shed light on certain constituents of subjectivity more generally (see Lacan, 2007/1991; Lacan, 1995). We are in accord with Derek Hook’s (2008) notions about the “libidinal economy” within certain discourses, although this work must be approached cautiously (as Hook well recognizes). Like Hook, we are curious why certain signifiers “stick”.  (In fact we had used this expression before reading Hook’s use of it).  We are also intrigued with how the elements of discourse, which anchor and motivate the social link, materialize in everyday “on-the-ground” science lab encounters/exchanges and sustain repetitions and impasses in how race and racism are constituted within a majority dominated interracial environment.  

For this paper, these questions are broached in terms of subjectivity and the social link. Clearly, though, there are macro-processes related to the control and distribution of resources, the institutional and representational legacy of racist history as well as both hidden and known economic differences (Brown, Carnoy, Currie, Duster, Oppenheimer, Shultz, & Wellman, 2003; Shapiro, 2004). These factors are important and are intercalated with, if not determinative of, daily interactions as a form of social reproduction. Forms of social reproduction intermix within exchanges that entail subjective stakes (see Hook, 2008; Burmin, 2008; Herr & Anderson, 2003). 
The way in which this paper ultimately frames subjectivity refers to desire, not to consciousness. This is not a formulation of desire that is phenomenologically derived. Nor is desire predominately understood in the terms of Hegelian dialectics of recognition as found in the work of Judith Butler (our later references to Fanon notwithstanding). To specify desire, we refer to the structural underpinning of the possibility of desire. Such structures situate the expression of desire as definitive (or an aftershock) to the making of subjectivity itself, as reflecting the impasse and temporal organization that makes the subject. Any iteration of the production of desire, no matter how small the circle (the analytic dyad or the family), indicates how desire itself is emergent within the elements of the more broadly based social link (Freud, 1948). 

The elaboration of psychoanalysis as itself a form of a social link for the work of the clinic is definitive of the discipline, but it is still debatable whether Lacanian psychoanalysis and the terms within which it operates are of any use outside of a theoretical application (Parker, 2008).  In an early essay on criminology, Lacan (1966/1996) speaks to the necessity to “rethink our doctrine, as we are advised to do constantly, in relation to a new object” (p. 13). Years after Lacan’s call to “re-think”, it is still a question, and an important one as to whether or how one can usefully adopt a psychoanalytic stance within qualitative research.  We recognize that this issue is being robustly addressed by other scholars (e.g. Hollway & Jefferson, 2005; Frosh & Baraitser, 2008; Parker, 2005). 

The subject of psychoanalysis is, of course, the subject of the unconscious and is not coincident with the voices and perspectives of oppressed groups. For Lacan, the unconscious is very specifically grounded.  “The unconscious is not a species defining the circle of that part of psychical reality which does not have the attribute (or virtue) of consciousness” (Lacan, 1964/1995, p .260).  It is defined rather by psychoanalytic aims and its praxis, i.e. the process of free association within a transference that will turn on articulations of the signifier that are not based in any conflation of consciousness with intention or meaning, but rather on their very strict partition.  Methodologically, titrating this sort of subjectivity requires an attention to language, an attention that is created within the very unique circumstances of psychoanalytic process. “Whether it wishes to be an agent of healing, or of sounding the depths, psychoanalysis has but one medium: the patient’s speech. The obviousness of this fact is no excuse for ignoring it. And all speech calls for a response.” (Lacan, 1966/2002)  If we take these two rather deceptively simple precepts, we have some guide, i.e. that we listen for a subject through her use of speech and that we treat her speech as the genitive locus for the gap/lack that opens the place of unconscious desire. Clearly the situation in research is much different than the clinic and its transferential netting, but this does not preclude the unconscious opportunistically intervening, or the subjective impasses of the social link being at stake.  

With these guidelines in mind, a number of methodological questions are left in abeyance. On our view, the method question relates very much to the way in which one listens and reads the speech of the subjects and marks one’s ethical position vis a vis one’s research question. The latter is tricky but not without useful gray areas. For its part, the paper will examine some theoretic questions that are not so closely tied to method.  These questions address the limitations of seeing issues in relation to race in science education through a notion of identity grafted onto the subject who is implicitly understood in the terms of consciousness rather than desire. It will be demonstrated, we hope, that seeing the subject solely in terms of conscious choices and capacities is not fully adequate to answer to the presence of social effects within the functioning of science. This will require recourse to narrative data but as well draws upon given theoretical perspectives, in particular Lacanian versus hermeneutic. 

This kind of project rests on much excellent work in science studies and feminist science and philosophy. Science studies and science education dabbles in psychodynamics, by referencing the pioneering work of Evelyn Fox-Keller, whose discussion of male and female scientists in terms of object relations is a standard text on gender and science or in evoking other variants of psychodynamically informed versions psycho-social development (Fox-Keller, 1986/1996; Margolis & Fischer, 2002). Most work referencing gender associates a certain gender identity with particular cognitive styles. Using feminist lenses, Donna Haraway (1999) has made much of “the view from nowhere” first earmarked as part of the attainment of objective knowledge by philosopher of science Thomas Nagel. Haraway (1986/1999) related such presumption to a masculine position and a “god-trick.”  

In contrast, Helen Longino (1990) has been more wary of gender-based claims as being purely empirical and perhaps doubtful even as such. More importantly, for Longino, references to a social identity in relation to cognition can not address the “logical structure of the field” (1990, p.132).  What makes Lacan psychoanalysis interesting on this score is that Lacan introduces a subjective logic that is created within the midst of a supposition of knowledge and who must be sustained within the vicissitudes of the social link, the dimensions of which can be formalized. The subject is a logical posit not an acquired taste. Thus one can introduce the question of the subject at an epistemological level more in keeping with Longino’s philosophical requisites. Unfortunately, most of the philosophically informed work has been done in science studies in reference to gender. However, the historical legacy of science with respect to race is even more compelling really, as a sort of categorical extimité to the scientific project (Miller, 1994; Weigman, 1995).

The problematic relation between psychoanalysis and race, particularly with respect to reservations expressed by African-American scholars has been outlined elsewhere (e.g. Tate, 1996; Lane, 1998). Yet, one of the most productive, nay seminal texts on race was written within a psychoanalytic horizon (Fanon, 1952/1967).   It implicitly provides one of the pillars upon which this work is constructed. Our text also draws on the work of Sheshadri-Crooks (2000). Nonetheless, many authors are neglected whose work is important in terms of examining race relations within a psychoanalytic frame or a nuanced perspectives that account for the subjective effects of race, e.g. Simon Clarke, 2003; Cornell West, 1993; Barbara Tatum, 1997, among others.   

The research
 from which we draw for the second portion of the paper draws on a two year research project on race in science labs. In the main, we interviewed individuals about their experiences of science research labs as they were progressing through their graduate education in engineering or science.  The two co-authors, Kareen Malone and Gilda Barabino organized five meetings among graduate students who were women of color. These meetings became significant gatherings for support for fellow under-represented minorities and for venting, disagreement, advice, and discussion of what it means to be a minority who is pursuing a graduate degree in STEM - science, technology, engineering, and math - at a Research One institution
.   Concurrently, Malone did twenty in-depth interviews. Through the research, we became aware of particular issues that repeatedly emerged as topics in the focus group and interview
. Obviously by asking about race, we got a disproportionate number of accounts of racially toned interactions: however such interactions seem to “stick” with our participants. Further, they seemed to create a climate in which it was difficult to sustain one’s desire. Thus although the data exclusively emerges from the perspective of persons of color, we are examining the way in which such persons encounter a logic within social bonds through experiences of being “raced” within STEM settings. This is our research question and it was not without interest to our subjects.  We realize that the telling of this encounter is a construction that is over-determined. We also recognize whose story of science and its transmission is regnant, i.e. the one of science as an objective meritocracy (Schiebinger, 1999; Kitchner, 1993).

Racially inflected encounters, the exact nature of which was distinctive for each participant, also were described, if somewhat differently, in group meetings. In either case, they appear to be deleterious to becoming a scientist, that is, being raced is often associated with events or interactions that dis-identify the student with her research lab, peers, and with faculty. 

Section Two: 
To identify or dis-identify: that is the question
In the current literature, to dis-identify refers to a loss of interest or motivation to become a scientist or to be successful at a task that would render a particular social nomination. Research that works with implicit attitudes or (what they call) unconscious identifications (measured surreptitiously) are much better predictors of performance and motivation (desire) than conscious intentions with respect to certain cognitive activities, e.g. doing well in math and liking it (Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002; Aronson & Inzlicht, 2004). In the same way, although our participants spoke of distrust and dismay with respect to particular racially toned interactions with majority faculty and peers, the negative effects on a person’s sense of identity as a research scientist were not always explicitly associated with being racialized. Our focus groups did however discuss being racialized, racism and their effects in alienating students from the institution and lab and clearly positioned their identity vis a vis the institution differently. 

In much qualitative research in science education and in the experimental literature, the dynamics and structure that are related to minority success in STEM education are often understood in terms of identification and dis-identification when referring to the subjective element (Pronin, Steele, & Ross, 2003). Within the experimental social psychology literature, the same problematic is also conceived as a problem of identity. When one actually looks at the process being talked about, the troubling process of (dis)identification occurs through the manipulation of chains of signifiers (triggers, stimulus cues, wording in test instructions, etc) with affective results (anxiety) and without conscious awareness by anybody - except the experimenter, of course (Mitchell, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003; Devos & Banaji, 2003). Subjectivity in itself, however, is considered a relatively “poor” concept precisely because it is linked to introspection and awareness, which are not a particular fertile grounds for seeking out a subject’s relationships to race and prejudices, to those signifiers that stick, increase anxiety, trigger parapraxes (making careless errors, etc.) (Nosek, 2007).  Within the experimental literature, these students’ imprints of desire (coded as identity) seem to impact minorities through contextual cues; they are not “carried around” by individuals (i.e. like other earlier culprits like confidence) but emerge as a response to an address.  Steele  (2003) reflectively notes:
Our research on stereotype and social identity threat has made me better appreciate the psychological importance of a person’s life context. It is difficult to understand a person’s psychological functioning and behavior without developing knowledge of the person’s context, the context with which that functioning and behavior are in adaptive transaction. And to an important degree, that context is shaped by one’s social identity. Based on stereotypes about social identities, and on how society is organized around these identities, the settings of society - classrooms, workplaces, and so forth - are set to respond differently to people with different social identities. This means that people with different social identities may have to contend with different contingencies in a situation that otherwise looks the same. They may have to contend with different stereotypes about them, different access to critical networks in the setting, different judgments of their behavior, and so on. And these different “contingencies of social identity,” as we have come to call them, are very likely to affect their functioning and behavior. [R]esearch illustrates this, showing that a contingency of social identity can affect something as presumably hardwired as intellectual performance. (p. 317)
For those outside of the experimental tradition, (dis)identificatory mechanics (for lack of a better word) are studied in the context of narratives and transcripts that track momentary but significant exchanges and associations. Even those who find results less compelling on dis-identification do not totally discount the concept and speak of the impasses that African American students face in that they live in a culture where they necessarily distrust “performance” evaluations and are thus less “on the same” side as faculty (for example) (Morgan & Mehta, 2004). In the main, research examines moments where identities collide as seen through both discursive or experimental methodologies, i.e. stereotypes run interference, authority figures downplay one’s abilities to become such a person, identificatory pulls work at cross-purposes (Brown, 2004; Nasir & Saxe, 2003; Mitchell, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003).  Regardless of approach, and in the face of methods and assumptions that explicitly recognize unconscious forces, the unit of analysis - subject-wise - is an identity (more liberally a convergence of identities, as we see below). What we speak to in more detail in the following is that this model of identity can only take one so far. If one were to think in terms of desire as opposed to consciousness as one’s ground zero of the subject, this ever-present game with the Other and its logic as well as the fragmented non-conscious playing out of implicit associations might be better conceptualized. One would not be caught in the conceptual binary between situational determinism (Steele’s generalized stimulus/contextual cues) versus imagining an ingrained attribute possessed by a conscious self-awareness. Further, it is clear that science education and the climate of learning often seem to stifle the student’s desire, particularly for minorities. 

Section Three:
Theoretic meditation on identity and its substrate of consciousness 

I’m Popeye the sailor man, 

I’m Popeye the sailor man, 

I am what I am and that’s all that I am, 

I’m Popeye the Sailor Man!  

It is obvious that minority recruitment efforts in STEM education have yielded less than one might have hoped, with some qualified exceptions.  Of those who run the entire educational gamut, many leave academe for industry, go to teaching colleges, circulate in post-docs, and seemingly do not attain the level of what is called significant participation (Gibbons, 2006; Moody, 2004; Hamilton, 2004; Mannix, 2002) in the science and engineering fields.
 One way that Dr. Barabino and I have approached the issue of retention and climate issues in relation to the concerns voiced in our participants’ speech is through looking at identity formation (Malone and Barabino, 2009).  Some identities, white and male, seem to flourish or at least not leave (Trower & Chait, 2002) certain science disciples/practices, e.g. physics, or particular branches of engineering while other fields seem more identity inclusive vis a vis race or gender, e.g. bio-medical engineering. In many STEM fields, women and minority faculty and students report feeling marginalized and view their role as scientists differently (Mayberry, 2001; Rosser, 2004; Jordan, 2006; Johnson-Bailey, 2004; Johnson, 2007). Although these findings are not universal, they implicate how scientific work is conceived and integrated into broader meanings (Witz, 2000; Kozoll & Osborne, 2004; Seymour & Hewitt, 1997; Kerr, 2001).  The question then became how climates interact with broader and vocational identities so that those with a certain identity feel supported while others find their environment less inviting (Margolis & Fisher, 2002; Johnson-Bailey, 2004; Trower & Chait, 2002).

Research conceives and investigates the idea that “becoming more like a scientist,” which seems to refer to an identity acquisition, is important for future scientists. Research suggests that “becoming more like a scientist” was considered a strong benefit by advisors and undergraduate students who participated in an intensive summer research program (Hunter, Laursen, & Seymour, 2006).  As interest has grown in the area, identity research in science education has evolved and has taken a distinctly more discursive slant - climate and identity are seen as less separable but rather as instantiated in on-going interactions that define a given community (Gee, 2001; Brown, 2004; Carlone & Johnson, 2007). Once one begins to look at how a given position is constructed or invented within on-going interactions, it is yet another question whether such constructions should be referred to identity, racially or vocationally. 

The above précis of the work in science education research correctly suggests that it has focused on identity formation and factors that affect it. The mode in which identity is understood may involve tracking discursive micro-moments of its constitution as a position, identity may be approached as a matter of recognition, affiliation, an assumed variable of the respondents, or as a developmental outcome of cultural variables, e.g. the history of apartheid in the U.S., or differences in gender socialization (Margolis & Fisher, 2002; Johnson-Bailey, 2006). 

In all of these studies, as excellent as many of them are, subjectivity is often pre-supposed in the sense that even when considering the question of recognition, the agent who makes the choice or not to see or be seen in a certain way is often inferred from the enactment of identity. How that agency is itself constituted in relation to identity and the Other, its Logic, is not often fully articulated.  This is an important point to make in that identity is a sort of gravitational point where the subject and the Symbolic other intersect even in the most traditional of social psychological approaches (Stryker & Burke, 2000).  So it might be prudent then to think how this subject-Other relationship is structured so that the subject is engaged with the Other and that relationship is both necessary and not without trouble. As noted by Parker (2008), it is all too easy to be lured into the notion that a subject comes first and then that subject reads the menu called the Other, i.e. cultural choices, symbols, and representational practices.   

But it is not farfetched to posit just the reverse: the Other is the locus from which the subject emerges and, within the constraints of that emergence, desire plays intermediary between the drives and human reality. Desire itself entails an interplay between subject and an object and if it is so that the subject begins as a missing piece, in that, it is not there (in words, images, reality, etc.), then there is an intimate complication between subject and so called object, the latter being a piece of the subject itself that orients the subject in her relation to reality. Thus rather than founding subjectivity within a “being in the world” that emanates from a particular centre (typically based in consciousness), subjectivity is already configured within a constellation of points, thus meaning that alterity is foundational to the subject itself (see Nobus, 2000).  This also means that being “objectified” does not mean the same thing as it might within a paradigm defined by conscious subjects and their objects: rather it refers to a parameter of desire that plays across inter-subjectivity. 

The subject of desire as articulated through an understanding of the unconscious is not going to be the same subject as that subject that is built from theories grounded in consciousness. Such theories based on consciousness include those that may refer to the unconscious (such as found in experimental social psychology) yet grant the unconscious simply the status of that which is not conscious. (Thus the default is again consciousness or simply knowable social factors that imprint the subject without their awareness) As noted above, this is not what Freud was seeking to understand by the concept and it is certainly not what guides Lacanian clinical practice. 

If desire à la Lacan is desire of the Other, it is incumbent on a Lacanian perspective to indicate how desire is produced as an effect of an encounter with the Other or rather is co-created with the advent of the subject - the subject and Other being indissoluble. The formalized Oedipal Complex articulated by Lacan and later topological formulations attempt to convey the nature of this relation of subject to the Other.  For the Lacanian clinic, the coordinates of psychoanalytic treatment are not tethered to understanding oneself (left to hermeneutically informed treatments and in a different vein to bio-medical explanations) but rather to free association and the erratic emergence of the unconscious as the articulation of a subjective choice not found in sense but in a speaking.  What might be meant by the Other is not tied in any way to the presence of an(other) consciousness in any of its attributes but to the locus of the signifying chain, a signifying chain that will not be apprehended by the subject through meaning or intention but ultimately refers to the possibility of desire for a given subjective position and history. 

There are a series of steps here, of course, in the sense that the logic of the signifying chain, which founds the social link within the orbit of desire, entails a number of structural or logical effects that sustain a subject and hold the social link together. The enigma of the Other’s desire, the inauguration of the subject as an object for the Other, the ballast of fantasy, the movement and repetition in the drives, etc. all refer to moments and elements in this constitution.

Below one reads one recounted incident where a certain logic of the subject appears to be at stake. This is surmised in a sense, but it illustrates a signifier and positioning that stayed with the participant, a signifier that “sticks.”
  Of course, behind any utterance is a positioning and logic, a sort of “backstage” production set that allows the parade of reality but reveals itself in any missteps, stuttering, interruption in flow (see Bergeron, 2002).  In the following narrative, a doctoral student responds to a question about representing the race; she shifts from explicating a more general answer to the meaning of “representing the race” (the interviewer had in mind social pressures to do well). She moves the narrative into how white folks respond to race and how to deal with it. She then describes an experience that she found quite disturbing.  Her account is introduced by the participant’s remarking, “There’s more I could share with you….”  
I don’t know like, I was uh, one time, this year, I was taking a um, I was taking an Computer Science course and we needed people to do um, a study for us, so like we got a Graduate student and so in return we did, you know, we were participants in his study. So, I went you know, to go do his study one Saturday morning, and I um…  he was doing this, this program where he had like a big monitor set up here and he had like a, um, then he had a, a handheld set up over here…and what it was doing was that, it was detecting kind of where, the…there were sensors detecting where your hand was and that would detect, that would determine what was gonna show up in the screen. But it wasn’t catching my movements and so he kept saying you know, Oh, your skin is just too dark, your skin is too dark, oh you know, like it’s not catching it because your skin is too dark. And that really, you know that (laughs) I got, still, like I still just have to make myself like get over that, because, like, he kept telling me you know, I, I’m, here I am, I woke up early this Saturday morning to come help him and my skin is too dark.
In a follow-up interview, Malone mentioned the incident, which the participant remembered clearly. She wished she had said something to him. She was fairly sure he was not racist in his “heart”, but felt she could not reach out to him either at the time or later, instead “I try to keep myself from holding grudges, I think um, I do sometimes, like, like if I see him, the instance will come back to my mind, you know?”  She wonders whether she should have told her white friends in the study group about the incident - she did not - but has discussed it with her black friends and peers at the university. 

There is a lot going on in this account. One sees a certain juxtaposition between the participant’s viewing herself as a fellow graduate student and the apparently jarring reference to her skin, a phrase that is repeated (by whom and how many times, it becomes a bit echoic and evocative).  Reading this in terms of our research questions, there is a shift to a sort of experimental object whose skin is too dark and whose symbolic participation in a project is transformed into an imaginary appropriation of her skin color. She is pissed off but only speaks to African-American students about this experience (except for Malone). The other student, whose instrumentation did not work, apparently did not reflect on his instrument, on the apparatus that framed her skin as too dark.  We see in our narratives that this imaginary appropriation of the body emerges again and again; it freezes a certain symbolic movement of the subject so seen or so spoken of (Rabant, 1995).  

Patricia Gherovici (2003) in the Puerto Rican Syndrome approaches this same dense area of interracial relations from the direction of the complicity of the marginalized subject in relationship to hegemonic racist discourses. In the case of Latinos, a language is transformed into a race.  She introduces the logical function of the object and the way in which it can seduce the subject as a position within the social market. Yet it is a dead-end. With our subjects, the encounter with this place, this particular way of being objectified (which is so vividly described by Fanon (1967) in its effects on desire), weighs on them and is part of the negotiation with majority peers and faculty.  In relationship to Latinos, Gherovici writes: 

From a social perspective, one could say that the patients diagnosed with Puerto Rican syndrome identify with the object petit a, sacrificing themselves to cause the desire of the Master… Identified with the object a, their fate is that of any object located as a - soon to be discarded - disabled. Here the fascination with the demand of the Master prevents the possibility of the subject to assume his or her own speech and act… (Gherovici, 2003, p. 138, emphasis added). 
Apollon (1996) refers to after effects of post-colonialism in these same terms. He notes the problematic of being seduced by a Master discourse (the forced choice given to the colonized by colonizer) and playing that game as opposed to bearing an indigenously derived relation to the law.  In the participant’s narrative above, she occupies a place of a discarded object, a reject of the instrumentation. The experience is hollowed out through a repetition wherein the utterance is separated from the enunciation. Circling around the same sort of problematic noted by Apollon and Gherovici, our research examines such informal exchanges insofar as they reflect a convergence of cultural fantasies reflecting race. These exchanges also gear into a subjective logic that fosters exclusionary practices, an exclusion and logic recounted vividly by the participant above and only told to other persons of color.  

In the sense found here, the expression “under-represented” must be meant at a number of levels including a certain set of “taxes” levied in relation to the debt to the Other. In science education and research, such debts can be paid in various ways, through papers, research data, etc.  Here the subject is marked in that debt through her body (insofar as a given situation is inescapably produced through racist discourses) (see also Dean, 1997).  In contrast to her own designs and her perception of the social contract, wherein she wants that debt paid by being a fellow graduate student, the participant is marked as a dark outside to another’s students scientific instrumentation, a different sort of sacrifice.  

As any system or ideology or discipline, science has subjective coordinates in the sense of positioning and structures that secure a relation with its claims and demands. As such, science cannot do without its remainder(s) and the fantasies that broker this remainder.  Any social system deals with the libidinal economy in terms of such remainders and the semblances that “tame” them.  As wisely discerned by Fanon (1967) decades ago, phantasms implicating jouissance are rife in racism, a situation re-iterated by Williams (2004). How one is interpellated and thus functions as what disturbs the field of representation and its reality is assiduously navigated by our respondents
.  Given the intimate connection between science and racism, one should not be surprised that more than a few generations (or brave actions, perhaps) are needed before students do not have to counter an imaginary appropriation of their bodies and thus of the mental capacities and symbolic status for which they must fight so ferociously. (Stepan, 1996; Weigman, 1995; Jordan, 2006).  


Now how one precisely articulates what sort of subject appears in its relation to sexuality, embodiment, its objects, speaking, the listening to the word means that we certainly cannot rely upon an anemic understanding of the signifier as a matter of semantics and the ascendance of the word over perceptual reality (e.g. the putative blank canvas upon which straw man social construction relies (see Connell, 2002). Rather, we need to articulate the way in which a subject is created through the logic forced upon it by the necessary act of signifying and by the pre-eminence of the social pact in defining the terms of embodiment (the mirror stage, the drives, and jouissance) (see Soler, 1995).
More concretely, informal exchanges regarding race within the context of science education interlock with this logic and “trap” certain subjects in untenable positions, if perhaps seductively at one level.  Against this interplay of positions and desires, what serves theoretically as the contrast class is a more typical version of subjectivity found in much of qualitative research, even discourse analysis, wherein the coordinates of subjectivity are referred to identity and/or ultimately to the functions of consciousness. 

This may seem simplistic but there may be a difference between a notion of the subject as that which is founded in consciousness and the idea of a subject the coordinates of which refer to desire. Further, many who study identity implicitly or explicitly embed their work in the subject of consciousness, especially and particularly when they want to nab the necessary motivational qua subjective effects of one’s investment in science. The following excerpts are taken from an influential essay in science education that investigates the integration of “migrant” backgrounds in the United States with identification with science as a meaningful part of the self.  In this study, Kozoll and Osborne (2004) refer to identity as being “in practice” and as “a layering of events and interpretations informing one another and produced from our participation in communal practices of lived experience” (p. 158). The resort to lived experience refers to a sentient being, defined in the terms of consciousness even as the subject participates in communal practices, in that the authors are seeking an interrelation between self, lived world, and science through negotiation of practices which in such streams are blended.  This negotiation will result in what the authors seek as stories with “coherence and unity.”


So firstly there are a few points that need to be made regarding this subject of consciousness who is awash in this lived world and productive of coherent unified narratives - as opposed to a somewhat clueless and parapraxic nightmare who is a bit adrift and bothered by an errant symptom. In the latter case, one must tease out the flux of a topological interdependence wherein agency is never situated through consciousness but through the operations of given functions of subjectivity as it is stretched out within interactions, desires, positioning, and address, and speech itself.  The subject is divided in itself and through its interactions. 

By contrast, if we have the coherent narrative of meaning-made lived experience subject, i.e. the one of consciousness, we start with a spherical notion of the subject. To quote Lacan: 

The party of political preaching has always used the imaginary idea of the whole that is given by the body, as drawing on the good form of satisfaction, on what, ultimately, forms a sphere. What is more beautiful, but also less open? What better resembles the closure of satisfaction? (Lacan, 2007, 30). 
In Witz’s phenomenology of science education and its possible transformation toward more inclusiveness, good education allows for a CROOS, Witz’s acronym for a content-related opening of self.  Witz’s (2000) CROOS is the aim of a truly transformative science education. It depends conceptually upon an experienced and unified gestalt of self and science; his approach is indicative of the formation of subjectivity we are addressing. So what we get by integrating science into self is a chubbier or more capacious sphere.  In various guises (not only integral spherical ones), this subject of consciousness keeps cropping up as intentionality or telos, as managing attributes to be recognized, as the one who knows the world or exists as the correlate of this knowledge/world and of course it appears as the capacity for meaning-making.
 It is a holistic (either as being in the world or some other variant of consciousness) integrator/agency, and/or being to be recognized by other being. 

Lived experiences (awareness or even “pre”conscious resonances with the world) are assumed to be socially organized through identity. Identity ciphers how one’s situated perspective is modified by history, i.e. in terms of past and present. Besides representing the insertion of history, identity is critical to how one is seen by the Other; hermeneutics has taken up this historicity in understanding consciousness although it is still consciousness nonetheless as subject that is at stake.  In the Four Fundamentals of Psychoanalysis, Lacan, who has both Ricoeur and phenomenology in mind, characterizes this understanding of subjectivity as a particular dialectic of subject and world:
If one believes that each subject is sustained in the world with his original… Weltanshauung, then the path of truth passes - as a backward psychology or psycho-sociology is still showing us - through the inquiry, the totalization, the statistics of different Weltanshauung. And things might be thus, were there in the world subjects, each entrusted with the task of representing certain conceptions of the world.  (Lacan, 1981, 221).

One might argue that we are presenting an outdated conception of 1960’s phenomenology in order to highlight some Lacanian alternative. Perhaps, the point is more clearly made when we think about what it is we are to do with collisions of cultural differences with their tag along worlds that mark such differences. To indicate that this characterization is not hopelessly out of date and that the distinction is important to questions of subjectivity, identity and science, we draw on Linda Alcoff’s 2006 book, Visible Identities: Race, Gender, and the Self, wherein, by employing hermeneutics, the author rehabilitates the concept of identity in addressing the problematic of diversity socially and politically. Alcoff writes: 
Identities must resonate with and unify lived experience and they must provide a meaning that has some purchase, however partial, on the subject’s own daily reality…We might then more insightfully define identities as positioned or located lived experience in which both individuals and groups work to construct meaning in relation to historical experience and historical narratives…[W]hen I am identified, it is my horizon of agency that is identified. Thus, identities are not lived as a discrete and stable set of interests, but as a site from which one must engage in the process of meaning-making and thus from which one is open to the world. The hermeneutic insight is that the self operates in a situated plane, always culturally located with great specificity even as it is open onto an indeterminate future and a reinterpretable past not of its creation. (pp. 42-43). 
On Alcoff’s view, identity as opening to world means that there is no a priori conflict between different identities since each presents vistas of mutual engagement through possibility. Given this vision is the substrate subjectivity at play, failures in engagement must refer to something going awry, differentials in power or to deficits in (inter)subjectivity. Differences in identity are for the greater good since what one sees “underdetermines” knowledge and thus one needs the range of identities to flesh out the possibilities that lie between identity and perception. In a manner somewhat reminiscence of the pluralization of partial knowledges postulated by philosopher of science Helen Longino as an ideal for a more diverse science, Alcoff’s subjectivity qua lived experience qua perspective on the world qua conscious knowledge, similarly builds with others a better known and more possible world. Rationality’s and science’s ideal of full knowledge and of stripping the knower of identity is falsely founded. We now need a group of consciousnesses to fully exhaust the world or rather each world overlaps with another, creating a more dynamic knowledge-base. Knowing is a communal enterprise that intermixes the given with the possible, a possible that relies on the specific historicity of various positions of situated knowing.

Whether cast of partial knowledge or identity as a stance from which one adds to the potluck of knowing, a subject with his tag along world is interacting with similarly endowed beings. Earlier the paper touched upon how racism sticks in the recollection of a participant who was too dark for the instrumentation.  In that case, we referred to her objectification, as a semblant of a remainder, or the alterity that is created within the constitution of symbolization. This characterization seemed to erase, to the annoyance of the participant, her sacrifice as a fellow student to get up early on a Saturday to help with an experiment. Her identity is usurped in the repetition of the phrase, “your skin is too dark.” But of course, this being “black” is a particular way in which a very strong identity is forged, even if it is one that is outside of scientific legitimacy: it is a way to transform a sort of unspeakable experience into a founding of a social link (Fanon, 1967). In the following, we find a reflection on identity wherein a Mid Eastern Post-Doc cannot understand how identity works with an African American lab mate.  
[L]ook, I have this problem with African Americans, and I have this problem with um, homosexuals as well. I don’t understand this concept of culture.  There’s a culture if you all speak the same language. If you’re from a country, right? If you’re from Saudi Arabia you have a culture. If you’re an African American who lives in Memphis and I live Memphis, how are you a different culture from me? If you are a homosexual who lives down the street, how is that a culture?  
I mean that makes no difference to me. Your skin colour makes no difference to me, so why is it that you think you are culturally different from me?  And this is why, I’ve actually told (the African American doctoral student) this, I think it’s a little insulting that she feels there is nothing, there’s no one in the lab with whom she has anything in common with. And I presented that argument. You are in graduate school with these people. You do day in and day out. Your trajectory of your…is in common with these folks much more so than the 80 year old grandmother in your church. So how is it that this is not part of your culture?

She’s like you just don’t understand. Well, it’s true. I just don’t understand. I don’t understand how… I can understand that you are a certain race. I am a certain race, right? I was… my, the blood that goes through my body is of a certain heritage, of a certain ethnicity.
This is a fascinating passage in many ways, but we want to highlight that the participant is frustrated with her black peer for clinging to her difference/alterity as an identity while she herself is unable to see that difference (which is rather the point).  Despite a contradictory assessment of ethnicity (as blood or nationality), this post-doc cannot seem to fathom the African-American’s “insulting” assumption of a certain difference based on skin color. 

We have tried to say that identity and its making seem to endure a few complications and recalcitrant repetitions that we propose to think about in terms of desire. Perhaps it is worthwhile to take a backward glance at desire away from the meaning-making and teleology of consciousness (Shepardson, 2000)
.  We assume that when we have motivational issues, like minorities leaving science, there is an issue with sustaining desire that is in all likelihood related to social scaffolding and the manner in which certain subjective stakes are implicated. Put differently, there is a problem with the normative modes of assuming desire, a complication in ethics.  There seem to be a number of fantasmatic screens that mediate interracial relations about which one may not speak, at least officially.  The student’s identity as black, opaque to the majority students at least consciously, refers, we suppose, to the play of this structuration. We will make note of one racialized structuration, where a post-doc who is a woman of color, speaks about the apprehension of an African American as a kind of phobic object about which the one who is phobic does not speak. This post-doc talks about a particular angle on black identity that is certainly not a matter of interrelated but different lived worlds but some clearly ascertained status as an object:
So, I’m not the only person who feels that way, but if I walk by a guy who seems to always step a little bit away when I’m near, then I think he might not…(inaudible) [he might]  have a problem with Black people, you know, and what if that person’s a professor? What if that person’s gonna be teaching a class of mine one day? What if you have this interaction beforehand, now is he shying away from me because I smell? He doesn’t like my shampoo? … Or because I’m black? He doesn’t do it when [a white student] walks by. He doesn’t seem to - he seems to be very friendly with these people over here… but whenever I’m in the room, it’s a whole different…situation, you know. It’s difficult to deal with things like that you know, and you’ll see that if there is a nuclear amount of black people there, they’ll bond together, not because we all went to the same undergrad, no, but because people have a tendency to treat you differently, and it’s weird, it’s hard to work through. 
It is interesting that in this, and other instances, the body is abrogated in a gaze, near/close corporeal uptake (smell or sight) (to use Fanon’s approach), that is, that there is an intimate objectification that criss-crosses white person and the person of color he sees/smells/cannot touch. 

In Seminar XI, Lacan articulates what he describes as two logical operations in the genesis of the subject of the unconscious and the desire with which psychoanalysts necessarily work.
  We treat the process of alienation as an inaugural mark that creates the link to the real of the subject and provides the material of the subject of desire.
  Lacan refers to alienation in terms of a vel, an neither/nor. Certain expressions are exemplary: your money or your life, or as they say in New Hampshire, piggybacking on Hegel’s Master and Patrick Henry, give me freedom or give me death. This is not really a choice here, since one never simply gets one or the other, but rather one minus something (life minus money). 

This logic of neither/nor is comparable to the situation of the subject insofar as, in its confrontation with the Symbolic, it must lose something to the differential nature of the signifying process. A S1 leads to an encounter with a S2, meaning is created but at the price of a loss. This alienation later is formulated as the initial moment of the Master discourse, but here it is only to say that our first choice is necessary but at a cost, and it is a cost that, if the system of Master signifiers and the binary signifier S2 that serves as its addressee solidify, the ossification of possibilities is deadly.  The question at stake in alienation is in part what Sheshadri-Crooks, drawing on Teresa Brennan’s characterization of modernity, the ego and psychosis, tries to tease out when she attempts to attach race to master signifiers and to the function of our linguistic induction. In her interesting and brilliant book, Desiring Whiteness, Shedradri-Crooks postulates that whiteness is a sort of Master-Signifier that operates to affect a purity in signification that is both compelling to the subject but impossible to bear.  In discussing what she means by the Master-Signifier, whiteness, Seshadri-Crooks (2002) makes a nice move to the question of language itself.  She notes that European groups in the 1800’s vied to establish their linguistic heritage in order to secure their cultural origins and national identities, i.e. their race. The right white race, i.e. the prototype that must have created humankind, possesses the language that is directly expressive of nature. What is of interest with respect to science is its formulations of language both officially and unofficially.  

In a study of scientists and their claims regarding what it true, Mulkay and Gilbert (1982) found that “correct belief” required no explanation: the facts spoke for themselves to paraphrase a participant. However, when there was error, subjectivity was evoked. When science works, subjectivity is officially eliminated.  It is interesting, then, how the sciences, particularly the pure ones, like theoretical physics, embody certain linguistic norms that are close to the nineteenth century ideals of a pure race based in a pure language. The point that Shedradri-Crooks makes is that such purity ultimately requires difference, an obstacle to its fulfillment, otherwise there is no structural place for desire (wherein something must be missing). Put differently, if a system works perfectly, there is no room for desire. 

Unfortunately, to value this sort of knowledge or identify with it – no matter how inaccurately it portrays the actual practices of science – may mean that certain images, persons, histories, who are historically associated with the place of what makes the system not work, experience certain obstacles to being absorbed into this linguistic community.  The more the symbolic register can possibly/ideally exclude all subjective desire, the more important it is to maintain some internal yet excluded difference and failure. Thus as opposed to a chaotic mother tongue that allows each of us to produce a symptomatic obstacle without much help, the linguistic community of scientists may unconsciously reproduce the needed gap/difference that is both necessary and yet excluded from their community through certain codified exclusions that cannot be recognized.  

In speaking of the fading of the subject in alienation, Lacan talks about how there are always two levels to signifiers: to say the word obsolete is obsolete is to play on this logical impasse to which the subject is now condemned. Lacan also speaks of the subject’s petrifaction in a dyadic one-two punch wherein the subject is subordinated or rather constituted through the superegoic iteration of signifiers as in having one’s actions dictated by voices, as in hypnotism, and other moments when subjective identification is so closely tied to Master signifiers as in psychosomatic difficulties.  

The tenuous process of subjectivization entails another step, which Lacan calls separation. Separation, which is constituted in the gap of the Other’s signifiers, ultimately serves as the genesis of fantasies (separate comes from to guard and to engender) that sustain a relationship to the Other as lacking. “By separation, the subject finds, one might say, the weak point in the primal dyad of the signifying articulation, in so far as it is alienating in essence. It is in the interval between these two signifiers that resides the desire offered to the mapping of the subject in the experience of the discourse of the Other”  (Lacan, 1991, 218).  Insofar as his desire is unknown and is not exhausted by the signifier of the Other, that is, there is a lack in the Other, that a place for desire emerges. But note this desire is founded on the superimposition of two lacks. The lack imposed by alienation and the lack imposed by the failure of the discourse of the Other, which creates a un-signifiable remainder so to speak – which is as absolute as desire itself.   

It is only through a doubling back that one gets to make that lack into desire wherein the impossibility of being one becomes the place through which we are able to desire. In the turn to the Other’s discourse, we logically encounter a real lack in the Symbolic: to answer alienation, there is only the gap in the Other’s discourse. The object a represents that real lack or rather is the logical position of lack - there is no signifier that can serve as guarantor at this point, because of which it is necessary to create a semblance and where begins the work of fantasy that eventuates in what we call reality about which we can have conscious knowledge and instrumentation. This dynamic is initially formulated by Lacan through i(a) and related to the “double” that haunts race relations. 

Now it seems that science is both particularly arduous in its Symbolic demands, having foresworn God supposedly and particularly duplicitous, thinking that its methods exempt it from a world that serves to suture the subject’s impasses. However, this suture of lack is tenuous, with limited collective myths to paper over the impasses of subjectivity and little resort to a recognized social link that gives place to speech that scaffolds the subject’s relationship to lack.  The suture is there of course as is the subtext of both collective and particular fantasies; it functions smoothly unless one of the avatars from this stitching appears in the window frame. Although fantasy is usually what keeps reality and desire alive, it can be punctured in its relation to the real, “the absence where we are beyond specularity” is thus revealed in its true nature, a presence elsewhere…the part object (an image of lack) that I am for the Other’s desire in my fantasy. Anxiety corresponds to [this fleeting] surface…to the appearance of the double who gazes at the subject with his own eyes… (Chiesa, 2007, 167).  

We have tried to show perhaps the way in which a minority may encounter her own relation to difference/alterity through an objectification that is not conceivable in the terms of the subject of consciousness, wherein what we are dealing with is simply a collision of vying worlds.  As a model of science, the presence of the social link is not only a matter of negotiating a democracy of knowledges that would render a stronger objectivity (Harding, 2001; Longino, 1990).  This assumes that a monism that is defined by consciousness and subjectivity. It is not truly an examination of the social link in science. 
A final passage is from a focus group where one subject talks about the intimacy of some of the inquiries from her white peers. The narrative takes this initial complaint about one’s function in discourse as an object to identity to an oblique recognition of the libidinal economy that sustains racial relations. 


Participant #1: But even with like peers, like, like I’m tired of like the whole, “Tell me how your hair works again, you know what I mean? [Others: laugh] I’m not telling that story again! I’m not doing it! I just don’t want to do it anymore Like can I touch it? [Others: laugh] Can my boyfriend touch it? [Another: You know who said that.] I was just like, No. I said, no, you do it too much, you know what I’m saying, you’re just doing it way too much. And I’m just like, [another: That’s too personal.] I’m not really trying to go there anymore. I don’t know if it’s like I don’t feel like dealing with your stuff anymore or you know, (talkover 16:17) to keep you quiet…. (A few lines later)

So anything that makes you a little different from what everyone else is doing, you are gonna be just bombarded with questions, and now it’s shifted from my physical appearance to my family life and [another participant: Uh huh. Uh huh.] Never mind that, you know? I’m married with a nice guy; he should take care of the babies just fine. [Another participant: Right.] [Barabino: Uh huh.] Unfortunately, it just kind of, I don’t know…

Participant #2: I think we’re intriguing to them, I’m starting to see the other side of it??? (Inaudible 17:08) They’re not trying to be funny, they’re think we’re interesting.] (talkover 17:13) How do you do it, how do you do what you do and get along anyway? [Another participant: Right.] [Another participant: Yeah, I agree.] 

Participant #3:  On top of the fact that you’re Black.
Others: Yeah. 
The issues in the above seem to be illustrative of the group’s difficulties in negotiating aspects of the social link that relate to questions of desire and fantasy wherein they serve to dislodge the majority sense of a knowable world not by competing with their alternative knowable worlds but with some asymmetrical alterity that sutures a difficulty in desire yet undermines their status as a fellow researcher. 

References
Alcoff, L. (2006). Visible identities: Race, gender, and the self. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Alsop, R., Fitzsimmons, A., & Lennon, K. (2002). Theorizing gender. 
Cambridge, England: Polity Press.
Apollon, W. (1996). Post-Colonialism and Psychonlaysis: The example of Haiti. Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society, 1, 543-51.
Aronson, J. & Inzlicht, M. (2004). The ups and downs of attributional ambiguity: Stereotype vulnerability and the academic self-knowledge of African-American students. Psychological Science, 15, 12, 829-836.
Banks, I. (2000). Hair matters: Beauty, power, and black women’s consciousness. New York: New York University Press. 
Bergeron, D. (2002). The signifier. In Hughes & Malone, After Lacan: Clinical practice and the Subject of the Unconscious. Albany, New York: State University of New York Press, 59-70. 
Bersani, L. (1996.) Homos. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Brown, B. (2004). Discursive identity: Assimilation into the culture of science and its implications for minority students. Journal for Research in Science Teaching, 41, 810-834. 
Brown, B., Reveles, J., & Kelly, G. (2006). Scientific literacy and discursive identity: A theoretical framework for understanding science learning. Science Education, 89, 779-802. 
Brown, M., Carrnoy, M, Currie, E., Duster, T., Oppenheimer, D., Shultz, M.,  & Wellman, D. (2003). White-washing race.  Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Burman, E. (2008). Resisting the de-radicalization of psychosocial analysis. Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society, 13, 374-378.
Butler, J. (2004). Undoing gender. New York: Routledge.
Carlone, H. (2003). Innovative science within and against a culture of achievement. Science Education, 87, 307-328.

Carlone, H. & Johnson, A. (2007). Understanding the science experiences of successful women of color: Science identity as an analytic lens. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 44, 1187-1218. 
Carlone, H. & Webb, S. (2006). On not overcoming our history of hierarchy: 

Complexities of university/school collaboration. Science Education, 90, 544-568.
Clarke, S. (2003). Social theory, psychoanalysis, and racism. London: Palgrave. 
Clewell, B. & Campbell, P.  (2002). Taking stock: Where we’ve been, where we are, where we are going.  Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and Engineering, 8, 255-284.
Conefrey, T.  (1997). Gender, culture, and authority in a university life sciences 

laboratory. Discourse and Society, 8(3), 313-340.
Connell, R. (2002). Gender. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Dean, T. (1997). Two kinds of other and their consequences. Critical Inquiry 23:4 , 910-920.
de Lauretis, T. (1998). The stubborn drive. Critical Inquiry, 24(4), 851-877. 
Devos, T. & Banaji, M. (2003). Implicit self and identity. In M.R. Leary & J.B. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook of Sself and Identity (pp. 133-175).  New York: Guilford.
Eberhardt, J. (2005). Imaging race. American Psychologist, 60, 181-190.  
Endedy, N., Goldberg, J., & Welsh, K. (2005). Complex dilemmas of identity. Science Education, 90, 68-90.
Fanon, F. (1967). Black skin, white masks. New York: Grove Press. (Original work published 1952)
Fox-Keller, E. (1996).  Reflections on gender and science.  New Haven: Yale University Press. (Original work published 1986)
Freud, S. (1948). Group psychology and the analysis of the ego. (J. Strachey, Trans.). London: The Hogarth Press & The Institute of Psychoanalysis.  (Original work published 1921)
Frosh, S. & Baraitser, L. (2008). Psychoanalysis and psychosocial studies. Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society, 13, 346-365.
Gee, J.P. (2001). Identity as an analytic lens for research in education. Review of Research in Education, 25, 99-125. 
Gherovici, P. (2003). The puerto rican syndrome. New York: Other Press.
Gibbons, M. (2006). The year in numbers. Retrieved November 8, 2006 from 

http://www.asee.org/publications/profiles/upload/2005ProfileEng.pdf. 
Grigg, R. (2001). Discourse. In. H. Glowskinski, Z. Marks, & S. Murphy (Eds.), A Compendium of Lacanian Terms (pp. 61-71).  London: Free Association Press.
Grosz, E. (1995). Space, time, and perversion. New York: Routledge.
Nissim-Sabat, M. (2002).  Review of Umbr(a). Retrieved November 8, 2006 from  

http://www.mentalhelp.net/poc/view_doc.php?id=1112&type=book&cn=89.  -- also not cited in this piece.
Hamilton, K. (2004). Faculty science positions continue to elude women of color. Black Issues in Higher Education, 21, 36-40.
Haraway, D. (1999). Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege of partial perspective. In Mario Biagioli  (Ed.), The Science Studies Reader (pp. 176-177). New York: Routledge. (Original work published 1986).
Harding, S. (2001). After absolute neutrality. In  M. Mayberry, B. B. Subramaniam, & L. Weasel, (Eds.), Feminist science studies (pp. 291-304). New York: Routledge.
Herr, K. & Anderson, G. (2003). Violent youth or violent schools? A critical incident analysis of symbolic violence. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 6, 415-433.
Hollway, W. (2004). ‘There’s more than one ‘I’ in identity’: An etymological search for the link between identity and identification. Unpublished manuscript, Open University at Milton Keynes, United Kingdom.
Hollway, W. & Jefferson, T. (2000). Doing qualitative research differently. London: Sage Publications. 
Hook, D. (2008). Articulating psychoanalysis and psychosocial studies: Limitations & possibilities. Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society, 13, 397-405.
Hook, D. & Howarth, C. (2005). Future directions for a critical social psychology of racism/antiracism. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 15, 506-514.

hooks, b. (1995). Killing rage: Ending racism. New York: Henry Holt and Company. 
Hunter, A-B., Laursen, S., & Seymour, E. (2006). Becoming a scientist: The role of undergraduate research in students’ cognitive, personal, and professional development. Science Education, 91, 36-74. 
Jaworski, A. & Coupland, N. (2006). Introduction: Perspectives on discourse analysis.  In A. Jaworski and N. Coupland (Eds.), The discourse reader (2nd ed., pp. 1-38). New York: Routledge. 
Johnson, A. (2007). Unintended consequences: How science professor discourage women of color. Science Education, 91, 805-821. 
Johnson-Bailey, J. (2004). Hitting and climbing the proverbial wall: Participation and retention issues for black graduate women. Race, Ethnicity, and Education, 7, 231-249. 
Jones, C. & Shorter-Gooden, K. (2003). Shifting: The double lives of black women in America. New York: Harper Collins. 
Jordan, D. (2006). Sisters in science. West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press. 
Kerr, E.A.  (2001). Toward a feminist natural science: Linking theory and practice.  In M. Lederman & I. Bartsch (Eds), The Gender and Science Reader (pp. 386-406).  New York: Routledge.
Kitchner, P. (1993). The advancement of science. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Knorr-Cetina, K. (1999). How the sciences make knowledge. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Kojeve, A. (1969). Introduction to a Reading of Hegel (James Nichols, Jr, Trans.). Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. (Original work published 1947)
Korobov, N. & Bamburg, M. (2004). Positioning mature self in interactive practices: How adolescent males negotiate ‘physical attraction’ in group talk. 
British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 22, 471-492.
Kozoll, R. & Osborne, M. (2004). Finding meaning in science: Lifeworld, identity, and self. Science Education, 88, 157-181.

Lacan, J. (1991). The four fundamentals of psychoanalysis: The seminar of jacques lacan: Book XI. (A. Sheridan, Trans.). NY: Norton. (Original work published 1973).
Lacan, J. (1995). The position of the unconscious.  (B. Fink, Trans.). In R. Feldstein, B. Fink, & M. Jaanus (Eds.), Reading Seminar XI, 259-280.  Albany NY: State University of New York Press. (Original work published 1964)
Lacan, J.  (1997). A theoretical introduction to the function of psychoanalysis in criminology, May 29, 1950 from Écrits, (M. Bracher, R. Grigg, & R. Samuels, Trans.) Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society, 1, (2), 13-26.  (Original work published 1966)
Lacan, J. (2002).  The function and field of speech and language in psychoanalysis.  In B. Fink (Ed. & Trans.), Écrits. pp.31-106.  New York: W.W. Norton & Company. (Original work published 1966) 
Lacan, J. (2007) The seminar of Jacques Lacan: Book XVII: The other side of psychoanalysis: 1969-1970 (R. Grigg, Trans.). NY: Norton. (Original work published 1991)
Lane, C. (1998). The psychoanalysis of race.  New York: Columbia University Press.
Lei, J. (2003). (un)Necessary toughness: Those loud black girls and those quiet asian boys. Anthropology and Education, 34, 158-181. 
Longino, H. (1990).  Science as social knowledge.  Princeton, NJ: University Press.
Mahoney, M. & Yngvesson, B. (1992). The construction of subjectivity and the paradox of resistance: Re-integrating feminist anthropology and psychology. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 18, 44-74.  
Malone, K., Nersessian, N., & Newstetter, W. (2005). Gender writ small: Gender enactments and gendered narratives about lab organization and knowledge transmission in a bio-medical engineering.  Journal of Women and Minorities in Science & Engineering, 11 (1), 61-82. 
Mannix, M. (2002).  Facing the problem. ASEE Prism, 12 (2), 19-24.
Margolis, J. & Fisher, A. (2002).  Unlocking the clubhouse: Women in computing.  Cambridge, MA: M.I.T. Press.
Maybery, M. (2001). Reproductive and resistant pedagogies. In M. Mayberry, B. B. Subramaniam, L. Weasel (Eds.). Feminist Science Studies, 145-156.
Miller, J-A. (1994). Extimité. In M. Bracher, M. Alcorn, R. Corthell, & F. Massardier-Kenney (Eds.), Lacanian Theory and Discourse (pp. 74-87). New York: New York University Press. 
Mitchell, J, Nosek, B., & Banaji, M. (2003). Contextual variations in implicit evaluation. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 132, 455-469.
Moody, J. (2003). Recruiting and retaining women and minority faculty: An interview with JoAnn Moody (Interview by Nancy E. Carriuola). Journal of Developmental Education, 27, 18-34.
Moody, J. (2004). Faculty diversity: Problems and solutions. New York: Routledge/ Falmer. 
Morgan, S. L. & Mehta, J.D. (2004). Beyond the laboratory: Evaluating the survey evidence for the disidentification explanation of black-white differences in achievement?, Sociology of Education, 77, 82-101.

Myers, L. (2002). A broken silence: Voices of african american women in the academy. Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey. 
Nasir, S. & Saxe, G. (2003). Ethnic and academic identities: A cultural practice 

perspective on emerging tensions and their management in the lives of minority students. Educational Researcher, 32, 14-18. 
Nelson, D. & Rogers, D. (2002). A national analysis of diversity in science and 

engineering faculties at research universities. Retrieved June, 2005 from http://www.now/org/issues/diverse/diversity_report.pdf 
Nelson, L. (1993). Epistemological communities. In L. Alcoff & E. Potter (Eds.), 

Feminist Epistomologies (pp. 121-160). London: Routledge.
Nobus, D. (2000). Jacques Lacan.  London: Routledge. 
Nosek, B. (2007). Implicit-explicit relations. Current Directions in Psychological 

Science,16 (2), 65-69. 
Nosek, B., Banaji, M., & Greenwald, A. (2002). Math = male, me = female, therefore math ≠ me. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 44-59. 
O’Neill, D. & Morgan, M. (2001) Pragmatic post-structuralism (I): Participant 

observation and  discourse in evaluating violence intervention. Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, 11, 263-275.
Parker, I. (2008). Temptations of pedagogy: Seventeen lures. Subjectivity, 24, 376-379. 
Parker, I. (2005). Qualitative psychology: Introducing radical research.  London: Open University Press.
Pronin, E., Steele, C., & Ross, L. (2003). Identity bifurcation in response to the stereotype threat: Women and mathematics. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40(2), 152-168.
Rabant, C. (1995). Fetishism and the arbitrariness of the sign. Clinical Studies: An International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 1, 67-78.
Rosser, S. (1999). Different laboratory/work climates: Impacts on women in the 

workplace. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 869, 95-101.
Rosser, S. V. (2004).  The science glass ceiling: Academic women scientists and the struggle to succeed.  New York: Routledge.
Sampson, E. (2000). Of rainbows and difference. In T. Sloan (Ed.), Critical psychology: Voice for change (pp. 1-6). London: MacMillan. 
Schiebinger, L. (1999). Has feminism changed science? Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Seshadri-Crooks, K. (2000). Desiring whiteness: A lacanian analysis of race. New York: Routledge. 
Seymour, E. & Hewitt, N. (1997). Talking about leaving: Why undergraduates leave the sciences. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Seymour, E., Hunter, A-B., Laursen, S., & Deantoni, T. (2004).  Establishing the benefits of research experiences for undergraduates in the sciences: First findings from a three year study.  Retrieved December 16, 2003, from http://www.interscience.wiley.com
Shapiro, T. (2004). The hidden cost of being african american.  New York: Oxford University Press.
Shepardson, C. (2000). Vital signs. NY: Routledge.
Soler, C. (1995). The body in the teaching of Jacques Lacan. Journal of the Center for Freudian Analysis & Research, 6, 6-38. 
Spradley, J. (1979). The ethnographic interview. New York: Holt, Rhinehart, and 

Winston.
Steele, C. (2003). Through the back door to theory. Psychological Inquiry, 14, 314-317.
Stepan, N. (1996). Race and gender: The role of analogy in science. In E. Keller and H. Longino (Eds.), Feminism and Science (pp. 121-136). Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Stryker, S. & Burke, P. (2000). The past, present, and future of identity theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 63, 284-297. 
Tate, C. (1996). Psychoanalysis as enemy and ally of african americans. Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society, 1, 53-62.
Tatum, B. (1997). Why are all the black kids sitting together in the cafeteria? New York: Basic Books. 
Traweek, B. S. (1988). Beamtimes and lifetimes: The world of high energy physicists.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Trower, C. A. & Chait, R.P. (2002). "Faculty diversity: Too little for too long with richard chait, Harvard Magazine, 104 (4), 33-37, 98. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Magazine, Inc.
Turner, C. (2002). Women of color in academe. The Journal of Higher Education, 73, 88-93. 
Valian, V. (1998).  Why so slow? Cambridge, MA: M.I.T. Press.
Vanheule & Verhaughe. (in press). Identity through a psychoanalytic looking glass. Theory and Psychology.
Walkerdine, V. (2008). Contextualizing debates about psycho-social studies. Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society, 13, 341-346.
Weigman, R. (1995). American anatomies: Theorizing race and gender. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.   
West, C. (1993) Race Matters. Boston: Beacon Press.
Wetherell, M. (2001). Themes in discourse research: The case of Diana. In M. Wetherell, S. Taylor, & S.J. Yates (Eds.), Discourse Theory and Practice (pp. 14-28), London: Open University Press.
Whitten, B., Foster, S., Duncomble, M., Allen, P., Heron, P., McCullough, L., Shaw, K., Taylor, B., & Zorn, H. (2004). Like a family: What works to create friendly and respectful student-faculty interactions.  Journal of Women and Minorities in Science & Engineering, 10, 229-242. 
Williams, P. (2004). Black sexual politics. New York: Routledge.
Williams, S-A. (Writer), & Barnette, N. (Director). (1987). Frank joins the club. 

[Television series episode].  In Wilson, H. & Reid, T. (Producers), Frank’s place. In M. Riggs & V. Kleiman (Producers), Color adjustment. [Television series.] Boston, Los Angeles, & New York: Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
Witz, K. (2000). The academic problem. Curriculum Studies, 32, 9-23.
Biographic Details:

Kareen Malone is Professor of Psychology at the University of West Georgia and Director of the Psychology Doctoral Program.   Author and co-author of articles and co-editor of books on Lacanian psychoanalysis, she is a Fellow of the American Psychological Association and President Elect of APA’s Division 24. She has trained wiith GIFRIC in Québec City, Canada and is a member of Après Coup in New York, USA.  She researches gender, race issues and is in her analytic formation with Après Coup. 

Dr. Gilda A. Barabino is the Vice Provost for Academic Diversity at Georgia Institute of Technology, and a Professor and Associate Chair for Graduate Studies in the Coulter Department of Biomedical Engineering at Georgia Tech and Emory University. Her academic career prior to Georgia Tech spanned 18 years at Northeastern University where she rose to the rank of full professor and served as Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education. She received her B.S. degree in Chemistry from Xavier University of Louisiana and her Ph.D. in Chemical Engineering from Rice University.

Please send all correspondence to kmalone@westga.edu
� “Lacan’s term ‘discourse’ corresponds to Saussure’s “lien social’, or social bond. [It] constitutes the basis of social organization. It is a structure…that goes beyond the more or less occasional or episodic nature of speech” (Griggs, 2001, 61). The social link (or bond) is preconditioned on there being a signifier that emerges out of the field of signifiers and the subsequent emergence of what is called the object a, the topological emergence allowing for indivisible locations that creates the possibility of speaking within speaking itself (subject, reality, desire and so forth). Thus points of address, positions within speaking, forms of bonds, or social links, can be distinguished (Lacan. 2007/1991). 


� This research has been made possible by the Spencer Foundation. A small grant from the Spencer Foundation entitled Lifting the Lid Off of the Lab: A Study of In Vivo Laboratory Practices that Foster Diversity has been funded through May 2007. Dr. Barabino and Dr. Malone are indebted to the Spencer Foundation and cooperating institutions for giving us the resources and time to conduct this research. Wendy Newstetter has served as a consultant on this research project and helped at numerous stages and in myriad ways along the way. Dr Malone is further indebted to the Cognition and Learning in Interdisciplinary Lab Cultures at The Georgia Institute of Technology. Work on gender with this lab was supported by National Science Foundation R.O.L.E. grant (REC0106773), Biomedical Engineering Thinking and Learning: The Challenge of Integrating Systems and Analytical Thinking. We are grateful for the generous support of Dr. Don Rice, Chair of Psychology at University of West Georgia. Our work has benefited from the insights of Nancy Nersessian, Lisa Osbeck, Shannon D. Kelly, Sheila Burgess, & Susan Bernard.


� Research one institutions are those universities and institutes that are classified in a particular way by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. Government funding and other strategic decisions are based on such classifications. Research One institutes must have the following attributes: 1) a full range of baccalaureate programs, 2) graduate education through the doctorate, 3) high priority to research, 4) 50 or more doctoral degrees each year, 5) $40 million or more in federal support. Carnegie no longer uses this classification, but everyone else does. 


� These included: being treated indifferently by an advisor, majority interest in ethnic or racial background (one’s hair, family, college experiences if at a HBCU), feeling invisible in majority group discussions or lab meetings, having one’s research marginalized, not feeling valued, representing the race, and finding oneself being stereotyped or otherwise managing majority’s students’ racially inflected views of one. Many of these experiences and themes were hauntingly familiar to Dr. Barabino who is a woman of color and successful research scientist; students’ reiterations of difficulties that they faced accords with most research literature in the area of race and science.


� Such levels of significant participation should be in evidence given the governmental and institutional fanfare surrounding more equal representation in STEM disciplines (Schiebinger,1999). At one focus group, participants laughed ironically about how African-Americans are always the objects of attention when recruitment brochures are being made and photos are needed for institutional events, but the follow-up during the educational process itself is cast as “special treatment.” 





� We realize that this stickiness is a matter of the subject’s complicity as well as the way in which race plays out in culture with its differential impact of white persons and persons of color. 


� Patricia Williams (2004) taps into the issue that we are attempting to foreground when she speaks of an intersection of sexuality, corporeality and broader race relations that play out as what she calls “sites of contestation”. She writes:


Routinized violence can break through into open conflict (1992, in Los Angeles and 2001, in Cincinnati), but more often, this normalized war also operates through the infrapolitics of everyday life, through a series of mini-assaults that convince each of us to stay in our place. Black people are under assault, and the racial and gender meanings of Black Sexuality in American society overall constitute sites of contestation in an uncivil-civil war against Black people. 


� Generally, the models of such meaning-making derive from perception as in notions of being situated, which is couched in terms of perspective. One sees things from a certain perspective and there is a horizon of possibilities inherent in any perspective. Consciousness is not flat-screen, but out-reaches itself, in a teleological overlap of meaning-making, which is seen as synthetic as we see in notions of unity and coherence or even meaning-making itself which offers its own sort of phallic satisfaction. 





� There are a number of paradigms that address the subject of desire. Psychoanalysis of course is one. Queer theory is another. The second paradigm is heteroclite but formulates the politics, meanings, and construction of communities built of desire and sexuality. Targeting Berlant and Warner as well as Judith Butler, Leo Bersani (1996) chastises queer theory for too little emphasis on desire per se as in sexual desire and a bit too much on recognition, identity, and politics. One might expect a conception of subjectivity based in desire, Leo Bersani’s critique of Butler and Warner notwithstanding, given that we are talking about a set of issues surrounding a set of practices and or people who are partially defined by desire itself. But although I agree with Bersani, there is much talk about the subject of desire, sometimes as with Bersani, Butler, or Berlant and Warner, it is cast as transgressive desire or same-sex desire or desire outside of kinship relations. Teresa de Lauretis (1988) turns to the drive to get to the heart of desire and Elizabeth Grosz (Grosz, 1995; Nissim-Sabat, 2002) turns to the drive as the origin of the perverse. As bereft of partial objects, there is still a privileging of a subject of desire, the subject of sexuality, and thus some interest in the relationship of desire and drive and by default an ambivalent relationship to psychoanalysis.


� By focusing on alienation and separation, we are not dismissing the issue of the phallus that exercises so many, as a hybrid object that moves to the signifier and meaning, permits a relationship between an object and lack - thus desire, and affords different positions within the more foundational constitution of our castration by the symbolic. There is plenty of phallic signification and its imaginary and fetishistic lures within the fantasmatic screens of race relationships in the United States.


� As with the staff of a musical chord, one operates within psychoanalysis in a range that makes subjectivity as an effect of the signifier double back on its partial objects from which it commenced.
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