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A NOTE FROM THE AUTHOR

The shell here is meant to be as short as possible.  There's a second piece of link evidence that I think is better, it's just that the Stavrakakis evidence is both a link and an impact.  One could read the Edkins 03 evidence in the shell, or just put it somewhere in the block.  Whatever.  Throw it up against a perm or something.

The formatting on some of these cards is terrible, but it's the best I could do.

Oh, and the Stavrakakis card that talks about the original alt card also is an answer to Levinas/Derrida if you highlight the parts about Critchley and Bernasconi.  Just an interesting F.Y.I.

The Stavrakakis card on page 15 of the file is also an answer to framework.  You can probably read it as “you are a link.”

SHELL (1 / 2)

SOCIAL HARMONY DOES NOT EXIST – IT IS FOREVER BEYOND THE HORIZON – YET THE AFFIRMATIVE PARTICIPATES IN THE SAME ATTEMPTS TO CREATE A UTOPIAN VISION OF THE WORLD – ONE IN WHICH THERE IS NO WAR AND THERE IS PEACE AND EVERYBODY GETS ALONG – YET THIS IS SIMPLY AN ATTEMPT TO COVER UP THE LACK – THE HOLES IN SOCIETY.  THIS ULTIMATELY ENDS UP IN THE ANNIHILATION OF THOSE WHO DISTURB OUR CONCEPTION OF UTOPIA

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 63-5 \\bj

What constantly emerges from this exposition is that when harmony is not present it has to be somehow introduced in order for our reality to be coherent. It has to be introduced through a fantasmatic social construction. 19 One should not get the impression though that this is a mere philosophical discussion. In so far as our constructions of reality influence our behaviour—and this is what they basically do—our fixation on harmony has direct social and political consequences. Reality construction does not take place on a superstructural level. Reality is forced to conform to our constructions of it not only at the spiritual or the intellectual, but also at the material level. But why does it have to be forced to conform? This is due, for instance, to the gap between our harmonious fantasmatic constructions of nature and nature itself, between reality and the real. Our constructions of reality are so strong that nature has to conform to them and not they to nature; reality is conceived as mastering the real. But there is always a certain leftover, a disturbing element destabilising our constructions of nature. This has to be stigmatised, made into a scapegoat and exterminated. The more beatific and harmonious is a social fantasy the more this repressed destabilising element will be excluded from its symbolisation—without, however, ever disappearing. 

In this regard, a vignette from the history of nature conservation can be revealing. As is well known nature conservation was developed first in the United States; what is not so well known is that ‘a major feature of the crusade for resource conservation was a deliberate campaign to destroy wild animals—one of the most efficient, well-organized, and well-financed such efforts in all of man’s history’ (Worster, 1994:261). All this, although not solely attributable to it, was part of a ‘progressive’ moralistic ideology which conceived of nature together with society as harbouring ruthless exploiters and criminals who should be banished from the land (Worster, 1994:265). The driving force behind this enterprise was clearly a particular ethically distinctive construction of nature articulated within the framework of a conservation ideology. According to this construction what ‘was’ had to conform to what ‘should be’ and what ‘should be’, that is to say nature without vermin (coyotes and other wild predators), was accepted as more natural—more harmonious—than what ‘was’: ‘These conservationists were dedicated to reorganizing the natural economy in a way that would fulfil their own ideal vision of what nature should be like’ (Worster, 1994:266). This construction was accepted by the Roosevelt administration in the USA (1901-9) and led to the formation of an official programme to exterminate vermin. The job was given to a government agency, the Bureau of the Biological Survey (BBS) in the Department of Agriculture, and a ruthless war started (in 1907 alone, 1,700 wolves and 23,000 coyotes were killed in the National Parks and this policy continued and expanded for years) (Worster, 1994:263). 

What is this dialectic between the beatific fantasy of nature and the demonised vermin doing if not illustrating the Lacanian dialectic between the two sides of fantasy or between fantasy and symptom? Since we will explore the first of these two Lacanian approaches to fantasy in Chapter 4, we will concentrate here on the fantasy/symptom axis. 20 As far as the promise of filling the lack in the Other is concerned, fantasy can be better understood in its relation to the Lacanian conception of the symptom; according to one possible reading, fantasy and symptom are two inter-implicated terms. It is the symptom that interrupts the consistency of the field of our constructions of reality, of the object of identification, by embodying the repressed jouissance, the destabilising part of nature excluded from its harmonious symbolisation. The symptom here is a real kernel of enjoyment; it is the repressed jouissance that returns and does not ever ‘stop in imposing itself [on us]’ (Soler, 1991:214). If fantasy is ‘the support that gives consistency to what we call reality’ (Žižek, 1989:49) on the other hand reality is always a symptom (Žižek, 1992). Here we are insisting on the late Lacanian conception of the symptom as sinthome. In this conception, a signifier is married to jouissance, a signifier is instituted in the real, outside the signifying chain but at the same time internal to it. This paradoxical role of the symptom can help us understand the paradoxical role of fantasy. Fantasy gives discourse its consistency because it opposes the symptom (Ragland-Sullivan, 1991:16). Hence, if the symptom is an encounter with the real, with a traumatic point that resists symbolisation, and if the discursive has to arrest the real and repress jouissance in order to produce reality, then the negation of the real within fantasy can only be thought in terms of opposing, of stigmatising the symptom. This is then the relation between symptom and fantasy. The self-consistency of a symbolic construction of reality depends on the harmony instituted by fantasy. This fantasmatic harmony can only be sustained by the neutralisation of the symptom and of the real, by a negation of the generalised lack that crosses the field of the social. 

But how is this done? If social fantasy produces the self-consistency of a certain construction it can do so only by presenting the symptom as ‘an alien, disturbing intrusion, and not as the point of eruption of the otherwise hidden truth of the existing social order’ (Žižek, 1991a:40). The social fantasy of a harmonious social or natural order can only be sustained if all the persisting disorders can be attributed to an alien intruder. To return to our example, the illusory character of our harmonious construction of nature is shown in the fact that there is a part of the real which escapes its schema and assumes a symptomatic form (vermin, etc.); in order for this fantasy to remain coherent, this real symptom has to be stigmatised and eliminated. It cannot be accepted as the excluded truth of nature; such a recognition would lead to a dislocation of the fantasy in question. When, however, the dependence of fantasy on the symptom is revealed, then the play—the relation—between the symptom and fantasy reveals itself as another mode of the play between the real and the symbolic/imaginary nexus producing reality. 
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ALTERNATIVE TEXT: MUST MAINTAIN DISTANCE TOWARDS THE SOCIAL ORDER AND TO OPEN THE LACK – OUR ALTERNATIVE IS TO ENDORSE THE GAP BETWEEN IDEOLOGIES.

THE GAP BETWEEN DISCOURSES IS THE ONLY SPACE THAT TRUE REVOLUTIONARY ACTION CAN OCCUR  – THE ROLE OF THE INTELLECTUAL IS NOT TO LIVE IN A FOUNDED REALITY – BUT RATHER TO CALL OUT ITS ARTIFICIAL NATURE

ZIZEK – SR. RESEARCHER @ THE INSTIT. FOR SOC. STUD., UNIV. OF LJUBLJANA – 93

Slavoj, Tarrying With the Negative, pg. 1-2 \\bj

The most sublime image that emerged in the political upheavals of the last years -- and the term "sublime" is to be conceived here in the strictest Kantian sense -- was undoubtedly the unique picture from the time of the violent overthrow of Ceauşsescu in Romania: the rebels waving the national flag with the red star, the Communist symbol, cut out, so that instead of the symbol standing for the organizing principle of the national life, there was nothing but a hole in its center. It is difficult to imagine a more salient index of the"open" character of a historical situation"in its becoming," as Kierkegaard would have put it, of that intermediate phase when the former Master-Signifier, although it has already lost the hegemonical power, has not yet been replaced by the new one. The sublime enthusiasm this picture bears witness to is in no way affected by the fact that we now know how the events were actually manipulated (ultimately it had to do with a coup of Securitate, the Communist secret police, against itself, against its own signifier; that is, the old apparatus survived by casting off its symbolic clothing): for us as well as for most of the participants themselves, all this became visible in retrospect, and what really matters is that the masses who poured into the streets of Bucharest"experienced" the situation as"open," that they participated in the unique intermediate state of passage from one discourse (social link) to another, when, for a brief, passing moment, the hole in the big Other, the symbolic order, became visible. The enthusiasm which carried them was literally the enthusiasm over this hole, not yet hegemonized by any positive ideological project; all ideological appropriations (from the nationalistic to the liberal-democratic) entered the stage afterwards and endeavored to"kidnap" the process which originally was not their own. At this point, perhaps, the enthusiasm of the masses and the attitude of a critical intellectual overlap for a brief moment. And the duty of the critical intellectual -- if, in today's"postmodern" universe, this syntagm has any meaning left -- is precisely to occupy all the time, even when the new order (the"new harmony") stabilizes itself and again renders invisible the hole as such, the place of this hole, i.e., to maintain a distance toward every reigning Master-Signifier. In this precise sense, Lacan points out that, in the passage from one discourse (social link) to another, the"discourse of the analyst" always emerges for a brief moment: the aim of this discourse is precisely to"produce" the Master-Signifier, that is to say, to render visible its"produced," artificial, contingent character. 

ALTERNATE 1NC LINK OR EXTENSION

SOCIAL LIFE, ONTOLOGY, LANGUAGE, LIFE – THESE THINGS ALL CONTAIN A FUNDAMENTAL LACK – IN THE HEART OF EACH OF THESE SUBJECTS LIES A LACK – THE SUBJECT, STATE AND ALL OTHER THINGS ATTEMPT TO CLOSE THIS GAP IN SYMBOLIZATION – YET IT ALWAYS FAILS AND CAUSES US TO FORGET THAT THERE IS ANOTHER POLITICS AND ANOTHER WAY

EDKINS – SR. LECTURER, INT'L POLITICS @ UNIV. OF WALES-ABERYSTWYTH – '3

Jenny, Trauma and the Memory of Politics, pg. 11-14

In the psychoanalytic account the subject is formed around a lack, and in the face of trauma. We become who we are by finding our place within the social order and family structures into which we are born. That social order is produced in symbolic terms, through language. Language does not just name things that are already there in the world. Language divides up the world in particular ways to produce for every social grouping what it calls 'reality'. Each language - each symbolic or social order has its own way of doing this. Crucially, none of these are complete; none of them can find a place for everything. This is a logical limitation, not a question of a symbolic or social order being insufficiently developed. Completeness or closure is impossible. There is always, inevitably, something that is missed out, something that cannot be symbolised, and this is one part of what psychoanalytic theory calls 'the real'. In its birth into the symbolic or social order, into language, the subject is formed around, and through a veiling of, that which cannot be symbolised the traumatic real. The real is traumatic, and has to be hidden or forgotten, because it is a threat to the imaginary completeness of the subject. The 'subject' only exists in as far as the person finds their place within the social or symbolic order. But no place that the person occupies as a mother, friend, consumer, activist can fully express what that person is. There is always something more. Again, this is not a question of people not fitting into the roles available for them and a call for more person-friendly societies. Nor does it concern multiple or fragmented identities in a postmodern world. It is a matter of a structural impossibility. If someone is, say, a political activist, there is always the immediate question of whether they are sufficiently involved to count as an activist: don't activists have to be more committed, to take part in more than just demonstrations, shouldn't they stand for office? On the other hand, are they perhaps more than an activist does that description do justice to what they are, to their role in the party? There is always an excess, a surplus, in one direction or the other. However, we choose on the whole to ignore this - to forget this impossibility, and to act as if completeness and closure were possible. We hide the traumatic real, and stick with the fantasy of what we call social reality. As I have argued elsewhere, the political is that which enjoins us not to forget the traumatic real but rather to acknowledge the constituted and provisional nature of what we call social reality. Politics refers to the sphere of activity and institutions that is called 'politics' as opposed to 'economics' or 'society'. Politics is part of what we call social reality. It exists within the agendas and frameworks that are already accepted within the social order. The political, in its 'properly traumatic dimension', on the other hand, concerns the real. It refers to events in which politics of the first sort and its institutions are brought into being. This can be the day-to-day production and reproduction of the social and symbolic order. This continual process has to take place; the social order is not natural, it doesn't exist unless it is produced continually. The political also takes place at moments when major upheavals occur that replace a preceding social and legal system and set up a new order in its place. At such points, the symbolism and ideology that concealed the fragile and contingent nature of authority collapse altogether and there is a brief interregnum before the new order imposes a different form of concealment.

The way that time figures in the psychoanalytic account is interesting. A certain non-linearity is evident: time no longer moves unproblematically from past through present to future. In a sense, subjects only retrospectively become what they already are - they only ever will have been. And the social order too shares this retroactive constitution. The subject and the social order in which the subject finds a place are both in a continual process of becoming. Neither exists as a fixed entity in the present moment, as the common-sense view in western culture might lead us to expect. Both are always in the process of formation. This is because the two are so intimately related. The person is formed, not through a process of interaction with the social order (since that would mean thinking of the social as already there), but by imagining or supposing that the social order exists. This supposing by the individual is what brings the social into being. We have to imagine that others will respond to us before we speak, but it is only our speaking, of course, that enables them to respond. But supposing that the social exists does not only produce the social order, it also, simultaneously, brings the individual into existence too. When our speaking elicits a response, we recognise ourselves as subjects in that response. This recognition is belated when viewed through the lens of a linear temporality: it is not at the moment we decide to speak that we see who we are, but only a moment later, when we get a response. The response tells us not who we are now, since we are no longer that - we have already changed. It tells us who we were, at the moment when we spoke. This is the sense in which we never are, we only ever will hazy been. Like the distant stars, whose past we know from the light that has taken millions of years to reach us but whose present we can only guess at, we can only know what we were, not what we are. And even that is also a guess, of course. In a similar way, when we listen to a sentence being spoken, we can predict what is being said, but we cannot be sure we were right until the sentence is completed and over. Some forms of speech - rhetoric and jokes for example - play on that unpredictability. The uncertainty and unpredictability that this involves can be unsettling. In the rational west, we tend to seek certainty and security above all. We don't like not knowing. So we pretend that we do. Or that if we don't we could, given sufficient scientific research effort and enough money. We forget the uncertainties involved and adopt a view that what we call social reality - which Slavoj Zizek calls social fantasy -- is basically knowable. We adopt an ontology – a view of being and the nature of things - that depends on a progressive linear notion of time. Things can 'be' in our modern western sense only in the context of this temporality. They 'are' because they have a history in time, but they are at the same time separate from that history. But central to this solution to doubt is forgetting, as we have seen. The fantasy is only convincing if, once it has been put in place, we can forget that it is a fantasy. What we are forgetting some would say deliberately - is the real, that which cannot he symbolised, and that which is produced as an excess or surplus by any attempt at symbolisation. We do not remember the trauma that lies at the root of subjectivity, the lack or gap that remains, even within what we call social reality. This position leads to a depoliticisation. We forget that a complete, non-antagonistic society is impossible. We strive for completion and closure, often at any price. There are a number of ways in which this is done, according to Zizek.'' The first is communitarian attempts to produce a close homogeneous society arche-politics. Political struggle disappears because everyone agrees on everything. 'The second, most common in the liberal west, Zizek calls para-politics. Here the political is replaced by politics. Standardised competition takes place between accepted political parties according to pre-set rules, the prize being a turn at executive control of the state bureaucracy. Politics has become policing or managerial control. In the third meta-politics, political conflict is seen as a shadow theatre, with the important events taking place in another scene, that of economic processes. Politics should be cancelled when economic processes have worked themselves out (as scientific materialism predicts) and matters can he decided by rational debate and the collective will. Finally, we have ultra-politics, where political struggle becomes warfare, and the military are called in. There is no common ground for debate and politics is militarised. If we are to resist such attempts to 'gentrify' or depoliticise the political we have to recall the constituted, provisional and historically contingent nature of every social order, of every ontology. This position, which Zizek calls 'traversing the fantasy', 'tarrying with the negative' or fidelity to the ontological crack in the universe, is uncomfortable." It involves an acceptance of the lack of trauma at the centre of the subject and the non-existence of any complete, closed social order. 

LINK: LAW

THE NEUTRAL FUNCTION OF JUSTICE IS A CONSTRUCTION THAT CREATES A FANTASY THAT SEEKS TO PACIFY OUR INTERESTS

MCGOWAN – PF CRIT. THEORY @ U. VERMONT – '4

Todd, The End of Dissatisfaction?: Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment, pg. 160
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LINK: LAW

LAW IS NOT SIMPLY AN EXTERNAL CONSTRUCT THAT EXIST ABSENT ANY OTHER TRUTH – LANGUAGE CREATES A LAW THAT IS IMPORTANT TO STABILIZE THE SUBJECT AND PREVENT IT FROM THE LACK – THE SUBJECT FINALLY BECOMES A SUBJECT IN LANGUAGE – THIS IS HOW THE SYMBOLIC AND THE LACK SUBORDINATE THE SUBJECT TO THEMSELVES

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 19-20 \\bj

Let us now focus on the passage from the imaginary to the symbolic dimension of identity; it is, first of all, a passage depicting the chronological development of Lacanian theory, but it is also a way of introducing Lacan’s theoretical insights in a logically coherent and pedagogically accessible manner. If the imaginary, the field of specular images, of spatial unities and totalised representations, is always built on an illusion which is ultimately alienating for the child, his or her only recourse is to turn to the symbolic level, seeking in language a means to acquire a stable identity. 11 By submitting to the laws of language the child becomes a subject in language, it inhabits language, and hopes to gain an adequate representation through the world of words: ‘the symbolic provides a form into which the subject is inserted at the level of his being. It’s on this basis that the subject recognises himself as being this or that’ (III:179). As Lacan puts it in his unpublished seminar on Identification (1961-2), the signifier determines the subject, the subject takes on a structure from it (seminar of 30 May 1962). In The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis this thesis is reiterated with clarity: ‘the subject is the subject of the signifier—determined by it’ (XI:67). The subject comes to being as long as it agrees to be represented by the signifier: ‘it is the symbolic order which is constitutive for the subject’ (II:29). In that sense, it depends on the signifier, it is located in a secondary position with respect to the signifier. This is what Lacan, in his seminar on Poe’s Purloined Letter, describes as the ‘pre-eminence of the signifier over the subject’ (1988:51). 

But instead of transgressing alienation in the direction of acquiring a solid identity, the subject of the signifier, the subject constituted on the basis of the acceptance of the laws of language, is uncovered as the subject of lack par excellence. Already this is indicative of the political relevance of the Lacanian category of the lacking subject. This lack can only be thought as a trace of the ineliminable act of power at the root of the formation of subjectivity, as the trace of an ex nihilo decision entailing the loss of certain possibilities or psychic states (the imaginary relation with the mother, for example) and the formation of new ones. As mentioned above, the subject can only exist on the condition that it accepts the laws of the symbolic. It becomes an effect of the signifier. In that sense it is a certain subordination, an exercise of power, that constitutes the condition of possibility for the constitution of subjectivity. Judith Butler is right when, in her recent book The Psychic Life of Power, she argues that there is no formation of subjectivity without subordination, the passionate attachment to those by whom she or he (the subject in question) is subordinated (Butler, 1997:7). It seems however that she remains within the limits of a somewhat traditional conceptualisation of power when she is personalising her account (those to whom we are subordinated are presumably our parents, especially during our early fomative years). In Lacan, it is the signifier that is revealed as the locus of this power forming the subject: ‘power is coterminous with the logic of the signifier’ (Dyrberg, 1997:130). This power of the signifier cannot be reduced to the physical presence or the behaviour of the biological parents. As we shall shortly see, it is the Name-of-the-Father, the symbolic and not the real father, who is the agent of this power, the agent of symbolic Law. 

LINK: IDENTITY

IDENTITY POLITICS IS IMPOSSIBLE – IT IS EMBLEMATIC OF THE CONSTITUTIVE LACK – THAT IS WHY IDENTITY POLITICS IS NOT POLITICS BUT RATHER A CONSTANT SEARCH FOR A UTOPIA

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 29 \\bj

What are the implications of the constitutive alienation in the imaginary and the symbolic for a theory of subjective identity? The fullness of identity that the subject is seeking is impossible both in the imaginary and in the symbolic level. The subject is doomed to symbolise in order to constitute her- or himself as such, but this symbolisation cannot capture the totality and singularity of the real body, the close-circuit of the drives. Symbolisation, that is to say the pursuit of identity itself, introduces lack and makes identity ultimately impossible. For even the idea of identity to become possible its ultimate impossibility has to be instituted. Identity is possible only as a failed identity; it remains desirable exactly because it is essentially impossible. It is this constitutive impossibility that, by making full identity impossible, makes identification possible, if not necessary. Thus, it is rather misleading to speak of identities within a Lacanian framework. What we have is only attempts to construct a stable identity, either on the imaginary or the symbolic level, through the image or the signifier. The subject of lack emerges due to the failure of all these attempts. What we have then, if we want to be precise and accurate, is not identities but identifications, a series of failed identifications or rather a play between identification and its failure, a deeply political play. 

The concept of identification becomes crucial then for any understanding of the Lacanian conception of subjectivity; it was already crucial in Freudian theory. In Freud, identification emerges as a concept of major importance as it refers to the mechanism through which subjectivity is constituted. Identification refers to the ‘psychological process whereby the subject assimilates an aspect, property or attribute of the other and is transformed, wholly or partially, after the model the other provides. It is by means of a series of identifications that the personality is constituted and specified’ (Laplanche and Pontalis, 1988:205). What Lacan adds to this picture is two qualifications. First of all the distinction between imaginary and symbolic identification, which clarifies a lot of ambiguities in Freud’s account, and, second, the important emphasis on the idea that identification cannot result in a stable subjective identity: The ontic horizon of identification is that of ultimate failure; its ontological horizon that of impossibility. 19 Yet this is not, strictly speaking, a failure of identification, but a failure of identity, that is to say a failure to achieve identity through identification. It is, however, this same impossibility to achieve identity (substance) that makes identification (process) constitutive. This is not only true for the life of the child but for the life of the adult as well, something which reveals the relevance of the concept of identification for social and political analysis. Since the objects of identification in adult life include political ideologies and other socially constructed objects, the process of identification is revealed as constitutive of socio-political life. It is not identity which is constitutive but identification as such; instead of identity politics we should speak of identification politics.

LINK: IDENTITY POLITICS

IDENTITY POLITICS CAN NEVER BE COMPLETE – IT IS A FANTASY THAT ATTEMPTS TO REALIZE IDENTITY WITHIN POLITICS

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 35 \\bj

In this regard we have to be very clear, assuming at the same time the risk of a certain repetition: the politics of the subject, the politics of identity formation, can only be understood as a politics of impossibility. If the ego is based on the imaginary misrecognition of the impossibility of fullness and closure, it also entails a constitutive alienation, making visible a certain lack. This lack also constitutes an irreducible element of the symbolic order in which the subject turns for its representation; here lack is elevated to the position of a precondition for symbolic representation. In the symbolic, the subject is properly constituted but as the subject of lack; something is again missing. Identification is thus revealed as, by constitution, alienating (Laclau and Zac, 1994:14). It can never realise its aim, it can never achieve full identity, it can never bring back our lost fullness since it was its own institution that introduced this loss. Identification is always an identification doomed to fail. One has to agree with Laclau and Zac that the proper answer to Lacoue-Labarthe’s rhetorical question ‘Why, after all, should the problem of identification not be, in general, the essential problem of politics?’ is that the problem of politics is identification and its failure (Laclau and Zac, 1994:35). Beyond identity politics, identification politics is revealed as the politics of impossibility. 

LINK: IDENTITY

IDENTITY IS IMPOSSIBLE – IT ALWAYS CONTAINS A LACK – IT BECOMES IMPOSSIBLE TO FULLY REALIZE ONE'S SELF WITHIN ANYTHING

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 29 \\bj

What are the implications of the constitutive alienation in the imaginary and the symbolic for a theory of subjective identity? The fullness of identity that the subject is seeking is impossible both in the imaginary and in the symbolic level. The subject is doomed to symbolise in order to constitute her- or himself as such, but this symbolisation cannot capture the totality and singularity of the real body, the close-circuit of the drives. Symbolisation, that is to say the pursuit of identity itself, introduces lack and makes identity ultimately impossible. For even the idea of identity to become possible its ultimate impossibility has to be instituted. Identity is possible only as a failed identity; it remains desirable exactly because it is essentially impossible. It is this constitutive impossibility that, by making full identity impossible, makes identification possible, if not necessary. Thus, it is rather misleading to speak of identities within a Lacanian framework. What we have is only attempts to construct a stable identity, either on the imaginary or the symbolic level, through the image or the signifier. The subject of lack emerges due to the failure of all these attempts. What we have then, if we want to be precise and accurate, is not identities but identifications, a series of failed identifications or rather a play between identification and its failure, a deeply political play. 

LINK: UTOPIA

THEIR POLITICS OF UTOPIA NOT ONLY FAILS IN SUBSTANCE BUT IT FAILS TO EMBRACE THE LACK AND ADMIT IT EXISTS – THIS FAILURE IS REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FAILURE OF MODERN POLITICS
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[image: image2.png]£ Such a fantasmatic support is, however, discernible in all the examples we

have alreadv presented. This is because ‘all ideological formations, all
copstructions of political reality, although not in the same degree or in the

same way, aspire to_eliminate anxiety and loss, to defeat dislocation, in
onder to achieve a state of fulless. Thus ‘what Thatcherism as an idedlogy
does, is to address the fears, the anxieties, the lost identities, of a people....It
is addressed to our collective fantasies, to Britain as an imagined commu-
nity, to the social imaginary’ (Hall, 1988: 167). The same applies to
nationalism, to millenarian redemption, as well as to Disraeli’s ‘One Nation”
and to Blairism. This fantasmatic element is crucial for the desirability of all
these discourses, n_other words for their hegemonic appeal. All political
projects to reconstitute society as a well-ordered and harmonious ensemble
aim at this impogsible object which reduces utopia to a fantasmatic screen.
I£, according to Laclaw’s Lacanian dictum, society does not exist (as a
Harmonious ensemble), this impossible existence is all the time constructed
and reconstructed through the symbolic production of discourse and its
fantasmatic investment, through the reduction of the political to politicsygy






LINK: POLITICS

POLITICS IS AN ATTEMPT TO CREATE A WORLD WITHOUT LACK – THE GOAL OF POLITICS TODAY IS THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SOCIAL ORDER THAT HAS ACHIEVED A STATE OF FULLNESS – IT IS THIS THAT CREATES A FANTASY
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modern universalism - a universalism that, by replacing God with Reason,
reoccupied the ground of a pre-modern aspiration to fully represent and
master the essence and the totality of the real. On the political level this
universalist fontasy took the form of a series of wiopfan constructions ofa
reconciled future society. The fragmentation of our present social terrain
and cultural milieu entails the collapse of such grandiose fantasies T Today
talk about utopia is usually characterised by a certain ambiguity. For some,
of course, utopian constructions are still seen as positive results of Tuman
creativity in the socio-political sphere: “utopia is the expression of a desire
for a better way of being’ (Levitas, 1990: 8). Other, more suspicious views,
such as the one expressed in Maric Berneri's book Journey through Utopia,
warn — taking into account experiences like the Second World War - of the
dangers entailed in trusting the idea of a perfect, ordered and regifiented,
World. For some, instead of being how can we realise our utopias”, the
Crucial question has become ‘how can we prevent their final realisa-
tion?....[How can] we return to a nonruto{)im society, less perfect and more
frec’ (Berdiaev in Berneri, 1971: 309) It is particularly the political
experience of these last decades that le islocati ian

sensibilities and brought to the fore a novel appreciation of human finitude,

meta-narratives traditionally associated with them (Whitebook, 1995: 7
AT these developments, that is to say the orisis of the utopian imaginary,
sgém, however 1o leave politics without its pri ivating forcer the
politics of today is a politics of aporia, In our current political terrain, hope
Seemns {0 be replaced by pessimism or even resignation. This is a result of the
crisis_in_the dominant modality of our_polifical imagination (meaning

utopianism in its various forms) and of our inability to resolve this crisis in a

productive way.® In this chapter, I.will try to show that Lacanian theory
provides new angles through which we can reflect _on.our mstorngal
experience of utopia and reorient our political imagination beyond its

. suffocating strait-jacket. Let’s start our exploration with the mo;t eleme:_x-
tary of questions: what is the meaning of the current crisis of utopia? And is
this crisis a development to be regretted or cherished? 4 -\og





LINK: POLITICS

POLITICAL REALITY REQUIRES A FORGETTING OF THE FOUNDATION OF POLITICS AND CREATES A SYMBOLIC AND FANTASMIC REDUCTION OF THE POLITICAL
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In order to illustrate this ‘emancipation’ of the moment of the political let us examine very briefly the relevant argument put forward by Claude Lefort. Lefort’s project entails the reinterpretation of the political. He considers both the Marxist and the strictly scientific definitions of the political inadequate. Marxism regards the political as a mere superstructure determined by a base consisting of the supposedly real level of relations of production, and thus is unable to recognise any substantial specificity to the political. Political sociology and political science, on the other hand, attempt to delineate political facts in their particularity, as distinct from other social facts which are considered as belonging to other separate levels of social reality: the economic, the aesthetic, the juridical, the scientific, the social itself. Such an approach claims to provide an objective reconstruction of reality as consisting of all these strict differentiations and thus does not realise that its own constructs derive from social life and are, consequently, historically and politically conditioned—our discussion on constructionism becomes relevant again. In the definition of politics (as the space of political institutions, such as parties, etc.) what is lost is the political itself, meaning the moment in which the definition of politics, the organisation of social reality, takes place: 

The political is thus revealed, not in what we call political activity, but in the double movement whereby the mode of institution of society appears and is obscured. It appears in the sense that the process whereby society is ordered and unified across its divisions becomes visible. It is obscured in the sense that the locus of politics (the locus in which parties compete and in which a general agency of power takes shape and is reproduced) becomes defined as particular, while the principle which generates the overall configuration is concealed. 

(Lefort, 1988:11) 

The point here is that the institution of political reality presupposes a certain repression of the constitutivity of the political. It entails an impossible attempt to erase the political ontology of the social. In Lefort’s view, for example, and here he draws from traditional political philosophy in which what distinguishes one society from another is its regime, its shaping of human existence, the political is related to what generates society, the different forms of society. It is precisely because the very idea of society contains a reference to its political definition that it becomes impossible to localise the political within society. The political is thus revealed as the ontological level of the institution of every particular shaping of the social (this expression denoting both giving meaning to social relations and staging them) (Lefort, 1988:217-19). When we limit our scope within political reality we are attempting a certain domestication/spatialisation of the political, we move our attention from the political per se (as the moment of the disruption and undecidability governing the reconstruction of social objectivity including political reality) to the social (as the result of this construction and reconstruction, as the sedimented forms of objectivity) (Laclau, 1990:35). This sedimentation of political reality (as a part or a subsystem of the social) requires a forgetting of origins, a forgetting of the contingent force of dislocation which stands at its foundation; it requires the symbolic and fantasmatic reduction of the political. Yet, ‘to negate the political does not make it disappear, it only leads to bewilderment in the face of its manifestations and to impotence in dealing with them’ (Mouffe, 1993:140). What constantly emerges in these currents of contemporary political theory is that the political seems to acquire a position parallel to that of the Lacanian real; one cannot but be struck by the fact that the political is revealed as a particular modality of the real. The political becomes one of the forms in which one encounters the real. 

LINK: POLITICS

( _ ) ELECTIONS, CITIZENSHIP, AND POLITICAL REPRESENTATION IS A SET OF SPATIAL RELATIONS SUPPORTED BY FANTASY
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Chapter 2 examined the various ways in which Lacanian theory transforms our view of the objective side of human experience. If up to now our main focus was reality in general (especially in the last part of Chapter 2), I will start Chapter 3 by rearticulating some of the conclusions of the previous chapter but this time with particular reference to the field of political reality. Naturally, what we said about reality in general is also applicable to political reality. 1 But what is this political reality for which Lacan is relevant? In fact what exactly is political reality in general? We know that in mainstream political science, politics and political reality are associated with citizenship, elections, the particular forms of political representation and the various ideological families. Politics is conceived as constituting a separate system, the political system, and is expected to stay within the boundaries of this system: people, that is to say, politicians, social scientists and citizens, expect to find politics in the arenas prescribed for it in the hegemonic discourse of liberal democracies (these arenas being parliament, parties, trade unions, etc.), and also expect it to be performed by the accordingly sanctioned agents (Beck, 1997:98). Although this well-ordered picture is lately starting to show signs of disintegration, with the politicisation of areas previously located outside the political system (as Beck has put it ‘if the clocks of politics stop there [within the official arenas of the political system], then it seems that politics as a whole has stopped ticking’—Beck, 1997:98), politics can only be represented in spatial terms, as a set of practices and institutions, as a system, albeit an expanding one. Politics is identical to political reality and political reality, as all reality, is, first, constituted at the symbolic level, and, second, supported by fantasy. 

( _ ) POLITICS IS A TOOL TO CONCEAL ANTAGONISM WITHIN THE SOCIAL ORDER – FROM ITS CONCEPTION AS THE END OF THE POLITICAL IT SERVES TO CUT OFF CHALLENGES

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, Poststructuralism & International Relations, pg.

As we saw in Chapter 1, this argument can be taken a step further, to provide an account of the role of (what I call) politics. Žižek proposes that “politics” is a metaphor of the political subject, “the element which, within the constituted social space, holds the place of the Political as negativity which suspends it and founds it anew. ” 75 In other words, “politics” is taking the place of the master signifier as the element that conceals the “lack” in the system, in effect “hiding” the absence of “the political. ” So, ironically, it is the function of “politics” as subsystem of the social order to conceal the lack in or depoliticization of the social order as such. This concealment is what holds together the social and enables the symbolic order to constitute itself. The “real” of the political is excluded. 

In this sense, “politics” as master signifier performs a function similar to that served by the notion of “sovereignty”; the two are perhaps interrelated insofar as the modern nation-state is viewed as an element in the international system. Sovereignty holds the place of the master signifier around which the sovereign state of contemporary political life is founded. 76 The metaphorical significance of “politics” explains why the notion of a generalized politics, like Derrida's generalized writing, is such a threat and why it is resisted. Politics as subsystem reflects (and conceals) the way that the social order is a particular resolution of the antagonism at the root of the social: “The stable network of 'sub-systems' is the very form of harmony of one pole in the social antagonism, the 'class peace' the very index of the hegemony of one class in the class struggle. ” 77 Any deconstruction of the notion of politics, any attempt at a repoliticization or a displacement by the notion of a generalized “political, ” where “everything is political, ” threatens that order and the relations of power that it embodies. 

LINK: POLITICS

POLITICAL DISCOURSE FOUNDS ITSELF UPON THOSE THAT HAVE COME BEFORE – THE DISLOCATION OF THE PREVIOUS SYSTEM IS SIMPLY AN ATTEMPT TO COVER UP THE LACK
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It is this constitutive play which can help illuminate a series of political questions and lead to a novel approach to political analysis. As an illustration let us examine a concrete problem of political analysis. How are we, for example, to account for the emergence and the hegemonic force of apartheid discourse in South Africa? Is this emergence due to a positively defined cause (class struggle, etc.)? What becomes apparent now, in light of the structural causality of the political, is that the reasons for the resurgence of Afrikaner nationalism in the 1930s and 1940s are not to be found in some sort of ‘objective’ conditions (Norval, 1996:51). Apartheid can be traced back to the dislocations that conditioned the emergence of this Afrikaner nationalist discourse (associated, among others, with the increasing capitalisation of agriculture, the rate of urbanisation and events such as the Great War). The articulation of a new political discourse can only make sense against the background of the dislocation of the preceding socio-political order or ideological space. It is the lack created by dislocation that causes the desire for a new discursive articulation. It is this lack created by a dislocation of the social which forms the kernel of the political as an encounter with the Lacanian real. Every dislocatory event leads to the antagonistic articulation of different discourses that attempt to symbolise its traumatic nature, to suture the lack it creates. In that sense the political stands at the root of politics, dislocation at the root of the articulation of a new socio-political order, an encounter with the real moment of the political at the root of our symbolisation of political reality. 

Underlying Lacan’s importance for political theory and political analysis is his insistence on the split, lacking nature of the symbolic, of the socio-political world per se. Our societies are never harmonious ensembles. This is only the fantasy through which they attempt to constitute and reconstitute themselves. Experience shows that this fantasy can never be fully realised. No social fantasy can fill the lack around which society is always structured. This lack is re-emerging with every resurfacing of the political, with every encounter with the real. We can speak about the political exactly because there is subversion and dislocation of the social. The level of social construction, of human creativity, of the emergence and development of socio-political institutions, is the level in which the possibility of mastering the real makes itself visible but only to be revealed as a chimera unable to foreclose a moment of impossibility that always returns to its place. Given this context, the moment of the political should be understood as emerging at the intersection of our symbolic reality with this real, the real being the ontological horizon of every play between political articulation and dislocation, order and disorder, politics and the political. 2 
Let us summarise our Lacanian commentary on the concept of the political. The political is not the real per se but one of the modalities in which we experience an encounter with the real; it is the dominant shape this encounter takes within the socio-objective level of experience. The moment of the political is the moment made possible by the structural causality of this real, a moment linked to the surfacing of a constitutive lack within our fantasmatic representations of society. It amounts to the cut of dislocation threatening all symbolisations of the social, to the ultimate subversion of any sedimentation of political reality. It is the moment in which the ontological impossibility of the real affects socio-political reality. It is also a moment located prior to all attempts and promises to cover over this lack, to reconstitute the fantasmatic coherence of the dislocated reality. Although it is internal to the development of such a desire, although it constitutes its condition of possibility, it evaporates as soon as the play of construction begins: it is what makes possible the articulation of new political projects and new social fantasies but is not compatible with them; their constitution demands the repression of the political. The political is associated thus with the moment of contingency and undecidability marking the gap between the dislocation of one socio-political identification and the creation of the desire for a new one.

LINK: IDEOLOGY

IDEOLOGY IS AN ORGANIZING TOOL ABOVE AND BEYOND ALL – IT ATTEMPTS TO CREATE UNITY THROUGH AN ORGANIZATIONAL POINT – THIS IS THE PRIMAL EVENT OF SYMBOLIZATION
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Points de capiton and empty signifiers We have already explained in some detail the function of the point de capiton in Chapter 2. A very good example of the importance of the point de capiton in the construction and coherence of a socio-political collectivity/objectivity is the Freudian description of the bonds holding a mass together as they are developed in Group Psychology. In Freud’s view, what can unite thousands or millions of people is the relation—and the libidinal investment of this relation—of each one of them to a leader (political, religious or military) or an idea occupying the position of a point de capiton, a common point of reference. When the leader disappears (when for example the general is killed in battle) the mass disintegrates. It is the point de capiton then which creates unity. This is very well illustrated in a joke concerning 3,000 people who are taking part in a mass rally. Suddenly they realise that their leader has disappeared. The question which is immediately asked is the following: ‘Where are we going, 3,000 people alone?’. What creates the feeling of unity and collectivity is not reduced to the physical presence of 3,000 people. When the identificatory link with the leader is cut the illusory character of collective identity and group power is uncovered. Without the intervention of a point de capiton (the leader in this case), instead of constituting a collectivity they are reduced just to 3,000 isolated individuals. 

Given the importance of the point de capiton in creating a sense of unity, it is no surprise that the logic of the point de capiton has been central for the development of a Lacanian analysis of ideology, ideology being an important part of what we have called political reality. The crucial question here is the one formulated by Slavoj Žižek: ‘What creates and sustains the identity of a given ideological field beyond all possible variations of its positive content?’ And he answers: ‘the multitude of floating signifiers, of proto-ideological elements, is structured into a unified field through the intervention of a certain nodal point (the Lacanian point de capiton) which quilts them, stops their sliding and fixes their meaning’ (Žižek, 1989:87). In the vocabulary of discourse theory, which is used by Žižek in the preceding quotation, the Lacanian ‘points de capiton’ become ‘nodal points’—one more affinity between Lacanian theory and the work of Laclau and Mouffe: 

If the social does not manage to fix itself in the intelligible and instituted forms of a society, the social only exists, however, as an effort to construct that impossible object. Any discourse is constituted as an attempt to dominate the field of discursivity, to arrest the flow of difference, to construct a centre. We will call the privileged discursive points of this partial fixation, nodal points. (Lacan has insisted on these partial fixations through his concept of points de capiton, that is, of privileged signifiers that fix the meaning of a signifying chain). 

(Laclau and Mouffe, 1985:112) 

In that sense ideological discourse should be conceived as an articulation (a chain) of ideological elements around a nodal point, a point de capiton (or a family of nodal points) ‘such that their identity is modified as a result of the articulatory practice’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985:112). The structured totality resulting from the articulation is exactly what ideological discourse is. As Lefort has pointed out, ideological discourse is constituted as such ‘by subjecting all spheres of society to the imperative of organisation’ (Lefort, 1986:218). The differential positions appearing articulated in a discourse, that is, appearing in the chain of signifiers of ideological discourse, are the moments of the discourse while elements (remember Žižek’s proto-ideological elements) are called by Laclau and Mouffe all those differences that are not yet discursively articulated (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985:105). The point de capiton, the signifier fixing the meaning and transforming the free-floating elements to moments of an ideological discourse, is present in Lefort in the metaphor of a centre which is always implied in ideology and from which ‘social life is organised’ (Lefort, 1986:219). Let me illustrate this logic of discursive articulation with an example used by Žižek. In the ideological discourse of communism a series of floating signifiers or proto-ideological elements (previously articulated in other ideological discourses) such as democracy, state, freedom, etc. acquire a certain meaning through their quilting by the signifier ‘communism’. Thus they are transformed to internal moments of the communist ideological discourse. Democracy is conceived as real democracy opposing bourgeois democracy, freedom acquires an economic connotation, etc. In other words, they acquire the meaning imposed by the point de capiton ‘communism’; this is how communism can hegemonise a set of available signifiers. The same, of course, applies to all signifiers that acquire a political role and aspire to hegemonise a given politico-discursive field. It is in this sense that ‘the Lacanian concept of the point de capiton, the nodal point that fixes meaning, is profoundly relevant for a theory of hegemony’ (Laclau, 1988:255). 

It is evident that what is at stake in the function of the point de capiton is the fixation of a given discursive construct, the inclusion of a number of especially decontested signifiers in its signifying chain. Such an inclusion presupposes a certain exclusion, that is to say a

CONTINUED...

signification of the limits of political reality. Social groups, for example, tend to define themselves through exclusion, by comparing themselves to ‘strangers’. But how are these strangers defined? One crucial element is the lack of communication. What adds the uncanny flavour to the encounter with the stranger is the lack of a common language, the failure of communication. This is because it is impossible to represent linguistically, to communicate, what is beyond language. A number of names are employed to encircle this unrepresentable terrain: ‘Terms like “gogim”, “barbaroi”, and “nemtsi” all imply such perception of the human incompleteness of persons who could not communicate with the in-group, which constituted the only “real men”’ (Armstrong, 1982:5-6). It is because reality is constructed in discursive terms that the encounter with a non-member of a given linguistic community poses the problem of the limits of language and reality; it is the encounter with a real beyond our construction of reality. Only the exclusion of this real can guarantee the stability of our reality. Our reality can be real only if the real outside reality is negated, attributed to the Other who somehow stole it from us. 4 Benveniste has shown that anthropological historians were correct in perceiving this close relation between linguistic exclusion and the construction of an ethnic or other identity. It is possible to locate particular signifiers that function as ‘traffic lights warning a group member when he is approaching a barrier separating his group from another [his reality from a real beyond his control]’ (Armstrong, 1982:5-6). 

LINK: IDEOLOGY

IDEOLOGY IS FIRST AND FOREMOST A TOOL – IT IS A TOOL THAT IS USED TO ATTEMPT TO COVER UP THE LACK AND CREATE A SELF-RATIONALIZED WORLD

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, “Poststructuralism & International Relations” pg. 

For Žižek, a Lacanian approach leads to a picture of ideology at the level of the social as concealing the inherently antagonistic nature of all attempts at society (which, as I discussed in Chapter 1, would be to depoliticize by concealing the political), and at the level of the subject as enabling the subject to constitute him- or herself, despite the constitutive lack that lies at the root of (self-) consciousness. The role of the ideological is closely linked with the (impossible) aim of producing (what we call) a meaningful “social reality” (the domain of “politics”) and thus concealing the traumatic “real. ” In Chapter 2 I took up Hall's argument that the subject had been decentered, with the Cartesian subject becoming fragmented and split, and I traced this through the work of Freud, Saussure, and Marx. 4 In Žižek's work on ideology, not only is the subject fragmented and split, but the symbolic order at the basis of social reality is itself “impossible, ” incomplete and constituted by an inherent “lack. ” This argument draws on Laclau and Mouffe's work on antagonism and the impossibility of society, which I discuss further in Chapter 7. 5 Ideology, in the form of social fantasy, serves to respond to and conceal this lack or antagonism. In Chapter 6 I analyze how this approach changes our understanding of the political. In the present chapter I introduce the work of Lacan, upon which Žižek draws extensively. In particular, I look at Lacan's mirror stage and the graph of desire. 

LINK: NATION-STATE

THE NATION IS A CONSTRUCT MEANT TO CREATE A FANTASMIC FRAME IN ORDER TO CREATE A UNITED SOCIALITY
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Both the point de capiton (for example the signifier ‘communism’, to return to our previous example) and the signifier marking the limit of political reality, the signifier representing, within our fantasmatic scenario, the excluded real (‘capitalism’ could be one from the point of view of a communist discourse) are empty signifiers. The point de capiton, on the one hand, can function as a point of reference only if posited as an incarnation of the universality of a certain group or collectivity, as a representative of the pure being or the systematicity of the system. In the point de capiton a particular signifier is called to incarnate a function beyond its concreteness, it is ‘emptied’ from its particular signification in order to represent fullness in general and be able to articulate a large number of heterogeneous signifiers. The nation is clearly such an empty signifier that serves as a point de capiton uniting a whole community (Demertzis, 1996). The signifier of exclusion, on the other hand, is also an empty signifier, but one that represents the opposite of the point de capiton: pure negativity; what has to be negated and excluded in order for reality to signify its limits. Reagan’s characterisation of the USSR as the evil empire is a good case in point. Here again a particular signifier is ‘emptied’ from its concrete content in order to represent a negative universal, to stigmatise the always escaping real. We should not forget, however, that the symbolic construct articulated around the point de capiton and founded on the signification of the exclusion of the real can function properly only within a certain fantasmatic frame; the empty signifier can only function as an objet petit a. It has been argued that our linguistically constructed reality (an ethnic or nationalist ideology for example) depends on the incorporation of all ‘individual symbols, verbal and non-verbal, in a mythic structure’ (Armstrong, 1982:6). It is necessary then to move from the consideration of the symbolic structure of political reality to its fantasmatic support. This movement is inscribed in the structure of the empty signifier itself insofar as the empty signifier is emptied of particular contents; the illusion is that it can become completely empty so that it can contain everything; within a certain transferential illusion, it is supposed that anything can be inscribed into it. The other side of semiotic emptiness is fantasmatic fullness. 

LINK: LEVINAS/ETHICS

CREATING ETHICS PRESUPPOSES THAT THERE IS A UNIFIED TOTALITY OF THE OTHER – THIS IS THE WRONG PATH – RATHER WE MUST RECOGNIZE THE LACK IN THE OTHER
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LINK: ETHICS

ETHICS IS IMPOSSIBLE – THE ATTEMPT TO CREATE A RATIONAL WORLD OF GOOD/EVIL DICHOTOMIES IS DOOMED TO FAILURE AND THIS FAILURE MANIFESTS ITSELF IN THE ENDLESS MURDER THAT HISTORY HAS SEEN AS THE CONSEQUENCE OF ETHICS
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In Lacan’s view, ‘the sphere of the good erects a strong wall across the path of our desire…the first barrier that we have to deal with’ (VII:230). Lacan’s central question is: what lies beyond this barrier, beyond the historical frontier of the good? This is the central question that guides the argumentation in The Ethics of Psychoanalysis. What lies beyond the successive conceptions of the good, beyond the ways of traditional ethical thinking, is their ultimate failure, their inability to master the central impossibility, the constitutive lack around which human experience is organised. In fact, this impossibility exercises a structural causality over the history of ethical thought. Its intolerable character causes the attempts of ethical thought to eliminate it. But this elimination entails the danger of turning good to evil, utopia to dystopia: ‘the world of the good is historically revealed to be the world of evil—as epitomized not only by the famous reversibility of “Kant with Sade” but also by the unending murders under the reign of the politics of happiness’ (Lacoue-Labarthe, 1997:58). On the other hand, the irreducible character of this impossibility shows the limits of all these attempts. The name of this impossibility in Lacan is, of course, the real. 

LINK: CRITICAL THEORY

SERIOUSLY – IF THE OTHER WAS INCLUDED TOMORROW THEIR AUTHORS WOULD SHIT A BRICK – THEIR SUPPOSEDLY LIBERAL THEORISTS COULD NEVER ACCEPT IT – THIS IS BECAUSE THERE IS A RADICAL LACK OF THE OTHER THAT BECOMES FETISHIZED TO FILL THIS VOID – THIS EVIDENCE HAS BEEN GENDER MODIFIED
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Alex, “Let's bury a few liberals! (A Lacanian Gesture)” The Symptom, Winter, http://www.lacan.com/gesturef.htm
If there is a lesson to be learned here, I believe is the following: let's bury the liberal multiculturalist and the postcolonial historian! This would certainly be considered to be a truly Lacanian gesture. Such gesture would reveal two fundamental points. First, that the postcolonial historian can maintain his/her position, not only because there is an 'Other' that sustains and makes possible the postcolonial discourse, but more importantly because the place of this 'Other' is constitutive, so that as long as that 'Other' remains such, as long as nothing actually changes, the postcolonial discourse is secured. If there were to be a truly radical change (let us say, in anachronistic fashion, a proletarian revolution bringing a democratization of the economy along with a policy of redistribution), the first heads to roll would be those of the postcolonial intelligentsia and the liberal multiculturalists. Their scrounging nature would become clear immediately (in Lacanesse après coup). That is why there is no risk in arguing, a la Kant, as much as one wants as long as one obeys. The postcolonial historian and the political liberal are secure in their positions. Only a truly structural change would unveiled the logic behind these positions and at the same time probably even erase them. However, until such structural change take place in a sense we seem to live in a Kantian universe.12 As we can remember Kant understood Enlightenment as the emergence of humanity from immaturity, where immaturity was the "inability to use one's understanding without guidance from another."13 In the Kantian universe the only requisite for Enlightenment is freedom, that is, the use of reason publicly in all matters. Hence, what Kant considered Enlightenment's proper command was Frederick's motto "Argue as much as you like and about whatever you like, but obey!"14 The command provided freedom to the subject as a scholar to call into question laws, believes, and commands but it required, from the same subject as passive member of society, his [their] civic duty to obey. Liberals and postcolonial theorists depend on such discursive universe, for a different and radical one would cost them their existence. I said earlier that the Lacanian gesture (or rather my sadistic impulse) reveals two things. The second would be the radical lack of the 'other': in Lacanesse a constitutive lack. That is to say, there is nothing transcendental about the 'other'. Only a materialist historical understanding about how this 'other' became subjugated politically and economically and how its otherness served as a scapegoat for such subjugation, only such an approach can sustain one's authentic solidarity towards that 'other'. Rather than this, the postcolonial fetishistic focus is with the ontological status of otherness and its epistemological contours. This approach, although some argue that it historicizes the other, I believe that it effectively erases the possibility of a true solidarity. It erases this possibility because it fetishizes that which is lacking in the 'other', and after such fetishization, it tries to fill that void.
Liberals, such as Martha Nussbaum, try to fill the void with a good dose of political liberalism to poor Indian women; the Derrideans with the infamous difference; the Foucaultians with the microphysics of power, etc. However, a Freudian understanding would allow us to avoid that fetishization, work through our own egotistic investment in otherness and be effectively solidary. 

IMPACT EXTENSIONS

THE END POINT OF UTOPIAN POLITICS IS NOT HARMONY BUT DEATH – THE POLITICS THAT ATTEMPTS FOR A CLOSURE OF THE CIRCLE ALWAYS RESULTS IN THE SCAPEGOATING AND EXTERMINATION BY CREATING ENEMIES THAT MUST BE DESTROYED
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What I will try to do in this chapter is, first of all, to demonstrate the deeply problematic nature of utopian politics. Simply put, my argument will be that every utopian fantasy construction needs a ‘scapegoat’ in order to constitute itself—the Nazi utopian fantasy and the production of the ‘Jew’ is a good example, especially as pointed out in Žižek’s analysis. 4 Every utopian fantasy produces its reverse and calls for its elimination. Put another way, the beatific side of fantasy is coupled in utopian constructions with a horrific side, a paranoid need for a stigmatised scapegoat. The naivety—and also the danger—of utopian structures is revealed when the realisation of this fantasy is attempted. It is then that we are brought close to the frightening kernel of the real: stigmatisation is followed by extermination. This is not an accident. It is inscribed in the structure of utopian constructions; it seems to be the way all fantasy constructions work. If in almost all utopian visions, violence and antagonism are eliminated, if utopia is based on the expulsion and repression of violence (this is its beatific side) this is only because it owes its own creation to violence; it is sustained and fed by violence (this is its horrific side). This repressed moment of violence resurfaces, as Marin points out, in the difference inscribed in the name utopia itself (Marin, 1984:110). What we shall argue is that it also resurfaces in the production of the figure of an enemy. To use a phrase enunciated by the utopianist Fourier, what is ‘driven out through the door comes back through the window’ (is not this a ‘precursor’ of Lacan’s dictum that ‘what is foreclosed in the symbolic reappears in the real’?—VII:131). 5 The work of Norman Cohn and other historians permits the articulation of a genealogy of this manichean, equivalential way of understanding the world, from the great witch-hunt up to modern anti-Semitism, and Lacanian theory can provide valuable insights into any attempt to understand the logic behind this utopian operation—here the approach to fantasy developed in Chapter 2 will further demonstrate its potential in analysing our political experience. In fact, from the time of his unpublished seminar on The Formations of the Unconscious, Lacan identified the utopian dream of a perfectly functioning society as a highly problematic area (seminar of 18 June 1958). 

IMPACT EXTENSIONS

THE POLITICS OF UTOPIA IS THE POLITICS OF NAZIISM – ALL POLITICAL PROJECTS REQUIRE “PURIFICATION” - A CODEWORD FOR EXTERMINATION
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In order to realise the problematic character of the utopian operation it is necessary to articulate a genealogy of this way of representing and making sense of the world. The work of Norman Cohn seems especially designed to serve this purpose. What is most important is that in Cohn’s schema we can encounter the three basic characteristics of utopian fantasies that we have already singled out: first, their link to instances of disorder, to the element of negativity. Since human experience is a continuous battle with the unexpected there is always a need to represent and master this unexpected, to transform disorder to order. Second, this representation is usually articulated as a total and universal representation, a promise of absolute mastery of the totality of the real, a vision of the end of history. A future utopian state is envisaged in which disorder will be totally eliminated. Third, this symbolisation produces its own remainder; there is always a certain particularity remaining outside the universal schema. It is to the existence of this evil agent, which can be easily localised, that all persisting disorder is attributed. The elimination of disorder depends then on the elimination of this group. The result is always horrible: persecution, massacres, holocausts. Needless to say, no utopian fantasy is ever realised as a result of all these ‘crimes’—as mentioned in Chapter 2, the purpose of fantasy is not to satisfy an (impossible) desire but to constitute it as such. What is of great interest for our approach is the way in which Cohn himself articulates a genealogy of the pair utopia/demonisation in his books The Pursuit of the Millennium and Europe’s Inner Demons (Cohn, 1993b, 1993c). The same applies to his book Warrant for Genocide (Cohn, 1996) which will also be implicated at a certain stage in our analysis. These books are concerned with the same social phenomenon, the idea of purifying humanity through the extermination of some category of human beings which are conceived as agents of corruption, disorder and evil. The contexts are, of course, different, but the urge remains the same (Cohn, 1993b:xi). All these works then, at least according to my reading, are concerned with the production of an archenemy which goes together with the utopian mentality. 

IMPACT EXTENSIONS

FAILURE TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LACK INEVITABLY RESULTS IN VIOLENT EXCLUSION AND DEMONIZATION
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It could be argued that the roots of both demonisation and utopian thinking can be traced back to the shift from a cyclical to a unilinear representation of history (Cohn, 1993a:227). 6 However, we will start our reading of Cohn’s work by going back to Roman civilisation. As Cohn claims, a profound demonising tendency is discernible in Ancient Rome: within the imperium, the Romans accused the Christians of cannibalism and the Jews were accused by Greeks of ritual murder and cannibalism. Yet in the ancient Roman world, although Judaism was regarded as a bizarre religion, it was nevertheless a religio licita, a religion that was officially recognised. Things were different with the newly formed Christian sect. In fact the Christian Eucharist could easily be interpreted as cannibalistic (Cohn, 1993b:8). In almost all their ways Christians ignored or even negated the fundamental convictions by which the pagan Graeco-Roman world lived. It is not at all surprising then that to the Romans they looked like a bunch of conspirators plotting to destroy society. Towards the end of the second century, according to Tertullian, it was taken as a given that 

the Christians are the cause of every public catastrophe, every disaster that hits the populace. If the Tiber floods or the Nile fails to, if there is a drought or an earthquake, a famine or a plague, the cry goes up at once: ‘Throw the Christians to the Lions!’. 

(Tertullian in Cohn, 1993b:14) 

This defamation of Christians that led to their exclusion from the boundaries of humanity and to their relentless persecution is a pattern that was repeated many times in later centuries, when both the persecutors and the persecuted were Christians (Cohn, 1993b:15). Bogomiles, Waldensians, the Fraticelli movement and the Cathars—all the groups appearing in Umberto Eco’s fascinating books, especially in The Name of the Rose—were later on persecuted within a similar discursive context. The same happened with the demonisation of Christians, the fantasy that led to the great witch-hunt. Again, the conditions of possibility for this demonisation can be accurately defined. First, some kind of misfortune or catastrophe had to occur, and second, there had to be someone who could be singled out as the cause of this misfortune (Cohn, 1993b:226). 

In Cohn’s view then, social dislocation and unrest, on the one hand, and millenarian exaltation, on the other, do overlap. When segments of the poor population were mesmerised by a prophet, their understandable desire to improve their living conditions became transfused with fantasies of a future community reborn into innocence through 

a final, apocalyptic massacre. The evil ones—variously identified with the Jews, the clergy or the rich—were to be exterminated; after which the Saints—i.e. the poor in question—would set up their kingdom, a realm without suffering or sin. 

(Cohn, 1993c:14-15) 

It was at times of acute dislocation and disorientation that this demonising tendency was more present. When people were faced with a situation totally alien to their experience of normality, when they were faced with unfamiliar hazards dislocating their constructions of reality—when they encountered the real—the collective flight into the world of demonology could occur more easily (ibid.: 87). The same applies to the emergence of millenarian fantasies. The vast majority of revolutionary millenarian outbreaks takes place against a background of disaster. Cohn refers to the plagues that generated the first Crusade and the flagellant movements of 1260, 1348-9, 1391 and 1400, the famines that preluded the first and second Crusade, the pseudo-Baldwin movement and other millenarian outbreaks and, of course, the Black Death that precipitated a whole wave of millenarian excitement (ibid.: 282). 7 
IMPACT EXTENSIONS

STIGMATIZATION IS NOT JUST THE USUAL FUNCTION OF POLITICS – IT IS THE INEVITABLE FUNCTION FOR THE SUBJECT NEEDS TO STIGMATIZE IN ORDER TO FILL THE LACK –  THE ELIMINATION OF THE OTHER IS SEEN THEN AS THE ONLY WAY TO A NEW AND HARMONIOUS ORDER
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No doubt the idea of a Jewish world conspiracy is a revival, in a secularised form, of certain apocalyptic beliefs. There is clearly a connection between the famous forgery known as The Protocols of the Elders of Zion and the antichrist prophecy (Cohn, 1996:48). The Protocols were first published by Nilus as part of his book The Great in the Small: Antichrist Considered as an Imminent Political Possibility and were published in 1917 with the title He is Near, At the Door…Here comes Antichrist and the Reign of the Devil on Earth. As the famous Nazi propagandist Rosenberg points out ‘One of the advance signs of the coming struggle for the new organisation of the world is this understanding of the very nature of the demon which has caused our present downfall. Then the way will be open for a new age’ (Rosenberg in Cohn, 1996:217). Within this schema the elimination of the antichrist, that is the Jews, is considered as the remedy for all dislocations, the key to a new harmonious world. Jews 

were seen as deserving death (and resented for that reason) because they stood between this one imperfect and tension-ridden reality and the hoped-for world of tranquil happiness…the disappearance of the Jews was instrumental in bringing about the world of perfection. 

(Bauman, 1989:76) 

As Sartre claims, for the anti-Semite the Good itself is reduced to the destruction of Evil. Underneath the bitterness of the anti-Semite one can only reveal the optimistic belief that harmony will be reconstituted of itself, once Evil is destroyed. When the mission of the anti-Semite as holy destroyer is fulfilled, the lost paradise will be re-established (Sartre, 1995:43-5). 8 In Adorno’s words, ‘charging the Jews with all existing evils seems to penetrate the darkness of reality like a searchlight and to allow for quick and all-comprising orientation…. It is the great Panacea…the key to everything’ (Adorno, 1993:311, my emphasis). Simply put, the elimination of the Jew is posited as the only thing that can transform the Nazi dream to reality, the only thing that can realise utopia. 9 As it is pointed out by an American Nazi propagandist, ‘our problem is very simple. Get rid of the Jews and we’d be on the way to Utopia tomorrow. The Jews are the root of all our trouble’ (True in Cohn, 1996:264, my emphasis). The same is, of course, true of Stalinism. Zygmunt Bauman brings the two cases together: Hitler’s and Stalin’s victims 

were not killed in order to capture and colonise the territory they occupied…. They were killed because they did not fit, for one reason or another, the scheme of a perfect society. Their killing was not the work of destruction but creation. They were eliminated, so that an objectively better human world—more efficient, more moral, more beautiful—could be established. A Communist world. Or a racially pure, Aryan world. In both cases, a harmonious world, conflict free, docile in the hands of their rulers, orderly, controlled. 

(Bauman, 1989:93) 

In any case, one should not forget that the fact that the anti-figure in Nazi ideology came to be the Jew is not an essential but a contingent development. In principle, it could have been anyone. Any of us can be a substitute for the Jew. And this is not a mere theoretical possibility. In their classical study of the authoritarian personality Theodor Adorno and his colleagues point out that ‘subjects in our sample find numerous other substitutes for the Jew, such as the Mexicans and the Greeks’ (Adorno, 1993:303). Although the need for the structural position of the anti-figure remains constant the identity of the ‘subject’ occupying that position is never given a priori. This does not mean that within a certain historical configuration with a particular social sedimentation and hegemonic structure all the possibilities are open to the same extent; it means though that in principle nobody is excluded from being stigmatised. Of course, the decision on who will eventually be stigmatised depends largely on the availability within a particular social configuration of groups that can perform this role in social fantasy, and this availability is socially constructed out of the existing materials. As Lacan points out in Anxiety, although a lack or a void can be filled in several ways (in principle), experience—and, in fact, analytic experience—shows that it is never actually filled in 99 different ways (seminar of 21 November 1962). 

IMPACT EXTENSIONS

UTOPIA AND APOCALYPSE ARE INTERCHANGEABLE – THE ATTEMPT AT CREATING A HARMONIOUS ATMOSPHERE REQUIRES THE EXTERMINATION OF THE VIRAL ELEMENT WITHIN
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In the light of our theoretical framework, fantasy can only exist as the negation of real dislocation, as a negation of the generalised lack, the antagonism that crosses the field of the social. Fantasy negates the real by promising to ‘realise’ it, by promising to close the gap between the real and reality, by repressing the discursive nature of reality’s production. Yet any promise of absolute positivity—the construction of an imaginarised false real—is founded on a violent/negative origin; it is sustained by the exclusion of a real—a non-domesticated real—which always returns to its place. Sustaining a promise of full positivity leads to a proliferation of negativity. As we have already pointed out, the fantasy of a utopian harmonious social order can only be sustained if all the persisting disorders can be attributed to an alien intruder. Since the realisation of the utopian fantasy is impossible, utopian discourse can remain hegemonically appealing only if it attributes this impossibility—that is to say, its own ultimate impossibility—to an alien intruder. As Sartre has put it ‘the anti-Semite is in the unhappy position of having a vital need for the very enemy he wishes to destroy’ (Sartre, 1995:28). The impossibility of the Nazi utopia cannot be incorporated within utopian discourse. This truth is not easy to admit; it is easier to attribute all negativity to the Jew: 

All that is bad in society (crises, wars, famines, upheavals, and revolts) is directly or indirectly imputable to him. The anti-Semite is afraid of discovering that the world is ill-contrived, for then it would be necessary for him to invent and modify, with the result that man would be found to be the master of his own destinies, burdened with an agonising and infinite responsibility. Thus he localises all the evil of the universe in the Jews. 

(Sartre, 1995:40) 12 
As Jerrold Post has pointed out, we are always bound to those we hate: ‘We need enemies to keep our treasured—and idealised—selves intact’ (Post, 1996:28-9). And this for ‘fear of being free’ (Sartre, 1995:27). The fantasy of attaining a perfect harmonious world, of realising the universal, can only be sustained through the construction/localisation of a certain particularity which cannot be assimilated but, instead, has to be eliminated. There exists then a crucial dialectic between the universal fantasy of utopia and the particularity of the—always local—enemy who is posited as negating it. The result of this dialectic is always the same: 

The tragic paradox of utopianism has been that instead of bringing about, as it promised, a system of final and permanent stability, it gave rise to utter restlessness, and in place of a reconciliation between human freedom and social cohesion, it brought totalitarian coercion. 

(Talmon, 1971:95) 

In that sense, as it was implicitly argued in Chapter 2, the notion of fantasy constitutes an exemplary case of a dialectical coincidentia opositorum. 13 On the one hand, fantasy has a beatific side, a stabilising dimension, it is identical to ‘the dream of a state without disturbances, out of reach of human depravity’; on the other hand, we have fantasy as something profoundly ‘destabilising’: ‘And does the fundamental lesson of so-called totalitarianism not concern the co-dependence of these two aspects of the notion of fantasy?’ asks Žižek. All those who aspire fully to realise its first harmonious side have recourse to its other dark dimension in order to explain their failure: 

the foreclosed obverse of the Nazi harmonious Volksgemeinschaft returned in their paranoiac obsession with ‘the Jewish plot’. Similarly, the Stalinist’s compulsive discovery of ever-new enemies of socialism was the inescapable obverse of their pretending to realise the idea of the ‘New Socialist Man’. 

(Žižek, 1996a:116) 

For Žižek, these two dimensions ‘are like front and back of the same coin: insofar as a community experiences its reality as regulated, structured, by fantasy, it has to disavow its inherent impossibility, the antagonism in its very heart—and fantasy (the figure of the ‘conceptual Jew’ for example) gives body to this disavowal. In short, the effectiveness of fantasy is the condition for fantasy to maintain its hold’ (ibid.). Utopia is not that far from dystopia. 

AT: OUR IMPACTS OUTWEIGH

DON'T CONFUSE THIS FOR A SHITTY CAMPBELL OR LIPSHUTZ ARGUMENT – BUT THREATS ARE CONSTRUCTED – THE MODERN STATE CREATES FANTASIES TO COVER UP THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF SECURITY
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When a security issue arises, what is happening is not that external threats are being recognized or new dangers assessed. It is something quite different that is taking place. The inherent insecurity in the object concerned—generally the state—is being concealed. When something is impossible, one way of concealing that impossibility is to shift the blame somewhere else. During the Cold War, state insecurity in the west was blamed on the Soviet Union. The west would have been secure but for the Soviet threat. The impossibility of security appears contingent. If only we can get rid of the current impediment, we can achieve a secure world. Another example, of course, is the rush to the discourse of security after 11 September. The events of that day made very clear the impossibility of providing complete security for people and state institutions on the US mainland. But rather than admit that impossibility as structural, and work within it, the state moved immediately to declare war. The war is again supposed to produce what has always been and will remain an impossible fiction: security. 

THIS HAS HISTORICAL BACKING – WHENEVER UTOPIA HAS BEEN ATTEMPTED WHAT HAS HAPPENED HAS BEEN THE MURDER AND DESTRUCTION OF THE SCAPEGOAT
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In fact, whenever a conscious attempt was made to realise utopia, to institute human reality according to a plan promising to resolve social contradiction and dissimulate political antagonism, the results were catastrophic. To use a well-known Lacanian phrase, what was foreclosed in the symbolic appeared in the real; the real of terror and extermination. Realising the promise of full positivity seems to open the road to a proliferation of negativity. The result is ‘the triple knotted effect, of ecstasy, the sacred and terror’ that Alain Badiou has called disaster.13 There are at least two ways to ground such a view on modern utopianism.14 One can articulate a historical argument according to which political attempts to realize modern utopian fantasies (notably the ideal of an Arian Nazi order and that of a proletarian revolution leading to a future Communist society) have only reproduced a pattern typical of pre-modern eschatological discourses such as revolutionary millenarianism. The way all these discourses deal with negativity is more or less the following: Utopian fantasies promise to eliminate forever negativity in whatever sociopolitical form it takes. In order to achieve this impossible goal, utopian discourses localize the cause of negativity in one particular social group or political actor. Thus, the essential by-product of the utopian operation is invariably the stigmatization and even the elimination of the social group presented as incarnating negativity (qua Evil). This historical argument can be supported by a psychoanalytic argument, regarding the function of fantasy in politics. From the point of view of a Lacanian ontology, fantasy becomes the explosive union of two contradictory forces. It involves the dream of a state without disturbances and dislocations, a state in which we are supposed to get back the enjoyment (jouissance) sacrificed upon entering the symbolic order, while at the same time relies on the production of a ‘scapegoat’ to be stigmatized as the one who is to blame for our lack, the Evil force that stole our precious jouissance. In order to sound credible in its promise to eliminate negativity it has to attribute to it a localized, ‘controllable’ cause (be it the Jews, the kulaks, etc).15 

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY/AT: ROBINSON

RECOGNITION OF THE CONSTITUTIVE LACK SPURS A RADICAL DEMOCRACY BEYOND THE PITFALLS OF POSTMODERNISM AND UTOPIANISM – YOUR ARGUMENTS ABOUT THE CONSERVATISM OF LACANIAN POLITICS ARE WRONG HERE
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Similarly, the radicality and political importance of the Lacanian critique depends on its ability to keep its distance from fantasmatic politics, from politics in the traditional sense; which is not the same as saying that psychoanalysis is apolitical: in fact, it becomes political precisely by being critical of traditional politics, exactly because, as argued in the previous chapter, the political is located beyond the utopian or quasi-utopian sedimentations of political reality. 

One final point before concluding our argumentation in this chapter. There is a question which seems to remains open. It is the following: if we resist the ‘reoccupation’ put forward by Homer and others does that mean that we accept the supposed political impotence of psychoanalytic political theory? Assuming that psychoanalytically inspired political theory is based on the recognition of the political as an encounter with the real (although he doesn’t formulate it in exactly these terms), Rustin argues that ‘it seems likely that a politics constructed largely on this principle will generate paranoid-schizoid states of mind as its normal psychic condition’. If we prioritise the ‘negative’ ‘what kind of progressive political or social project can be built if the “positive”—that is concepts, theories, norms and consistent techniques—is to be refused as innately inauthentic?’ (Rustin, 1995:241-3). Political impotence seems to be the logical outcome. Homer’s argument seems finally vindicated. Yet this conclusion is accurate only if we identify progressive political action with traditional fantasmatic utopian politics. This is, however, a reductionist move par excellence. This idea, and Homer’s whole argumentative construction, is based on the foreclosure of another political possibility which is clearly situated beyond any ‘reoccupations’ and is consistent with psychoanalytic theory instead of deforming it. This is the possibility of a post-fantasmatic or less-fantasmatic politics. The best example is democratic politics. 

It is true that democracy is an essentially contested term and that the struggle for a ‘final’ decontestation of its meaning constitutes a fundamental characteristic of modern societies. It is also true that in the past these attempts at decontestation were articulated within an essentialist, foundationalist framework, that is to say, democracy was conceived as a natural law, a natural right, or even as something guaranteed by divine providence. Today, in our postmodern terrain, these foundations are no longer valid. Yet democracy did not share the fate of its various foundations. This is because democracy cannot be reduced to any of these fantasmatic positive contents. As John Keane, among others, has put it, democracy is not based on or guided by a certain positive, foundational, normative principle (Keane, 1995:167). On the contrary, democracy is based on the recognition of the fact that no such principle can claim to be truly universal, on the fact that no symbolic social construct can ever claim to master the impossible real. Democracy entails the acceptance of antagonism, in other words, the recognition of the fact that the social will always be structured around a real impossibility which cannot be sutured. Instead of attempting this impossible suture of the social entailed in every utopian or quasi-utopian discourse, democracy envisages a social field which is unified by the recognition of its own constitutive impossibility. As Chaitin points out, democracy provides a concrete example of what we would call a post-fantasmatic or less-fantasmatic politics: 

most significant [in terms of Lacan’s importance for literary, ethical and cultural theory and political praxis], perhaps, is the new light his analysis of the interaction of the universal and the particular has begun to shed on the question of maintaining a democratic social order which can safeguard universal human rights while protecting the difference of competing political and ethnic groups. 

(Chaitin, 1996:11) 

Thus, a whole political project, the project of radical democracy, is based not on the futile fantasmatic suture of the lack in the Other but on the recognition of its own irreducibility. 20 And this is a political possibility totally neglected by Homer. 21 
Today, it seems that we have the chance to overcome or limit the consequences of traditional fantasmatic politics. In that sense, the collapse of utopian politics should not be the source of resentment, disappointment or even nostalgia for a supposedly lost harmony. On the contrary, it is a development that enhances the prospects for radicalising modern democracy. But this cannot be done for as long as the ethics of harmony are still hegemonic. What we need is a new ethical framework. This cannot be an ethics of harmony aspiring to realise a fantasy construction; it can only be an ethics that is articulated around the recognition of the ultimate impossibility of such an idea and follows this recognition up to its political—and, in fact, democratic—consequences. In the next chapter I will try to show that Lacanian theory is absolutely crucial in such an undertaking. Not only because some Lacanian societies tend to be more democratic than other psychoanalytic institutions (the École Freudienne de Paris was, in certain of its aspects, an extremely democratic society) nor because psychoanalysis is stigmatised or banned in almost all anti-democratic regimes. Beyond these superfluous approaches, Lacanian ethics can offer a non-fantasmatic grounding for radical democracy. 

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY

MUST DWELL IN THE SPACE BETWEEN POLITICAL DISCOURSES – THE BEST WAY OF AVOIDING THE PITFALLS OF UTOPIANISM IS OUR ALTERNATIVE
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Slavoj Žižek starts Tarrying with the Negative by presenting the most striking and sublime expression of a political attempt to encircle the lack of the real, to show the political within a space of political representation: the flag of the rebels in the violent overthrow of Ceausescu in Romania. In this flag, the red star, the communist symbol constituting the nodal point of the flag and of a whole political order, the ‘symbol standing for the organising principle of the national life’ is cut out; what remains in its place is only a hole. It is in this brief moment, after the collapse of an order and before the articulation of another one, that it becomes possible to attest to the visibility of the hole in the big Other, to sense the presence of the political. If there is a duty for critical intellectuals today it is to occupy all the time the space of this hole, especially when a new order (a new reoccupation of traditional politics) is stabilised and attempts to make invisible this lack in the Other (Žižek, 1993:1-2). As far as political praxis is concerned our ethical duty can only be to attempt the institutionalisation of this lack within political reality. This duty is a truly and radically democratic one. It is also an ethical duty that marks the philosophical dimension of democracy. As Bernasconi and Critchley point out, if democracy is an ethically grounded form of political life which does not cease to call itself into question by asking of its legitimacy, if legitimate communities are those that call themselves into question, then these communities are philosophical (Critchley, 1992:239). 

In this light, what becomes fundamental in democracy is that it makes visible the political institution, the limit of all political forces. By instituting antagonism it points to the distance between every utopian symbolisation and the real it attempts to master. But how exactly is this distance marked and made visible? 

This visibility is only obtained in so far as opposite forms of institution (of the social) are possible, and this possibility is revealed when those forms are actually postulated and fought for in the historical arena. For it is only in their antagonistic relation to other projects that the contingency of particular acts of institution is shown, and it is this contingency that gives them their political character. 

(Laclau, 1994:4) 

In other words, the conditions for maintaining the visibility of the constitutive lack and the contingent nature of a structure are, according to Laclau’s schema, the following: first, to make visible the (external) conflict between the different political projects, the different contents that purport to fill this lack (none of which is pre-determined to perform this task); and second, to make visible the (internal) split marking each of these projects, a split between their function as representatives of (universal) fullness and their concrete (particular) content (Laclau, 1993:285). Democracy attempts to maintain this visibility, to institutionalise this lack by including ‘as a part of its “normal”, “regular” reproduction’ the moment of the suspension/dissolution of political reality. This particular moment of the eruption of the real is, as Žižek points out, the moment of elections: 

At the moment of elections, the whole hierarchic network of social relations is in a way suspended, put in parentheses; ‘society’ as an organic unity ceases to exist, it changes into a contingent collection of atomized individuals, of abstract units, and the result depends on a purely quantitative mechanism of counting, ultimately on a stochastic process: some wholly unforeseeable (or manipulated) event—a scandal which erupts a few days before an election, for example—can add that ‘half per cent’ one way or the other that determines the general orientation of the country’s politics over the next few years…. In vain do we conceal this thoroughly ‘irrational’ character of what we call ‘formal democracy’…. Only the acceptance of such a risk, only such a readiness to hand over one’s fate to ‘irrational’ hazard, renders ‘democracy’ possible. 

(Žižek, 1989:147) 

This suspension of sedimented political reality, this opening to the moment of the political, presupposes the institutionalisation both of the external antagonism between competing political forces and, most importantly, of the internal split marking the identity of all these forces (Žižek’s pure antagonism), since the repetition of the moment of elections inscribes deep in our political culture the recognition that none of these forces can sublate its internal split; if we need elections every once in a while it is because we accept that the hegemonic link between a concrete content and its incarnation of fullness has to be continuously re-established and renegotiated. This is one of the ways in which democracy identifies with the symptom (the constitutive antagonism of the social which is usually presented as a mere epiphenomenon) and traverses the fantasy of a harmonious social order: by instituting lack at the place of the principle of societal organisation.

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY

OUR RADICAL DEMOCRACY IS POWERFUL IT IS THE ONLY WAY FORWARD IN A WORLD WHERE LACK EXISTS AND WE ARE LEFT WITH  TWO CHOICES – DEMOCRACY OR TOTALITARIANISM
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To recapitulate, the starting point of this chapter was the disappointment and resentment caused by the ambiguity constitutive of democracy. We have pointed out that, contrary to what anti-democratic discourses argue, this ambiguity, the existence of an original lack at the heart of the social field, is not due to democracy. Division and disharmony are constitutive of the human condition. The experience of modernity, the Death of God, in other words the dislocation of external universal markers of certainty, brought to the fore a sense of history with no guaranteed eschatological or other meaning and made visible the contingency of existence in its naked horror. The place of power is no longer cosubstantial with the prince under the guarantee of God. In front of this development one can act in two opposite directions. The lack of meaning that this process makes visible can lead to an attempted return to a pre-modern simulation of certainly; thus modernity is reoccupying (in the Blumenbergian sense of the word) the place of pre-modernity. Totalitarianism and particularism move in such a direction. On the other hand, democracy attempts to come to terms with that lack of meaning in a radically different way. It recognises in that lack the only possibility of mediating between universalism and particularism in achieving a non-totalitarian sense of social unity. The virtue of democracy is that it is not blind in front of the constitutivity of division, disharmony, lack; their recognition and institutionalisation is the only way of coming to terms with the human condition after Auschwitz and the Gulags. Democracy is the political form of historical society where history as punctuated by contingency, τύχη, lack, is no longer referred to as an external unifying principle of meaning. This fact alone which is stressed by Lefort shows that the virtue of democracy, its resolve to face history, disharmony, lack and to attempt to institutionalise them also constitutes the greatest danger for democracy. As Mircea Eliade has very clearly shown in The Myth of the Eternal Return, up to now, facing history in such a way was thought of as intolerable (Eliade, 1989). This is then the task of modern democracy: to persuade us that what was thought of as intolerable has an ethical status. 10 This is also the reason why democracy can cause a generalised resentment or frustration and reinforce aporetic inactivity or even reactive politics. These developments are due to the fact that in the field of ethics (and ontology) the ideal of harmony is still hegemonic; an ideal which is incompatible with democracy. What constantly emerges from this exposition is that for democracy to flourish ‘the politics of generalised resentment must be subdued’ (Connolly, 1991:211), and for that to be done the ethics of harmony must be replaced by an ethics compatible with democracy. It is here that the ethics of psychoanalysis becomes crucial for democratic theory. 

As I have tried to show the ethics of psychoanalysis moves beyond traditional ethics of the good, moves beyond the barrier of the fantasmatic ethics of harmony to come to terms with the impossible real, by recognising its ultimate irreducibility and its structural causality. As argued earlier in this chapter, the Lacanian real and lack have a thoroughly ethical dimension and both sublimation and identification with the symptom, by moving beyond traditional ethical identification with a certain imaginary conception of the good, attest to the ethicality of recognising and institutionalising them. In that sense, with the help of psychoanalysis, democracy can promote an ethical hegemony which is essential for its political survival and effectiveness 11 while Lacanian theory and Lacanian ethics can find in democracy the field of an affinity which signals their relevance for socio-political analysis and political praxis. In that sense, achieving a better (but not a perfect) society, a more democratic and just society, is possible but such a project cannot depend on the ‘visions of the psychic imaginary’ as Whitebook insists. Only the fracture of imaginary utopian visions can create the chance of pursuing a democratic course, a course which is profoundly self-critical: ‘The just polity is one that actively maintains its own interruption or ironization as that which sustains it’ (Critchley, 1992:238). Such a standpoint seems to be at the antipodes of Whitebook’s view, according to which ‘without the input of the imaginary, any such debate [on achieving a better society]…is in danger of being empty’ (Whitebook, 1995:89). What Whitebook cannot realise is that it is exactly the emptiness of the Lacanian lack in the Other, the emptiness in the locus of democratic power in Lefort, that becomes the point of reference for the articulation of such a new political vision, a vision beyond imaginary lures. 

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY

SOCIETY IS FALSE – THE ATTEMPT TO CREATE A SOCIETY IS AN ATTEMPT TO COVER OVER THE REAL – RATHER WE MUST OCCUPY THE EMPTY AND IMPOSSIBLE POSITION AND MUST ANTAGONIZE THE ATTEMPT TO BRING CLOSURE

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, Poststructuralism & International Relations, pg. 13-14

The notion of a foundational moment that is necessary to constitute presence but which must remain unacknowledged links Derrida's work to conceptualizations of the ideological that we see in Žižek's Lacanian approach, where the ideological is implicated in the very existence of (what we call) social reality. What is at stake for Žižek is the role of ideology in concealing the inherently antagonistic nature of all attempts at “society”; all (impossible) attempts to constitute a meaningful social reality hide the traumatic “real. ” The role of the master signifier in Žižek's account echoes the ghostliness of undecidability in Derrida's. For Žižek, the political act, the critique of ideology, is to “occupy the place of the lack” or master signifier, drawing attention to its constructed and political force, making it impossible for it to be “naturalized” or fully stabilized. The argument would be that we should persist in the “impossible” position, the empty place, or undecidable split. This is the place of the specter or ghost, that which escapes (at the moment of decision). Persisting in this position means drawing attention to how any social system is inherently antagonistic (and hence “political, ” as Laclau sees it). 

Žižek sees the role of the master signifier as crucial in giving an account of the authoritarian form of discourse and how it captures our desire. The constitution of the subject and the constitution of the social or symbolic order take place simultaneously, through the intervention of the master signifier, which distorts the symbolic field at the same time as establishing it (temporarily). The master signifier stands for and conceals the lack, the void, around which the symbolic order is constituted; the subject is also constituted around a primordial lack, and interpellation into the symbolic order enables the subject to “forget” the traumatic “lack” in an acceptance of the symbolic. This is the function of the ideological—to enable social reality as an escape from the real. The social order (“politics”) effaces the traces of its own impossibility. It is naturalized, depoliticized.

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY

WE MUST RECOGNIZE TRAUMA AND REFUSE ITS POSITION IN THE SYMBOLIC ORDER AND INSTEAD AFFIRM AND WITNESS THE TRAUMA

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, “Poststructuralism & International Relations” pg. 142 \\ bj

It should be noted that the notion of not forgetting involved in repoliticization is not equivalent to a historical remembering, the sort of memory that produces a narrative account or attempts to reproduce the appearance of reality in past events. It is instead an encircling of the trauma, the unsymbolizable real: Our duty is “to keep alive the memory of all lost causes, of all shattered and perverted dreams and hopes. ” 93 Thus Žižek's Lacanian ethics is “an ethics grounded in reference to the traumatic Real which resists symbolisation, the Real which is experienced in the encounter with the abyss of the Other's desire. ” 94 

The remembering involved is the drive or “the ethical compulsion which compels us to mark repeatedly the memory of a lost Cause. ” 95 The point is not to record or document or reenact a past trauma, which would “gentrify” and neutralize it. What is crucial about trauma is the impossibility of integrating it into the symbolic order: The Real is precisely that which cannot be symbolized, the surplus that remains. What is needed is “to encircle again and again the site of the lost Thing, to mark its very impossibility. ” 96 The most basic form of this marking is a tombstone that marks a burial site. A similar gesture is that of a survivor of Auschwitz who remains living nearby so that he can revisit the site; the only important thing is that he returns, as a mute witness. As Žižek says, “All we have to do is to mark repeatedly the trauma as such, in its very 'impossibility,' in its non-integrated horror, by means of some 'empty' symbolic gesture. ” 

ALTERNATIVE SOLVENCY

RADICAL ACTS CAN CHANGE THE VERY COORDINATES OF WHAT IS POSSIBLE – ONLY RADICALITY CAN WORK

ZIZEK -  SR. RESEARCHER @ THE INSTIT. FOR SOC. STUD., UNIV. OF LJUBLJANA – '4
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Second, there are (also) political acts: politics cannot be reduced to the level of strategic-pragmatic interventions. In a radical political act, the opposition between a "crazy" destructive gesture and a strategic political decision [End Page 510]momentarily breaks down—which is why it is theoretically and politically wrong to oppose strategic political acts, as risky as they can be, to radical "suicidal" gestures á la Antigone, gestures of pure self-destructive ethical insistence with, apparently, no political goal. The point is not simply that, once we are thoroughly engaged in a political project, we are ready to put everything at stake for it, inclusive of our lives, but, more precisely, that only such an "impossible" gesture of pure expenditure can change the very coordinates of what is strategically possible within a historical constellation. This is the key point: an act is neither a strategic intervention into the existing order, nor its "crazy" destructive negation; an act is an "excessive," transstrategic, intervention that redefines the rules and contours of the existing order.

ALTERNATIVE: EMBRACE THE LACK

THE LACK IS NOT THE END OF HOPE – RECOGNIZING THE LACK AT THE CENTER OF SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONS OPENS UP SPACE FOR A NEW POLITICS THAT CAN FUNCTION AS A CATALYST FOR RADICAL DEMOCRACY
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52 For Žižek, the constitution of subjectivity and (what we call) social reality depends both on the rejection of an impossible-real kernel—an antagonism that is nonsymbolizable yet must be presupposed—and on the concealment of this rejection through ideological fantasy. The utopia of a complete social whole without antagonism would lead to totalitarianism. The critique of ideology must identify in a given social order elements that “point towards the system's antagonistic character and thus 'estrange' us from the self-evidence of its established identity. ” 
In the introduction to his book Tarrying with the Negative, Žižek describes rebels in Romania in 1989 waving the national flag, with the red star, the Communist symbol, cut out from its center, leaving nothing but a hole. 53 This epitomized the brief period of openness, a state of passage, where the old apparatus had been cast off and a new one had not yet appeared. For this brief interim, the “hole” in the symbolic order was visible. It could be seen in this symbol of the flag. Žižek sees the role of the critique of ideology as offering this type of skepticism all the time. According to Žižek, 

The duty of the critical intellectual—if, in today's “postmodern” universe, this syntagm has any meaning left—is precisely to occupy all the time, even when the new order … stabilizes itself and again renders invisible the hole as such, the place of this hole, i.e., to maintain a distance toward every reigning Master-Signifier. … The aim is precisely to “produce” the Master Signifier, that is to say, to render visible its “produced, ” artificial, contingent character. 54 
As we have seen, “social reality” as such requires an organizing “master signifier. ” The critique of ideology tries to make it impossible to conceal this, to “naturalize” or depoliticize the social structure. it is always threatened by a radical exteriority which dislocates it. Furthermore, this moment of dislocation is exactly what causes the articulation of new social constructions that attempt to suture the lack created by dislocation. Since dislocation denotes the failure and subversion of a system of representation (be it imaginary or symbolic) by not being representable, since dislocation creates a lack in the place of a discursive order, dislocation can be conceived as an encounter with the real in the Lacanian sense of the word. The lack, however, created by dislocation produces the need (rather the desire in our Lacanian vocabulary) for its filling. Hence the dual character of dislocations: ‘If on the one hand, they threaten identities, on the other, they are the foundation on which new identities are constituted’ (Laclau, 1990:39). 

This dual role is also characteristic of the effects of the Lacanian real. The real is not reality: it is a ‘real that has nothing to do with what traditional knowledge has served as a basis for, which is not what the latter believes it to be—namely, reality—but rather fantasy’ (XX:131). The real is exactly what destroys, what dislocates this fantasmatic reality, what shows that this reality is lacking. The real is close to Ambrose Bierce’s definition of calamity as the unmistakable reminder that the affairs of this life are not of our own ordering; it is whatever one cannot make what one wishes (seminar of 5 January 1966). In a continuous circular movement, however, dislocation and real lack stimulate the desire of their own subversion through an act of trying to found a ‘new harmony’ (Žižek, 1989:193). If reality constitutes the symbolically constructed and fantasmatically supported part of objectivity, the real also belongs to the objective level, it is what exceeds the domesticated portion of the objective. It is exactly what accounts for the failure of all symbolic representations of objective reality: ‘the object which accounts for the failure of every neutral-objective representation’ (Žižek, 1997b:214). The real is not an ultimate referent of external reality but the limit which hinders the neutral representation of external (symbolic) reality (Žižek, 1997b:214). It is thus revealed in the failure of symbolisation itself. It is the radical externality which does not permit the internalisation of the socially constructed reality, it is exactly what keeps identification from resulting in full identity. Nonetheless, the real cannot be conceived independently of signification: it is revealed in the inherent failure/blockage of all signification, it is exactly what reveals all symbolic truth to be ‘not-all’, it can only be thought as the internal limit of the symbolic order. The real cannot be symbolised per se but is shown in the failure of every attempt to symbolise it (Žižek, 1997b:217). It is an internally shown exteriority surfacing at the intersection of symbolisation with whatever exceeds its grasp. 

As soon as we recognise the centrality of dislocation in our experience, we can easily understand the play between possibility and impossibility governing the field of social construction. If it is construction that makes possible the sedimentation of social reality, this reality is always threatened by an encounter with impossibility, with the part of the real that escapes the boundaries of construction. What is also shown in this reading of our experience is that dislocation and the lack it creates in our representations of reality, is exactly what stimulates our new attempts to construct new representations of this real. This play between possibility and impossibility, construction and dislocation, is structurally equivalent to the play between identification and its failure which marks the subjective level. However, this argumentation is still located at the level of a certain phenomenology of the social. How can we further approach the status of this element which stimulates our desire to represent it through social construction, but which, due to the impossibility to represent it fully, returns to dislocate all our social constructions? It is here that Lacanian theory can be of great help. In Lacan, the cause of this play between possibility and impossibility is, of course, the real. This is then the paradox of Lacan’s relation to constructionist argumentation. Lacan is not a mere constructionist because he is a real-ist; that is to say, in opposition to standard versions of constructionism Lacanian theory of symbolic meaning and fantasmatic coherence can only make sense in its relation to the register of a real which is radically external to the level of construction. This Lacanian real-ism is, however, alien to all other standard versions of epistemological realism in the sense that this real is not the ultimate referent of signification, it is not something representable, but exactly the opposite, the impossible which dislocates reality from within. The real does not exist in the sense of being adequately represented in reality; its effects however are disrupting and changing reality, its consequences are felt within the field of representation. Lacan would be a constructionist if he was not a real-ist; or maybe he can be a true constructionist (since his constructionism avoids the solipsist, essentialist and objectivist dangers of traditional constructionism) exactly because he is a real-ist. 

ALTERNATIVE: DON'T INTEGRATE

INTEGRATION OF TRAUMA IS A WAY OF SMOOTHING OVER ITS IMPACT UPON THE SOCIAL – RATHER WE MUST POSITION OURSELVES IN A NON-INTEGRATION OF TRAUMA INTO OUR DAILY LIVES
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What is, in fact, at stake here is our attitude towards the element of negativity and uncertainty inherent in human experience. The unpredictability and severity of natural forces, for example, have prompted people, from time immemorial, to attempt to understand and master them through processes of imaginary representation and symbolic integration. This usually entails a symbolisation of the real of nature. The product of this symbolisation has frequently been described as a ‘story’ or a ‘paradigm’ about how the world works. We can trace such a story, or many competing stories, in any civilisation or cultural ensemble. Primal people often understood planetary forces and natural disastrous events as acts of god. As Mircea Eliade has pointed out, in The Myth of the Eternal Return, for traditional societies, historic profane events such as natural catastrophes, disasters, and misfortunes, that is to say, every encounter with the real of nature, denote the ‘void’, the non-existent, the unreal par excellence. Thus, they can only produce unbearable terror. They can only be tolerated if conceived as produced by the breaking of a taboo, by a magical action of an enemy or by the divine will; only if integrated, for example, in a schema of indefinite repetition of archetypes revealed ab origine by gods and heroes and repeated by men in cosmogonic recreative rituals and myths. As soon as the cause is pinpointed, the suffering of the encounter with the real of nature becomes tolerable, we have the symbolisation of the real. The suffering now has ‘a [fantasmatic] meaning and a cause, hence it can be fitted into a system and explained’ (Eliade, 1989:98). It is symbolically integrated into a ‘story’ or a ‘paradigm’. What is crucial here is not the exact form of this construction but its ability to provide a meaning capable of alleviating the uncanny character of experience. 

Modernity is primarily associated with the dislocation of traditional constructions of this sort. The unexpected, and doubt, resurface on the horizon and are inscribed, perhaps for the first time with such force, in scientific and philosophical discourse and political imagination. Descartes’ example is revealing since his whole enterprise is based on the recognition of the constitutive nature of doubt. But this position is not eliminating the traumatic character of negativity. It was understandable for people who were used to seek absolute constructions to continue to need them within the modern universe of meaning. This is why modern science ‘reoccupied’ the field of pre-modern certainties. One should not forget that even in Descartes’ argument the constitutivity of doubt is acknowledged only to be eliminated, in a second move, by the emergence of absolute certainty. Thus, the recognition of doubt causes new anti-modern outbreaks that attempt to eliminate doubt anew and create new certainties that would put an end to the continuous questioning entailed by modernity in its critical dimension (Beck, 1997). 

ALTERNATIVE: EXPOSE THE MIRAGE

THE SYMBOLIC ALWAYS ATTEMPTS TO KNOW AND CONTROL THE REAL – WE MUST INSTEAD USE THE FAILURE OF THE SYMBOLIC TO EXPLAIN AWAY THE WORLD TO EXPOSE THE MIRAGE OF THE SOCIAL
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The field of social construction and political reality is the field in which the symbolisation of this real is attempted. Chaitin is correct when asserting that symbolisation ‘has the creative power to produce cultural identities, but at a price, the cost of covering over the fundamental nothingness that forms its foundation…it is culture, not nature, that abhors a vacuum, above all that of its own contingency’ (Chaitin, 1996:4-5), of its ultimate inability to master and symbolise the impossible real: ‘there is a structural lack in the symbolic, which means that certain points of the real can’t be symbolised in a definite manner…. The unmitigated real provokes anxiety, and this in turn gives rise to never-ending, defensive, imaginary constructs’ (Verhaeghe, 1994:60). Following from this, ‘all human productions [Society itself, culture, religion, science]…can be understood in the light of that structural failure of the symbolic in relationship to the real’ (ibid.: 61). It is the moment of this failure, the moment of our encounter with the real, that is revealed as the moment of the political par excellence in our reading of Lacan. It is the constitutivity of this moment in Lacanian psychoanalysis that proves our fantasmatic conception of the socio-political institution of society as a harmonious totality to be no more than a mirage. It is this traumatic moment of the political qua encounter with the real that initiates again and again a process of symbolisation, and initiates the ever-present hegemonic play between different symbolisations of this real. This play leads to the emergence of politics, to the political institution of a new social fantasy (or of many antagonistic fantasies engaged in a struggle for hegemony) in the place of the dislocated one, and so on and so forth. In this light, Lacan’s insistence on the centrality of the real, especially in the latter part of his teaching, acquires major political importance. Lacan himself, in his seminar on The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis uses noise and accident as metaphors or examples of our encounter with the real. It might be possible to add the political to this chain of equivalences. Lacan’s schema of socio-political life is that of a play, an unending circular play between possibility and impossibility, between construction and destruction, representation and failure, articulation and dislocation, reality and the real, politics and the political.

It is this constitutive play which can help illuminate a series of political questions and lead to a novel approach to political analysis. As an illustration let us examine a concrete problem of political analysis. How are we, for example, to account for the emergence and the hegemonic force of apartheid discourse in South Africa? Is this emergence due to a positively defined cause (class struggle, etc.)? What becomes apparent now, in light of the structural causality of the political, is that the reasons for the resurgence of Afrikaner nationalism in the 1930s and 1940s are not to be found in some sort of ‘objective’ conditions (Norval, 1996:51). Apartheid can be traced back to the dislocations that conditioned the emergence of this Afrikaner nationalist discourse (associated, among others, with the increasing capitalisation of agriculture, the rate of urbanisation and events such as the Great War). The articulation of a new political discourse can only make sense against the background of the dislocation of the preceding socio-political order or ideological space. It is the lack created by dislocation that causes the desire for a new discursive articulation. It is this lack created by a dislocation of the social which forms the kernel of the political as an encounter with the Lacanian real. Every dislocatory event leads to the antagonistic articulation of different discourses that attempt to symbolise its traumatic nature, to suture the lack it creates. In that sense the political stands at the root of politics, dislocation at the root of the articulation of a new socio-political order, an encounter with the real moment of the political at the root of our symbolisation of political reality. 

ALTERNATIVE: YOUR AFF CAN NEVER ACCESS IT

MUST RECOGNIZE THE UNREPRESENTATIONAL NATURE OF THE REAL – ALL EFFORTS THAT ATTEMPTS TO CONSTRUCT A SOCIAL ORDER WILL FAIL – THUS ALL OF THEIR PERM AND LINK TURN ARGUMENTS DON'T APPLY
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In the face of the irreducibility of the real we have no other option but to symbolise; but such a symbolisation can take at least two forms: first, a fantasmatic one which will attempt to repress the real and to eliminate once and for all its structural causality. Psychoanalysis favours the second and more complex one: the articulation of symbolic constructs that will include a recognition of the real limits of the symbolic and will attempt to symbolically ‘institutionalise’ real lack. 

Let me illustrate this point by returning to one of the examples I used earlier, that of nature. The crucial question regarding our access to the natural world becomes now: how can we then, if in fact we can, approach nature before it becomes Nature, the real before it becomes reality, before its symbolisation? This is the question posed by Evernden: how can we return to things ‘before they were captured and explained, in which transaction they ceased to be themselves and became instead functionaries in the world of social discourse [?]’ (Evernden, 1992:110). How can we encounter the pre-symbolic Other in its radical otherness, an otherness escaping all our representations, if he is always ‘beyond’? (ibid.: 118). Well, in fact we can’t; what we can do, however, is acknowledge this failure, this constitutive impossibility, within our symbolisations. Trapped as we are within the world of social meaning, all our representations of reality are doomed to fail due to their symbolic character. Every attempt to construct what is impossible to be constructed fails due to our entrapment within the world of construction. The only moment in which we come face to face with the irreducible real beyond representation is when our constructions are dislocated. It is only when Nature, our construction of external reality, meets a stumbling block, something which cannot be symbolically integrated, that we come close to the real of nature. Nature, constructed Nature, is nothing but ‘a mode of concealment, a cloak of abstractions which obscures that discomforting wildness that defies our paranoid urge to delineate the boundaries of Being’ (Evernden, 1992:132). Only when these boundaries collapse, in that minute intermission before we draw new ones, can we sense the unheimlich of real nature. It is in that sense that—as argued in Chapter 2—Lacanian theory opens the road to a realist constructionism or a constructionist realism; it does so by accepting the priority of a real which is, however, unrepresentable, but, nevertheless, can be encountered in the failure of every construction. One final point before concluding this section: when applied to our own discourse isn’t this recognition introducing a certain ethical principle? Recognising at the same time the impossibility of mastering the real and our obligation to recognise this impossibility through the failure of our attempts to symbolise it, indeed seems to introduce a certain principle which cannot be by-passed. Of necessity this is a principle affecting the structure of knowledge and science in late modern societies. 

ALTERNATIVE: REJECT HARMONY

THE POLITICS OF UTOPIA MUST BE ABANDONED – INSTEAD WE MUST ABANDON THE SEARCH FOR UTOPIA
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If the first three chapters aim at extracting the importance of the Lacanian conceptual and theoretical apparatus for political analysis and the theory of politics, the two chapters that follow are designed to demonstrate some of the ways in which this conceptual apparatus can lead to new challenging approaches to areas which are crucial for contemporary political theory and political praxis, namely the crisis of utopian politics and the ethical foundation of a radical democratic project. Here again, we shall argue that both a historical and theoretical analysis reveals that the politics of utopia—which has for long dominated our political horizon—lead to a set of dangers that no rigorous political analysis and political praxis should neglect. Its current crisis, instead of being the source of disappointment and political pessimism, creates the opportunity of ‘liberating’ our political imagination from the strait-jacket imposed by a fantasmatic ethics of harmony, and of developing further the democratic potential of this imagination in an age in which all sorts of xenophobic, neofascist and nationalist particularisms and fundamentalisms show again their ugly face. Lacanian theory can be one of the catalysts for these political ‘liberations’, simultaneously offering a non-foundational ethical grounding for their articulation. 

ALTERNATIVE: DON'T GIVE WAY TO YOUR DESIRE

( _ ) ETHICS MUST ACCEPT THE LACK OF GUARANTEED FOUNDATIONS AND THE EMPTINESS OF FORMAL LAW
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Lacan's motto 'Don't give way to your desire' is meant to capture the type of ethics I have described thus far. That is to say, the kind of ethics that bows before the awesome emptiness of the formal law, that accepts the simultaneous absence of guarantees and the call to make a decision nevertheless. The Law of desire for Lacan is governed by the fact that desire is always the desire of the symbolic Other. And the big Other's desire is founded on the big Other's lack, the symbolic order's structural openness. 'Don't give way to your desire' means: stay true to the senselessness of the master signifier, thereby keeping alive, by way of a reminder, the responsibility with which you should assume your each and every concrete identity and action. This conception of ethics is an ethics of keeping the infinite metonymy of desire alive. 

( _ ) THEIR ETHICS OF DESIRE ALWAYS LEADS US GUILTY AND ASHAMED FOR WE ARE NOT ABLE TO FULFILL OUR DUTY TO THE OTHER – INSTEAD ONE SHOULD GIVE UP THIS GUILT

GLYNOS – LECTURER IN THE DEP'T OF GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – 2K

Jason, “Thinking the Ethics of the Political in the Context of a Postfoundational World: From an Ethics of Desire to an Ethics of the Drive” Theory & Event, 4:4, pg. Projectmuse \\bj

Zizek's point here is that an ethics of desire is itself a compromise against a particular form of jouissance, a compromise indexed by guilt qua superegoic doubt. He cites with approval Jean-Claude Milner's claim[22] that the injunction not to give way to your desire is not "part of the real core of Lacan's teaching... but a proposition limited to a certain phase of his teaching, which later disappears without trace."[23] This is because, from the perspective of an ethics of desire, something must always escape our every concrete decision: in Lacanian terms, this is the fantasmatic objet petit a. In this view, every concrete political decision involves excluding other possible decisions. A purely ethical decision is impossible because something always escapes ethical capture. The Lacanian objet petit a names this surplus that always escapes, a surplus indexed by superegoic doubt. The point is that an ethics of desire affirms this escape as constitutive of an authentic ethical stance when making a political decision in the face of undecidability. In this view, one must at all costs refrain from giving up this objet petit a, even if always in the mode of escape. Every time I make a decision in relation to an other, I can never be sure I have acted responsibly, something resists full ethical capture, I am always left with the niggling feeling that I have not 'really' discharged my duty.[24]
From a Lacanian point of view, then, an ethics of the drive becomes possible only when one gives up the objet petit a, only when one regards the abstract guilt one experiences in relation to an other or others as itself a defence against what appears now as an alternative authentic stance toward the lack in the big Other. From the perspective of an ethics of the drive, this guilt is conceived not in relation to an other or others, but rather in relation to one's own jouissance, the jouissance structured by one's own fantasy.

( _ ) PSYCHOANALYSIS IS KEY TO OPENING SPACE FOR AN ETHICS OF DRIVE

GLYNOS – LECTURER IN THE DEP'T OF GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – 2K

Jason, “Thinking the Ethics of the Political in the Context of a Postfoundational World: From an Ethics of Desire to an Ethics of the Drive” Theory & Event, 4:4, pg. Projectmuse \\bj

From this Lacanian perspective, an ethics of desire affirms the emptiness of the formal law of desire, the lack in the big Other, as a universal dimension of human experience. What psychoanalysis does is to supplement this insight with a further universal dimension of human experience. It suggests that every formal symbolic law is supported by the subject's fundamental fantasy and the (infinite-metonymic) fantasmatic objects of desire it makes possible. By articulating the subject matter of an ethics of the political in this way, psychoanalytic theory is able to conceive a possible alternative to the ethics of desire. A Lacanian ethics of the drive becomes possible with the introduction of a new horizon, namely, the traversal of fantasy which structures desire. 

AT: ONTOLOGY

THIS IS A NEW LINK: ONTOLOGY REACTS TO THE LACK IN A DIFFERENT WAY – IT STILL DOES NOT ACKNOWLEDGE IT, INSTEAD IT ENGAGES IN ENDLESS STUDY – THIS IS THE WRONG COURSE, WE MUST COME TO TERMS WITH THE CONSTITUTIVE LACK

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, “Poststructuralism & International Relations” pg. 141 \\ bj

To enact a repoliticization requires an acceptance of the impossibility of ontological fullness. 87 This ontological paradox appears in theoretical physics, where two complementary properties of a subatomic particle are mutually exclusive—it is only possible to know one or the other to the necessary degree of accuracy. This notion of complementarity is reflected in the way “the subject is forced to choose and accept a certain fundamental loss or impossibility” in a Lacanian act. 88 As Žižek puts it, “My reflective awareness of all the circumstances which condition my act can never lead me to act: it cannot explain the fact of the act itself. By endlessly weighing the reasons for and against, I never manage to act—at a certain point I must decide to 'strike out blindly.'” 89 The act has to take place without justification, without foundation in knowledge, without guarantee or legitimacy. It cannot be grounded in ontology; it is this “crack” that gives rise to ethics: “There is ethics—that is to say, an injunction which cannot be grounded in ontology—in so far as there is a crack in the ontological edifice of the universe: at its most elementary, ethics designates fidelity to this crack. ”

AT: STATE/REALISM INEVITABLE

THIS IS A NEW LINK: TO VIEW THE STATE AS THE INEVITABLE OUTCROPPING OF POLITICS IS WRONG AND DANGEROUS – IT IS WHEN WE LEGITIMIZE THE STATE THROUGH RETRO-ACTIVE NARRATIONS THAT WE ERASE THE POLITICAL.  INSTEAD WE MUST DWELL IN THE MOMENT OF CHOICE – THE MOMENT OF LACK, THE MOMENT WHERE POLITICS HAS NOT YET PENETRATED – IT IS ONLY THERE THAT FREEDOM EXISTS

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny,  Poststructuralism & International Relations, pg. 7-9 \\ bj

For Žižek, the political moment can be seen as the moment of subjectivity. 33 We have seen how the moment of the political is a period where a new social and political order is founded, a moment that by definition takes place without the authority of any existing political system or community. It institutes that which will henceforth count as “political community, ” and at the same time, as I discuss below, puts in place a narrative of its origins. At the time when the new order appears, however, its origins are completely without foundation. 

The political moment, described elsewhere as a “nonfounded founding moment, ” is a turning point in history, a point “when 'something is happening'—open, undecidable. ” 34 It is a point at which the future is far from certain, a point at which anything can happen. Later, when a new social order has been established and the events that “led up to” it incorporated into history, these events may appear as part of some general historical development. At the time, however, “far from the exposition of an underlying necessity, ” what happens is that participants find themselves “confronted with responsibility, the burden of decision pressing upon [their] shoulders. ” 35 This situation is one in which people are forced to make decisions, to “act, ” in a manner for which they can find no guarantee in the social framework. That same framework is precisely missing, suspended, because it is in the process of reinvention. It is only by presuming the new social order, by “positing its presuppositions, ” that the new order is brought into being, retrospectively. 

Žižek refers to the October Revolution as a situation of this type, where the impassioned debates among the various protagonists—V. I. Lenin, Leon Trotsky, the Mensheviks—demonstrate that for them, at least, the outcome was certainly not as obvious as it appears when later described as arising out of a wider historical process. 36 Similar accounts of the radical contingency experienced at the time in contrast to a subsequent acceptance of the narration of events in a particular way can be found in relation to the events of 1989 in Europe. However much historians may deny it, it was not obvious at the time what the outcome would be. 

There was a moment of openness, a political moment, in which the absence of one social order had not yet been succeeded by the presence of another, and at that time “acts” were precisely that: “acts” in the Lacanian sense—unsupported by any foundation of legitimacy in the social order. It is at this point that subjectivity arises. In Žižek's words: “This 'impossible' moment of openness constitutes the moment of subjectivity: 'subject' is a name for that unfathomable X called upon, suddenly made accountable, thrown into a position of responsibility, into the urgency of decision in such a moment of undecidability. ” 37 
Thus, moments of transition, where there is a sense of openness, of decision, are both moments of the political and moments in which subjectivity is called into play. They are also moments that constitute the social or symbolic order. Or rather, moments at which, through the presupposition of the existence of a new social system, such a system is brought into being. Not only is the new society founded, but it is produced as inevitable, authoritative, and legitimate: as if it has always already existed or been prophesied. The contingency of its origin is concealed. 

At that moment, once the foundational myth of the new social or symbolic order is (re) instated, the subject as such disappears, and with it the “political”—to be replaced by “politics. ” What is more, the interregnum, where there was a brief openness, is forgotten: de-scribed or un-written by the “writing” of the history of the new state. The act of the subject “succeeds by becoming invisible—by 'positivising' itself in a new symbolic network wherein it locates and explains itself as a result of historical process, thus reducing itself to a mere moment of the totality engendered by its own act. ” 38 This happens when events are “read” backward or retroactively: at that point it is easy to explain “objectively” why certain forces were effective and how particular tendencies “won. ” Indeed the Lacanian definition of “act” is just this: “a move that, so to speak, defines its own conditions; retroactively produces the grounds which justify it. ” 39 
This is where the notion of ideology as social fantasy, which I discuss in detail in Chapter 6, comes in. Once the new symbolic order is in place, the contingencies that gave rise to it are obliterated—they disappear—and a new version of social reality is established. The role of ideology here is to conceal the illegitimate, unfounded nature of what we call social reality, what Žižek calls “social fantasy. ” Ideology supports the principle of legitimacy upon which the new state is “founded” and conceals its “impossibility. ” It does this in part by defining “politics” as a subsystem of the social order and obliterating “the political”—its unfounded founding moment: “'Politics' as 'subsystem,' as a separate sphere of society, represents within society its own forgotten foundation, its genesis in a violent abyssal act—it represents, within the social space, what must fall out if this space is to constitute itself. ” 40 Or as Žižek expresses it more provocatively, “Politics as subsystem is a metaphor of the political subject, of the Political as subject. ” 41 
In other words, it is “politics, ” viewed as one of the subsystems of all the systems that go to make up the social order, that enables us to escape or forget the lack of “the political” and the absence of the possibility of any political action. We are confined by this process to activity within the boundaries set by existing social and international orders, and our criticism is restricted to the technical arrangements that make up the “politics” within which we exist as “subjects” of the state. The political subject and the international subject, too, are safely caged and their teeth pulled.

AT: UTOPIA GOOD

THIS IS A NEW LINK: WE CANNOT POINT TO SOME MYTHICAL COMMUNITY OF HARMONY AND PEACE – INSTEAD WE MUST RETHINK POLITICS

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, “Poststructuralism & International Relations” pg. 6-7 \\ bj

In Western modernity what we call “politics” is a very specific notion, located within the conceptions of sovereignty: It entails a sovereign political order and a sovereign, autonomous subject. 28 Foucault has argued that “what we need… is a political philosophy that isn't erected around the problem of sovereignty. ” 29 But the problem is not just that of sovereignty or a sovereign politics. In his critique of Foucault, Barry Hindess points to the need for a rethinking of “politics”; he notes that “it is not the problem of sovereignty that we (another fictional community) need to free ourselves from, but also the problem of political community. In effect, this means finding a way to think about politics in the absence of its defining, constitutive fiction. ” 30 
Poststructuralist thought, in its move from “politics” to “the political, ” attempts to provide the tools for this rethinking. In Žižek's work on ideology, we have in particular an explicit focus on what Hindess calls for, that is, “a more general investigation of the role of fictional communities in the social and political thinking of western societies. ” 

The approach of contemporary thinkers such as Foucault, Derrida, Lacan, and Žižek is helpful here for two reasons. First, it does not see subjectivity and the social order as separable or separate in the first place. Hindess laments the way attention has been paid to the constitution of the subject at the expense of understandings of community. But in a poststructuralist view the constitution of the subject entails and is inextricably linked with the constitution of a particular social or symbolic order. Neither one is prior to the other; indeed, notions of priority and separation are themselves bound up with particular modern conceptions of a sovereign subjectivity. Hindess accepts what he sees as Foucault's claim concerning “the productivity of power in the formation of human attributes and capacities. ” 31 But is there a preexisting, nonsocial, human subject whose attributes and capacities remain as yet unformed? Is it not the very existence of the subject as such that power relations constitute? 32 For Žižek, at least, as we shall see, the formation of subjectivity implicates the social, whether or not social existence is “organized” around principles such as sovereignty. 

Second, for these thinkers there is not, as in some sense there appears to be for Hindess, a “real” community to be found somewhere (behind, underneath, beyond) the “fictional” communities that underpin political thought. Žižek, for example, believes what we call “social reality” has the status of a fiction but is no less real for all that. Moreover, there is nothing behind it, concealed: The fiction conceals precisely the nothing or the lack at the heart of the social or symbolic order. Furthermore, it is not only the social, or “political community, ” that has the status of a fiction but also the subject. Through Žižek's work we are led directly to an exploration of the question of the political that does not see “the problem of political community” as one to be resolved, although the need for the fiction of political community and the fiction of the subject certainly must be examined. Žižek addresses these questions through a concern with ideology and subjectivity.

AT: PSYCHOANALYSIS DOESN'T APPLY TO SOCIAL RELATIONS

( _ ) PSYCHOANALYTIC THEORY IS A VISION OF THE SUBJECT THAT UNDERSTANDS A SUBJECT'S RELATION TO THE SOCIAL

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 14 \\bj

This is not the case only with poststructuralism. It seems that the Lacanian subject can fill a lot of lacks and that lacks are increasingly proliferating around us (or maybe today we are becoming more aware of their presence and alert to their persistence). To provide only a few examples, giving particular attention to those having some political relevance, Rosalind Coward and John Ellis point out that ‘Lacan’s subject is therefore this new subject of dialectical materialism…. The emphasis on language provides a route for an elaboration of the subject demanded by dialectical materialism’ (Coward and Ellis, 1977:93). Michele Barrett, for her part, argues that ‘psychoanalysis [and she is mainly referring to Lacan] is the place one might reasonably start to correct the lamentable lack of attention paid to subjectivity within Marxism’s theory of ideology’ (Barrett, 1991:118-19, my emphasis), while Mark Bracher concludes that ‘Lacanian theory can provide the sort of account of subjectivity that cultural criticism needs’ (Bracher, 1993:12). To sum up, the core idea of this argument is that Lacan is relevant for contemporary socio-political analysis because of his vision of the human subject. As Feher-Gurewich states à propos of social theory: ‘Lacan’s psychoanalytic approach is founded on premises that are in sharp contrast to the ones which have led to the failure of an alliance between psychoanalysis and social theory’. And what are these premises? ‘Lacan provides social theory with a vision of the human subject that sheds new light on the relations between individual aspirations and social aims’ (Feher-Gurewich, 1996:154). 

Psychoanalytic interpretations of law have not tended to be popular among lawyers or within the conventional parameters of the legal discipline. n10 It is beneficial, therefore, at the outset, to acknowledge and address the resistance or defenses that a psychoanalytic jurisprudence is likely to encounter. Principal among these defenses is the simple argument that psychoanalysis is irrelevant to law. Opponents will claim that psychoanalysis concerns the private and subjective realm of personal relations and individual beliefs. With its emphasis upon dreams, sexuality, symbols, and the unconscious, it belongs - in a sense like morality and religious belief - to a domain anterior to law, a realm of subjectivity or interiority with which secular law is not and never has been concerned. According to this argument, law governs the external acts of a conscious and responsible subject because "the intent of a man cannot be tried, for the devil himself knows not the intent of a man." n11 Although this depiction of law as an objective technology is common both within the profession and in popular perception, claiming that legal governance is exclusively exterior and objective is historically untenable and theoretically absurd.

( _ ) PSYCHOANALYSIS APPLIES TO LAW – IT EXAMINES THE DEEPER MOTIVES BEHIND LAW

GOODRICH – PF LAW @ BIRBECK COLLEGE, U OF LONDON – '97

Peter, “Maladies of the Legal Soul: Psychoanalysis and Interpretation in Law” Washington & Lee Law Review, Summer, l/n \\bj

From the time of its discovery, psychoanalysis was something of an heretical enterprise. It threatened the classical order of knowledge and, as a consequence, provoked fear, denial, and ridicule from the established disciplines and their academic watchdogs. In Freud's own analysis,
Society did not wish to hear discussion of the discovery of those relationships which psychoanalysis treated, because in many respects it did not have an easy conscience . . . . Psychoanalysis reveals the weaknesses of the [social] system . . . . It argues that it is necessary to abandon the  [*1040]  rigor of the social repression of instinct and provide a greater place for the truth . . . . For having formulated these critiques psychoanalysis was dubbed the enemy of civilization and was banished as a danger to the public. n12
Freud argued that the social imposition of morality demanded that the individual renounce desire and repress instinct without any substantial recompense from society. Because social institutions and academic disciplines were so badly organized and so ill equipped to deal with the subjective, irrational, or phantasmic dimensions of sociality, it was easy to deny their existence or ridicule their presence rather than to address such aspects of social existence directly or seriously. n13
The same argument applies to law. Psychoanalysis addresses a human subject in his or her corporeal reality as a subject driven by desire. Far from the legal image of a rational and objective actor, psychoanalysis takes apart the mask of reason to reveal a domain of unconscious motives, feelings, and other irrational or more properly subjective biographical sources of action. As Freud well predicted, it is not surprising that law as a discipline and lawyers as a profession would not welcome the intrusion of psychoanalysis into the domain of jurisprudence. The unconscious (what Freud termed "the other scene") is deeply threatening both to the individual and to the institution. The unconscious harbors both the desire and the violence which the Oedipal myth graphically illustrates. It represents that subjective force which neither institutions nor subjects can either fully understand or control. That which the subject does not know but feels, the unwitting dictates of prior experience, lend an ever greater complexity to subjective acts - a complexity which law and lawyers are neither willing nor qualified to judge. Consequently, any attempt to draw out the common terrain of the two disciplines or, more ambitiously, to interpret the unconscious roots of institutional writings and other practices will yield denial, hostility, and polemical rejection. Such resistance or charged discussions of psychoanal- ysis [*1041] and law embody the negative expressions of the truth or, at the very least, indicate the relevance of the psychoanalytic argument. 

AT: PERMUTATION

THE PERMUTATION IS NET WORSE – THE INCLUSION OF THEIR METHOD INTO OUR ALTERNATIVE PREVENTS RADICAL CRITICISM

MCGOWAN – PF CRIT. THEORY @ U. VERMONT – '4

Todd, The End of Dissatisfaction?: Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment, pg. 5-6
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AT: PERMUTATION

THE PERMUTATION IS A METHOD OF ENJOYMENT – OUR ALTERNATIVE OF SUSPENDING THE SEARCH FOR UTOPIA IS THE ONLY WAY TO PREVENT RADICALITY FROM BECOMING SATISFIED
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AT: PERMUTATION

THE 1AC'S SUBJECT CAN'T BE A PART OF THE ALTERNATIVE – FOR IT IS THE KERNEL OF THE PROBLEM

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 14-15 \\bj

Simply put, the Lacanian conception of subjectivity is called to remedy the shortcomings or ‘supplement’—this term is not used here in its strictest Derridean sense, although a deconstructionist flavour is not entirely absent—poststructuralism, social theory, cultural criticism, theory of ideology, etc. But isn’t such a move a reductionist move par excellence? Although our own approach, as it will be developed in the following chapters, is clearly located beyond a logic of supplementation, it would be unfair to consider the Lacanian subject as the point of an unacceptable reduction. This would be the case only if the Lacanian notion of subjectivity was a simple reproduction of an essentialist subject, of a subject articulated around a single positive essence which is transparent to itself and fully representable in theoretical discourse. But this essentialist subject, the subject of the humanist philosophical tradition, the Cartesian subject, or even the Marxist reductionist subject whose essence is identified with her or his class interests, is exactly what has to be questioned and has been questioned; it cannot be part of the solution because it forms part of the initial problem. The Lacanian subject is clearly located beyond such an essentialist, simplistic notion of subjectivity. Not only is Lacan ‘obviously the most distant from those who operate with essentialist categories or simplistic notions of psychic cause or origin’ (Barrett, 1991:107), but the Lacanian subject is radically opposing and transcending all these tendencies without, however, throwing away the baby together with the bath water, that is to say, the locus of the subject together with its essentialist formulations. 

AT: PERMUTATION

THIS IS A NEW LINK: THEIR POLITICAL THEORY CAN NEVER FULLY INTEGRATE AND UNDERSTAND THE WORLD – THERE WILL ALWAYS BE A CRACK – PSYCHOANALYSIS IS OPPOSED TO THIS ON EVERY LEVEL THAT'S WHY YOUR PERM CAN NEVER SOLVE

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99
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For Lacan it is ‘true that the philosopher’s cogito is at the centre of the mirage that renders modern man so sure of being himself even in his uncertainties about himself’ (E: 165). But this essentialist fantasy, reducing subjectivity to the conscious ego, cannot sustain itself any more: ‘the myth of the unity of the personality, the myth of synthesis…all these types of organisation of the objective field constantly reveal cracks, tears and rents, negation of the facts and misrecognition of the most immediate experience’ (III:8). It is clear that the Freudian discovery of the unconscious, of an agency splitting the subject of this whole tradition, cannot be overlooked; it brings to the fore something that this tradition had to foreclose in order to sustain itself. As Lacan formulates it in the ‘Freudian Thing’, as a result of Freud’s discovery the very centre of the human being is no longer to be found at the place the humanist tradition had assigned to it (E: 114). It follows that, for Lacan, any project of asserting the autonomy of this essentialist free ego is equally unacceptable—which is not the same, of course, with promoting heteronomy as a general theoretical or political principle: ‘I designated that the discourse of freedom is essential to modern man insofar as he is structured by a certain conception of his own autonomy. I pointed out its fundamentally biased and incomplete, inexpressible, fragmentary, differentiated, and profoundly delusional character [which should not be confused with psychosis but, nevertheless, operates ‘in the same place’]’ (III:145). Lacan argues that Freud’s discovery of the unconscious is more radical than both the Copernican and the Darwinian revolutions in that they both left intact the belief in the identity between human subject and conscious ego. In his view, we owe to Freud the possibility of effecting a subversion of this conception of the subject. It is the subversion of the subject as cogito which, in fact, makes psychoanalysis possible (E: 296): psychoanalysis opposes ‘any philosophy issuing directly from the cogito’ (E: 1).

AT: PERMUTATION

DISTANCE IS CRITICAL – IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN FIDELITY WITH CRITIQUE WE MUST REMAIN DISTANT

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99
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As Ernesto Laclau has put it, by ‘reoccupation’ we mean a process by which certain notions, linked to the advent of a new vision and new problems, ‘have the function of replacing ancient notions that had been formed on the ground of a different set of issues, with the result that the latter end up imposing their demands on the new notions and inevitably deforming them’ (Laclau, 1990:74). What I want to suggest is that in Homer’s schema psychoanalytic politics ‘reoccupies’ the ground of traditional fantasmatic politics. The result is that this fantasmatic conception of politics ends up imposing its demands on the psychoanalytic part of the argumentation. Thus, this latter part is necessarily deformed: if it is not recognised in its radical constitutivity, the impossibility of society, the irreducibility of the real within the social, loses all its power. In that sense, the ultimate consequence of Homer’s argumentation is the following: the absorption of Lacanian political theory by radical quasi-utopianism will offer left-wing radicalism the hegemonic appeal entailed in the articulation of one more signifier (‘psychoanalysis’) in its signifying chain, but psychoanalytic political theory has nothing to gain beyond its own deformation. Well, it doesn’t sound like a very good deal. 

In fact, articulating Lacanian theory with fantasmatic politics is equivalent to affirming the irrelevance of Lacanian theory for radical politics since this articulation presupposes the repression of all the political insights implicit in Lacan’s reading and highlighted in this book. The alleged irrelevance of Lacan for radical politics is also the argument put forward by Collier in a recent article in Radical Philosophy. Collier’s argument is that since it is capitalism that shatters our wholeness and disempowers us (as if without capitalism we would be on the road to utopia; obviously, capitalism occupies the structural position of the antichrist in this sort of leftist preaching), then Lacan’s theory is, in fact, normalising capitalist damage, precisely because alienation is so deep for Lacan that nothing can be done to eliminate it (‘Lacan is deeply pessimistic, rejecting cure or happiness as possible goals’, my emphasis). 19 Thus Lacan has nothing to offer radical politics. Something not entirely surprising since, according to Collier, psychological theory in general has no political implications whatsoever. The conclusion is predictable: ‘Let us go to Freud and Klein for our psychotherapy [Lacan is of course excluded] and to Marx and the environmental sciences for our politics, and not get our lines crossed’ (Collier, 1998:41-3). Surprisingly enough this is almost identical with Homer’s conclusion: Lacanian theory is OK as an analytical tool but let us go back to Marx for our ideological seminar and our utopian catechism! 

It is clear that from a Lacanian point of view it is necessary to resist all such ‘reoccupations’ of traditional fantasmatic politics. At least this is the strategy that Lacan follows on similar occasions. Faced with the alienating dimension of every identification, Lacan locates the end of analysis beyond identification. Since utopian or quasi-utopian constructions function through identification it is legitimate, I think, to draw the analogies with the social field. If analysis resists the ‘reoccupation’ of the traditional strategy of identification—although it recognises its crucial, but alienating, role in the formation of subjectivity—why should psychoanalytic politics, after unmasking the crucial but alienating character of traditional, fantasmatic, identificatory politics, ‘reoccupy’ their ground? This rationale underlying the Lacanian position is not far away from what Beardsworth articulates as a political reading of Derrida. For Beardsworth, deconstruction also refuses to implicate itself in traditional politics, in the ‘local sense of politics’ in Beardsworth’s terminology: 

In its affirmative refusal to advocate a politics, deconstruction forms, firstly, an account of why all political projects fail. Since the projection of any decision has ethical implications, deconstruction in fact generalizes what is meant by the political well beyond the local sense of politics. In this sense it becomes a radical ‘critique’ of institutions. 

(Beardsworth, 1996:19) 

Similarly, the radicality and political importance of the Lacanian critique depends on its ability to keep its distance from fantasmatic politics, from politics in the traditional sense; which is not the same as saying that psychoanalysis is apolitical: in fact, it becomes political precisely by being critical of traditional politics, exactly because, as argued in the previous chapter, the political is located beyond the utopian or quasi-utopian sedimentations of political reality. 

AT: PERMUTATION

THE INTEGRATION OF OUR ALTERNATIVE INTO THEIR SYSTEM DENIES THE ABILITY TO RECOGNIZE THE LACK

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 115-117

We can also approach this constitutive play between possibility and impossibility through the example of communication. What Lacan argues, and here his difference from Habermas is most forcefully demonstrated, is that it is exactly because total communication is impossible, because it is exposed as an impossible fantasy, that communication itself becomes possible. Lacan 

starts from the assumption that communication is always a failure: moreover, that it has to be a failure, and that’s the reason we keep on talking. If we understood each other, we would all remain silent. Luckily enough, we don’t understand each other, so we keep on talking. 

(Verhaeghe, 1995:81) 

The utopian fantasy of a perfect universal language, a language common to all humanity, was designed to remedy this lack in communication insofar as it is caused by the different idioms and languages in use (Eco, 1995:19). The perfect language was conceived as the final solution to this linguistic confusion, the confusio linguarum, which inscribed an irreducible lack at the heart of our symbolic universe, showing its inability to represent the real. It entailed a fantasmatic return to a pre-confusion state in which a perfect language existed between Adam and God. This was a language that mirrored reality, an isomorphic language which had direct and unmediated access to the essence of things: ‘In its original form…language was an absolutely certain and transparent sign for things, because it resembled them. The names of things were lodged in the things they designated…. This transparency was destroyed at Babel as a punishment for men’ (Foucault, 1989:36). Human imagination never stopped longing for that lost/impossible state when language, instead of the agency of castration, was the field of a perfect harmony; hence all the attempts to construct a perfect language, to realise fantasy: Umberto Eco in his Search for the Perfect Language recounts the history of all these attempts within European culture, from St. Augustine’s fantasy, in which the distance between object and symbol is annulled, 17 up to Dante, a priori philosophical languages and Esperanto. This history is, of course, a genealogy of failures, the history of the insistence on the realisation of an impossible dream, a dream, however, that was designed as a perfect solution to the inherent division of the social. As Eco points out, linguistic confusion is conceived as standing at the root of religious and political division, even of difficulties in economic exchange (Eco, 1995:42-3). In that sense, the achievement of perfect communication is articulated as the perfect solution to all these problems. This is clearly a utopian problematic. Alas, as Antonio Gramsci points out in his text ‘Universal Language and Esperanto’, no advent of a universal language can be planned in advance: 

the present attempts at such a language belong only in the realm of Utopia: they are the product of the same mentality that wanted Falangists and happy colonies. In history and social life nothing is fixed, rigid and final. There never will be…this flow of molten volcanic matter, burns and annihilates the Utopias built on arbitrary acts and vain delusions such as those of a universal language and of Esperanto. 

(Gramsci, 1975:33) 

The main point here is that society and history are all the time constituted and reconstituted through this unending play between possibility and impossibility, order and disorder: ‘society is nothing but a web of social relations that is constantly being spun, broken, and spun again, invariably (unlike a spider’s web) in slightly different form’ (Wrong, 1994:45). As we have already seen in Chapter 2, our encounters with the real, the moments of failure and dislocation of our discursive constructions, have both a destructive and a productive dimension. Baudrillard even argues that catastrophes, crises and dislocations might be a certain strategy of our species. By bringing to the fore the possibility or the idea of a total catastrophe they stimulate a series of processes—in the economy as well as in politics, art and history—that attempt to patch things up (Baudrillard, 1996:81). Homer is correct and consistent with his psychoanalytic framework when he argues that the filling of the gap in the social field will always be the aim of numerous discourses and ideologies; this is the way things generally work. It is also true that if no psychoanalytic ideology emerges to (try to) suture that gap, other discourses and ideologies will. 

Since, however, Lacanian political theory aims at bringing to the fore, again and again, the lack in the Other, the same lack that utopian fantasy attempts to mask, it would be self-defeating, if not absurd, to engage itself in utopian or quasi-utopian fantasy construction. Is it really possible and consistent to point to the lack in the Other and, at the same time, to attempt to fill it in a quasi-utopian move? Such a question can also be posed in ethical or even strategic terms. It could be argued of course that Homer’s vision of a psychoanalytic politics does not foreclose the recognition of the impossibility of the social but that in his schema this recognition, and the promise to eliminate it (as part of a quasi-utopian regulative principle) go side by side; that in fact this political promise is legitimised by the conclusions of psychoanalytic political theory. But this coexistence is nothing new. This recognition of the ‘impossibility of society’, of an antagonism that cross-cuts the social field, constitutes the starting point for almost every political ideology. Only if presented against the background of this ‘disorder’ the final harmonious ‘order’ promised by a utopian fantasy acquires hegemonic force. The problem is that all this schema is based on the elimination of the first moment, of the recognition of impossibility. The centrality of political dislocation is always repressed in favour of the second moment, the utopian promise. Utopian fantasy can sound appealing only if presented as the final solution to the problem that constitutes its starting point. In that sense, the moment of impossibility is only acknowledged in order to be eliminated. In Marx, for instance, the constitutivity of class struggle is recognised only to be eliminated in the future communist society. Thus, when Homer says that he wants to repeat Marx’s error today he is simply acknowledging that his psychoanalytic politics is nothing but traditional fantasmatic politics articulated with the use of a psychoanalytic vocabulary. 

AT: LACAN = METAPHYSICS (SPANOS AND SHIT)

OUR ARGUMENT ISN'T THAT THE SUBJECT IS FOUND WITHIN REPRESENTATION – RATHER THE SUBJECT GOES BEYOND METAPHYSICS AND THE LIKE

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 15 \\bj

But if Lacan dynamitises the essentialist conception of subjectivity, if he moves beyond the metaphysics of a conscious (present) subjectivity, what does he introduce in its place? (Because in opposition to poststructuralists who, in reality, eliminate the locus of the subject by reducing it to a set of subject positions, Lacan does introduce something.) ‘We are told that man is the measure of all things. But where is his own measure? Is it to be found in himself?’ he asks in his first seminar (I:68). And the answer is no. If there is an ‘essence’ in man it is not to be found at the level of representation, in his representation of himself. The subject is not some sort of psychological substratum that can be reduced to its own representation. Once this is granted the way is open to develop an alternative definition of subjectivity. If there is an essence in the Lacanian subject it is precisely ‘the lack of essence’ (Chaitin, 1996:196). And this lack may acquire a quasi-transcendental structure but it does not reproduce traditional metaphysics as some commentators seem to imply (see, in this respect, the discussion of Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy’s The Title of the Letter (1992) in Chapter 3).

AT: LANGUAGE = WORTHLESS

LANGUAGE IS THE FIELD OF ANALYSIS – WE MUST RECLAIM IT.  WE AREN'T ONLY ABOUT LANGUAGE – BUT THEIR DENIAL OF IT IS A REASON WHY THEY CAN NEVER SOLVE OUR ALT

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '99

Yannis, Lacan and the Political, pg. 21-2 \\bj

Lacan’s radical decentrement of subjectivity with respect to the signifier depends on a particular understanding of this symbolic level, the register of the signifier, the big Other. This conception of the symbolic is developed through Lacan’s encounter with structural linguistics. It is to this encounter that we have to turn our attention now. To start with, we know that the main aim of Lacan’s return to Freud was to reinvigorate analytic theory by taking into account developments in the vanguard of the scientific thought of his age. He considered linguistics, as founded by Saussure—since Saussure ‘can truly be said to be the founder of modern linguistics’ (E: 125)—as the guide in such an enterprise, a role he would later assign to mathematics and topology: 13 ‘Linguistics can serve as a guide here, since that is the role it plays in the vanguard of contemporary anthropology, and we cannot possibly remain indifferent to it’ (E: 73). Linguistics is of great importance for psychoanalysis for two main reasons. First of all, it can assist in the development of analytic theory, a development which depends, for Lacan, on its adequate formalisation: 

Psychoanalysis has played a role in the direction of modern subjectivity, and it cannot continue to sustain its role without bringing it into line with the movement in modern science that elucidates it. This is the problem of the grounding that must assure our discipline its place among the sciences: a problem of formalization, which, it must be admitted, has not got off to a very good start. 

(E: 72) 

And, of course, linguistics is suitable for this psychoanalytic reappropriation because analysis operates through language: psychoanalysts are ‘practitioners of the symbolic function’, and it would thus be astonishing if they should ‘turn away from probing deeper into it, to the extent of failing to recognise (méconnâitre) that it is this function that situates us at the heart of the movement that is now establishing a new order of the sciences’ (E: 72). Lacan’s advice ‘Read Saussure’ (E: 125) is furthermore legitimised by the fact that Freud himself saw language as the grounding of his discovery of the unconscious. Lacan’s argument is that Freud had anticipated Saussure since his main interest, from the time of The Interpretation of Dreams (1900) is not to articulate a psychology of dreams but to explore their elaboration, that is to say their linguistic structure (E: 259). Lacan makes very clear that what Freud presents as formations of the unconscious—jokes, dreams, symptoms—are nothing but the result of his ability to discern the primary status of language. 

Thus, Lacan’s strategy is to use modern linguistics in order to ‘recover’ the truth of the Freudian enterprise, a truth long lost for analytic theory. Is this, though, his sole motivation? There is no doubt that this is a two-way movement. By searching in Freud for a certain linguistic element, Lacan reconstructs Freud in a way influenced by modern linguistics. The strategic genius of Lacan’s move is that while interpreting Freud according to his view of modern linguistic theory he can also claim to recover the lost meaning of Freud. 14 This is not to say that, for Lacan, psychoanalysis is reducible to linguistics. As we shall see, it is a particular reading of linguistic theory which can be made relevant for analytic theory. This is again a two-way movement. In other words, the linguistic insights which are of interest for psychoanalysis are already constructed and defined through a particular analytic reading of structural linguistics. What psychoanalysis discovers in linguistics becomes equivalent only to what linguistics can mean within a psychoanalytic framework. The nodal points of Lacanian theory emerge as the points that over-determine the specific terms of the relation between the two domains. Within this dialectic Lacan seems almost to be fulfilling Saussure’s own thesis that psychology will determine the proper use of semiology, although in a way that Saussure was certainly in no position to foresee. In Encore (1972-3) it becomes clear that, in Lacan’s schema, Saussure’s langue is effectively substituted by Lacan’s lalangue, that Lacan’s linguistic insights do not really belong to linguistics but institute a separate terrain of linguistérie: ‘The fact that I say (Mon dire) that the unconscious is structured like a language is not part and parcel of the field of linguistics’ (XX:15).

AT: FEMINISM

( _ ) THE ENTIRE 1NC IS OFFENSE AGAINST THIS POSITION: Seriously, the politics of identification creates and necessitates the elimination of that which falls outside of it.  The feminists of the world suddenly win and not only is it the political right that gets eliminated, but feminists who don't want Western ideas of femininity – this is our 1NC Stavrakakis evidence.

( _ ) FEMININE SEXUATION IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON SEX OR GENDER – THIS AUTHORS ARE WRONG – INSTEAD IT IS A 

KOVACEVIC – VISITING FACULTY FELLOW @ SMOLNY COLLEGE – ST. PETERSBURG STATE UNIV. - '3

Filip, “Lacanians and the fate of Critical Theory” Angelaki, v. 8, n.  December, ebsco

As I see it, since the leader is supposed to possess the object a, he or she is structurally located on the feminine side of sexuation. This means that in order to chart out the coordinates of the leader’s activities we can have recourse to what Lacanian scholars have written about those who identify themselves with the logic of the feminine. For instance, according to Ellie Ragland-Sullivan, the designations of the masculine and the feminine in Lacanian theory do not refer to the facts of biology or sociology but to epistemological positions oriented around the void in the Other. There is no sexual essentialism in Lacan; sexuation is a matter of choice, and I agree with Ragland-Sullivan that the masculine and the feminine are derived from attitudes toward two referents: the mother’s desire and the father’s name.53 The symbolic and imaginary identifications that make up the masculine side of sexuation revolve around the signifier for the father’s name (the phallic signifier (Φ), or the Name-of-the-Father). What grounds the masculine is the belief in the unproblematic nature of the phallus. In other words, to believe that a signifier is unproblematic is equivalent to believing in its “existence,” that is, in the possibility of its unmediated relation to some kind of substantive reality. In concrete terms, one can say that the public or the community that thinks that its leaders or its laws and regulations provide for the best possible world situates itself entirely on the masculine side. However, as I have repeatedly pointed out, this thinking is faulty because a signifier can refer only to another signifier (which in turn refers to another and so on in an endless signifying chain) and therefore cannot provide for a one-to-one correspondence between the symbolic and what is “beyond” it. This, however, must not be taken to imply that the symbolic and the real are entirely unhooked, which would, incidentally, condemn us to subsisting all alone in a solipsistic, psychotic universe. Instead, what I want to stress is that the phallic signifier (no matter how it is embodied or incarnated) is only a pretender, an impostor, which plays the role of a unifying agency, but whose substantive nature can and does change, since it can never be it. For example, the transition from polytheism to monotheism, or from one political system to another, represents a change in the nature of the phallic signifier. Therefore, to think that the phallic signifier’s transformation can come to an end is an illusion, and yet this illusion grounds the masculine position in sexuation. In other words, the masculine denies the possibility of the “re-writing” of the relation between signifiers and the real, which, as Ragland-Sullivan asserts, is the only true measure of social and political change.54 We have now reached a set of fundamental questions: how is this “re-writing” possible and what motivates its elements to shift from one incarnation to another? As I have stressed, to understand this, we need to understand the logic of the other side of sexuation, the logic of the feminine. Ragland-Sullivan argues that one can define the feminine position primarily in terms of that which it is not.55 For instance, the feminine set of identifications is not grounded in the One of the Name-of-the-Father. This means that the feminine position allows one to glimpse the existence of a jouissance beyond the phallus. This other jouissance is motive enough for questioning the status quo and unveiling its contingency. As I have argued, the discourse of the hysteric revolves around the search for such jouissance. The hysteric overturns the given in order to reach that which appears to him or her as jouissance not incorporated into the status quo. Therefore, what is to be concluded from this is that the feminine logic of sexuation uncovers the fact that the structure of the Other is marked by the void or the hole. The feminine reveals that the Other is, in its true nature, fragmentary, and that the function of every ideological fantasy is to make it appear complete and consistent. As such, the feminine is particularly resistant to the fantasy of the Other without lack, which represents the essence of all totalizing and perverse world views (global liberalism being one of them). If the figure of the leader is located on the feminine pole of sexuation, then it appears that this position enables him or her to see through the illusionary coherence of any social or political order. It is true that the leader can react to this knowledge in different ways: he or she can cynically continue to perpetuate the illusion or, in a perverse mode, try to make it into the true reality, and so on. However, as I see it, the only leadership attitude that contemporary critical theory can support is that of sharing the knowledge of the void in the Other with those who, for one reason or another, are unable to notice it.56 The leader therefore needs to orient himself or herself along the lines of the analyst’s discourse, since only the analyst’s discourse has at its disposal the means to transform a typical liberal subject, constructed on the consumption of seductively packaged mass-produced products and information, into a hysteric.57 This is important because the hysteric can be described as somebody who, to paraphrase Marcuse’s definition of the dialectical process, negates what is, so that what might be can come into existence. 

AT: FEMINISM

THIS IS TOTALLY A LINK – FEMININE IDENTITIES ARE CREATED FROM THE LACK – SEXUAL DIFFERENCE ORIGINATES THERE

ZAKIN – ASS'T PF OF PHILOSOPHY @ MIAMI UNIVERSITY – 2K

Emily, “Bridging the Social and the Symbolic: Toward a Feminist Politics of Sexual Difference” Hypatia, 15.3, pg. Projectmuse \\bj

Lacan's twentieth seminar, 21 devoted to the question of feminine sexuality, [End Page 30] might help us to understand this claim. In this seminar Lacan puts forth logical propositions meant to specify the masculine and feminine positions 22 for those who inhabit language, who are "speaking beings." Lacan's formulas make clear that sexual identification is fragile and paradoxical; they provide not a description of the social reality of sexual difference, but "an exposure of the terms of its definition" (Rose 1982, 44), whose basis is loss and law, in the formulation of psychical reality. In the formulas of sexuation, Lacan contends that sexual difference is an effect of loss, a response to loss, and that it is by traversing this loss that a subject first appears. In confronting the enigma of its lack (lack of satisfaction, of the other, of plenitude, of self), the subject confronts its castration and introduces a fantasied explanation with which it can begin to identify itself. 23 If "what constitutes me as subject is my question" (Lacan 1977a, 86), then the unconscious is organized by the question of meaning and desire, by the question, "What does the other want of me?" or "what do I represent to the other?" (Lacan 1977a, 312). 24 This initial question of desire is posed to an other whose exteriority to myself is at the same time interior, formative of my identity. 

AT: BUTLER

EVEN IF THEIR ARGUMENT IS RIGHT – WE STILL WIN BECAUSE ONE MUST SUPPLEMENT CONCEPTS OF GENDER WITH SEXUAL DIFFERENCE BECAUSE IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO RESOLVE QUESTIONS OF IDENTITY THROUGH HISTORICAL ANALYSIS
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Emily, “Bridging the Social and the Symbolic: Toward a Feminist Politics of Sexual Difference” Hypatia, 15.3, pg. Projectmuse \\bj

We could say that in both Rubin's and Butler's views, feminism is not about identity politics but about the politics of identity, the politics of who we are and how we become those persons. In an interview in the journal differences, Butler queries Rubin about the transformations in her theoretical position over the past 20 years. As they discuss the trajectory of Rubin's work, the conversation turns to the difference between the social and the Symbolic; that is, it turns to the psychoanalytic conception of sexual difference and to the distinction between this conception and the cultural conception of gender that has been prominent in the work of both. As Butler and Rubin conclude their discussion of psychoanalysis they agree that the notion of sexual difference as a persistent position "coextensive with language" might carry "totalizing tendencies" (Butler and Rubin 1994, 69). They are thus concerned by "the non-social qualities of [Lacan's] concept of the symbolic" (1994, 68). But they also recognize that the kind of social experimentation with and rearrangement of family or kinship structures that took place in the United States in the seventies did not succeed in reorganizing psychic structures. Extensive and real social change did not result in psychical change, indicating the inadequacy of a causal conception of the relation between the social and the Symbolic. Still, Rubin insists, Lacan's system "didn't seem to allow quite enough latitude for the social structuring of the symbolic" (1994, 69). Moreover, Butler adds, the value in Rubin's work lies in its attempt to "understand psychic structures in relationship to social structures" (1994, 69). As Butler remarks in another article in the same issue, within Lacanian terms, "the symbolic is understood to precede and orchestrate the parameters of the social" (Butler 1994, 18). Butler is also clear that "the Lacanian frame of sexual difference would insist on the radical incommensurability of the feminine with any of its given articulations" (1994, 18). 13 

It is clear from the preceding discussion that the relation of sexual difference to gender remains compelling but unresolved. While the concept of a social gender is a necessary one for understanding political circumstances and the powerful discursive operations of naturalization and normatization, it does not explain all the dimensions of the reality of women's oppression. Butler and Rubin are importantly right in remaining attentive to the variable contents of gender identity. Nonetheless, insofar as such focus roots the instability of the alliance between sex and gender, and instability within gender identification itself, in historical contingency, it carries the dangerous assumption that questions [End Page 27] of identity can be resolved historically (or empirically); this focus there-by evades the persistent structures that exist despite and throughout variable historical manifestations, at the limits of gendered experience. For this danger to be averted, the concept of gender must be supplemented with that of sexual difference, and the relation between the two properly understood. 

AT: CAP GOOD

( _ ) THEY'VE SERIOUSLY GOT NO INTERNAL HERE: The 2AC reads no reason as to how we get rid of capitalism.  We challenge the 1AR to read one.  Absent that, this is just an interesting F.Y.I., not an argument.


( _ ) THEIR EVIDENCE IS HILARIOUSLY NONRESPONSIVE: Call for the cards they go for after the round, all of it compares a world of capitalism v. communism, that's not our alt.  In case they hadn't noticed, Stalin and Lenin's post-capitalist utopia would link to the K as well.

( _ ) ALL OF THIS ASSUMES CAPITALISM DISAPPEARS ONE DAY: While we thank them for their ringing endorsement of our alt's potential for radical transformative change, we'll contend that our evidence indicates the transformation would be gradual.  Our alternative is really just to criticize the existing order – we really don't get rid of capitalism.

AT: CAP GOOD

( _ ) CAPITALISM IS AT THE ROOT OF ALL OF HISTORY'S WORST FORMS OF VIOLENCE BY CREATING A SCAPEGOAT THAT MUST BE ELIMINATED

THE INTERNATIONALIST PERSPECTIVE – 2K

(“Capitalism and Genocide” #36, Spring online http://www.geocities.com/wageslavex/capandgen.html)

One way in which this ideological hegemony of capital is established over broad strata of the population, including sectors of the working class, is by channeling the disatisfaction and discontent of the mass of the population with the monstrous impact of capitalism upon their lives (subjection to the machine, reduction to the status of a "thing",  at the point of production, insecurity and poverty as features of daily life, the overall social process of atomization and massification, etc.), away from any struggle to establish a human Gemeinwesen, communism. Capitalist hegemony entails the ability to divert that very disatisfaction into the quest for a "pure community", based on hatred and rage directed not at capital, but at the Other, at alterity itself, at those marginal social groups which are designated a danger to the life of the nation, and its population.  One of the most dramatic effects of the inexorable penetration of the law of value into every pore of social life, and geographically across the face of the whole planet, has been the destruction of all primitive, organic, and pre-capitalist communities. Capitalism, as Marx and Engels pointed out in the Communist Manifesto, shatters the bonds of immemorial custom and tradition, replacing them with its exchange mechanism and contract. While Marx and Engels stressed the positive features of this development in the Manifesto, we cannot ignore its negative side, particularly in light of the fact that the path to a human Gemeinwesen has so far been successfully blocked by capital, with disastrous consequences for the human species. The negative side of that development includes the relentless process of atomization, leaving in its wake an ever growing mass of rootless individuals, for whom the only human contact is by way of the cash nexus. Those who have been uprooted geographically, economically, politically, and culturally, are frequently left with a powerful longing for their lost communities (even where those communities were hierarchically organized and based on inequality), for the certainties and "truths" of the past, which are idealized the more frustrating, unsatisfying, and insecure, the world of capital becomes. Such longings are most powerfully felt within what Ernst Bloch has termed non-synchronous strata and classes.  These are stata and classes whose material or mental conditions of life are linked to a past mode of production, who exist economically or culturally in the past, even as they chronologically dwell in the present. In contrast to the two historic classes in the capitalist mode of production, the bourgeoisie and proletariat, which are synchronous, the products of the capitalist present, these non-synchronous strata include the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, and -- by virtue of their mental or cultural state -- youth and white-collar workers. In my view, Bloch's understanding of non-synchronicity needs to be extended to segments of the working class, in particular those strata of the blue-collar proletariat which are no longer materially synchronous with the high-tech production process upon which late capitalism rests, and the mass of workers ejected from the production process by the rising organic composition of capital and its comcomitant down-sizing. In addition, the even greater mass of peasants streaming into the shanty towns around the great commercial and industrial metropolitan centers of the world, are also characterized by their non-synchronicity, their inability to be incorporated into the hyper-modern cycle of capital accumulation. Moreover, all of these strata too are subject to a growing nostalgia for the past, a longing for community, including the blue-collar communities and their institutional networks which were one of the features of the social landscape of capitalism earlier in the twentieth century.  However, no matter how powerful this nostalgia for past community becomes, it cannot be satisfied. The organic communities of the past cannot be recreated; their destruction by capital is irreversible. At the same time, the path to a future Gemeinwesen, to which the cultural material and longings embodied in the non-synchronous classes and strata can make a signal contribution, according to Bloch, remains obstructed by the power of capital. So long as this is the case, the genuine longing for community of masses of people, and especially the nostalgia for past communities especially felt by the non-synchronous strata and classes, including the newly non-synchronous elements which I have just argued must be added to them, leaves them exposed to the lure of a "pure community" ideologically constructed by capital itself. In place of real organic and communal bonds, in such an ideologically constructed pure community, a racial, ethnic, or religious identification is merely superimposed on the existing condition of atomization in which the mass of the population finds itself. In addition to providing some gratification for the longing for community animating broad strata of the population, such a pure community can also provide an ideological bond which ties the bulk of the population to the capitalist state on the basis of a race, ethnicity, or religion which it shares with the ruling class. This latter is extremely important to capital, because the atomization which it has brought about not only leaves the mass of humanity bereft, but also leaves the ruling class itself vulnerable because it lacks any basis upon which it can mobilize the population, physically or ideologically.  The basis upon which such a pure community is constituted, race, nationality, religion, even a categorization by "class" in the Stalinist world, necessarily means the exclusion of those categories of the population which do not conform to the criteria for inclusion, the embodiments of alterity, even while they inhabit the same geographical space as the members of the pure community. Those excluded, the "races" on the other side of the biological continuum, to use Foucauldian terminology, the Other, become alien elements within an otherwise homogeneous world of the pure community. As a threat to its very existence, the role of this Other is to become the scapegoat for the inability of the pure community to provide authentic communal bonds between people, for its abject failure to overcome the alienation that is a hallmark of a reified world. The Jew in Nazi Germany, the Kulak in Stalinist Russia, the Tutsi in Rwanda, Muslims in Bosnia, blacks in the US, the Albanian or the Serb in Kosovo, the Arab in France, the Turk in contemporary Germany, the Bahai in Iran, for example, become the embodiment of alterity, and the target against which the hatred of the members of the pure community is directed. The more crisis ridden a society becomes, the greater the need to find an appropriate scapegoat; the more urgent the need for mass mobilization behind the integral state, the more imperious the need to focus rage against the Other. In an extreme situation of social crisis and political turmoil, the demonization and victimization of the Other can lead to his (mass) murder. In the absence of a working class conscious of its historic task and possibilities, this hatred of alterity which permits capital to mobilize the population in defense of the pure community, can become its own impetus to genocide.  The immanent tendencies of the capitalist mode of production which propel it towards a catastrophic economic crisis, also drive it towards mass murder and genocide. In that sense, the death-world, and the prospect of an Endzeit cannot be separated from the continued existence of humanity's subordination to the law of value. Reification, the overmanned world, bio-politics, state racism, the constitution of a pure community directed against alterity, each of them features of the economic and ideological topography of the real domination of capital, create the possibility and the need for genocide. We should have no doubt that the survival of capitalism into this new millenium will entail more and more frequent recourse to mass murder. 

  

AT: SPEAKING FOR OTHERS

THEIR ARGUMENT IS GOING AFTER THE WRONG CULPRIT – SPEAKING FOR THE OTHER IS NOT POSSIBLE IN THEIR TYPE OF LIBERAL DEMOCRACY BECAUSE LIBERAL DEMOCRACY MAINTAINS A HEGEMONY OVER DISCOURSE THAT ELIMINATES THE VOICE OF THE OTHER
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Alex, “Let's bury a few liberals! (A Lacanian Gesture)” The Symptom, Winter, http://www.lacan.com/gesturef.htm

5As it has been pointed out by a recent assessment of the postcolonial project, "subaltern voices emerge in the frontiers of cultural hybridity; in the margins of history and official languages; through the experience of cultural difference and of resistance to totalization; in the ambiguity of the nation and in the perplexity of living the finitude of the nation." Gayatri Spivak's work has been understood as an attempt from within the postcolonial approach to "recover the subaltern consciousness through a deconstruction of dominant historiography and the production of an effect of truth from the subaltern."6 Spivak points out how the postcolonial intellectual has to be aware of her own position. She insists on the distinction of speaking for someone (as in representative forms of government) and speaking about someone (as in philosophical traditions).7 Ultimately her position implies that the subaltern can speak, that in order for this voice to be heard, she has to pass through the hegemonic discourse before it can reach an agency in its own terms.8 The question is what is this hegemonic discourse through which the subaltern voice has to go through when it 'speaks'? In the West, such hegemony is nothing else than the coordinates of liberal-democracy. 

Let me briefly take then one of the latest attempts, from a well-known philosopher, to deal with the injustices committed against the 'Other'. In her recent book Women and Human Development, Martha C. Nussbaum takes as her point of departure the social, political, economic and domestic predicament of poor women in India. Her basic aim is to provide the "philosophical underpinning for an account of basic constitutional principles that should be respected and implemented by the governments of all nations, as a bare minimum of what respect for human dignity requires."9 Informed by John Rawls' theory and its Kantian motto of treating every individual as an end in itself and never as a mean, Nussbaum identifies a "list of central human capabilities, setting them in the context of a type of political liberalism that makes them specifically political goals and present them in a manner free of any specific metaphysical grounding."10 The politics that drive Nussbaum's interest are those whose concern is the presence of constitutional essentials and issues of basic justice. The Indian constitution, she argues, provides for most of measures necessary to secure equality to women. The problem relies on a basically misogynist culture and the lack of political will to enforce these constitutional essentials. But the most pervasive aspect is that there is a lack of "public reason". This is Rawls's notion, where public reason is to be the discourse of a political society essentially transparent, and that actively seeks the public good. Nussbaum also shares the Rawlsian commitment to the absence of a "comprehensive doctrine" in public matters. That is, a liberal society that should not promote any conception of the good, since that has to be left to the private realm. 
This kind of liberal approach to disadvantaged members of society is the most progressive discourse that we get nowadays in mainstream academia. When postcolonial theorists and historians acknowledge that in order for the voice of the other to be heard it has to pass through the hegemonic discourse, this liberal discourse is the path that claims of justice and recognition have to take. The problem is that although the expectation is that subaltern claims will point to the injustice of the system and that 'subaltern history' will give them recognition, there is here a deeper fantastic logic (in the sense of fantasy) operating here. A logic that the postcolonial position, which is presumably the most progressive when it comes to the subjugation of the 'Other', misses. This fantasy binds, whether they intended it or not, the postcolonial project to political liberalism. Let me resort to Freud to clarify my argument.

AT: FRAMEWORK

( _ ) THE TASK OF THIS SPACE SHOULD NOT BE TO ATTEMPT TO FIND AND PACIFY THREATS TO SECURITY – INSTEAD THE MOST CRUCIAL TASK LIES IN MARKING THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF THE SYMBOLIC ORDER

Edkins, Professor of International Politics, University of Wales, 1999

Jenny, Poststructuralism & International Relations, pg.142

The remembering involved is the drive or “the ethical compulsion which compels us to mark repeatedly the memory of a lost Cause. ” 95 The point is not to record or document or reenact a past trauma, which would “gentrify” and neutralize it. What is crucial about trauma is the impossibility of integrating it into the symbolic order: The Real is precisely that which cannot be symbolized, the surplus that remains. What is needed is “to encircle again and again the site of the lost Thing, to mark its very impossibility. ” 96 The most basic form of this marking is a tombstone that marks a burial site. A similar gesture is that of a survivor of Auschwitz who remains living nearby so that he can revisit the site; the only important thing is that he returns, as a mute witness. As Žižek says, “All we have to do is to mark repeatedly the trauma as such, in its very 'impossibility,' in its non-integrated horror, by means of some 'empty' symbolic gesture. ” 97

Foucault reminds us that “everything is dangerous. … The ethical political choice we have to make every day is to determine which is the main danger. ” 98 It is not the task of the international relations theorist to secure us (whatever community “we” may be) against the danger but precisely the reverse: to challenge the hegemony of the power relations or symbolic order in whose name security is produced, to render visible its contingent, provisional nature. This leads to a position that advocates a continual political involvement and a need for recurring, vigilant, and responsive activism. We should repeatedly mark the trauma and ensure that we are not lulled into forgetfulness.

( _ ) COUNTER-INTERP: The negative gets to critique the substance of your plan and the world surrounding it.  Language critiques and critiques of representation are not ground that the negative should get.

( _ ) COUNTER-STANDARDS:


a. THE K IS KEY TO GROUND: This is a courts topic that has very little ground for alternate agent C.P.s or disads that outweigh the case.  The K is necessary to beat affs with huge impacts and is a key negative strategic tool on this topic.  This turns all of their generic arguments about ground because this topic necessitates giving the K a look.


b. LITERATURE CHECKS ALL THEIR ABUSE: Do a lexis search for Lacan w/p law and it's pretty clear that critiques are a huge section of the literature surrounding this topic.  There's no excuse for not having a Lacan aff answer file.

c. PREDICTABILITY: Our interp forces the k to be responsive to the plan.  That makes it predictable and turns all of their arguments.

( _ ) AFF CHOICE IS STUPID: Justifies wildly unpredictable affs that limit out key generic ground on the topic because they spoke first.

AT: FRAMEWORK

( _ ) THEIR FRAMEWORK ARGUMENTS ARE ALL ARGUMENTS THAT JUSTIFY COLONIZATION AND EXCLUSION

STAVRAKAKIS – VISITING FELLOW IN GOV'T, UNIV. OF ESSEX – '3

Yannis, “Re-activating the Democratic Revolution: The Politics of Transformation Beyond Reoccupation and Conformism” Parallax, v. 9, no. 2, ebsco

Three further points are crucial here. First, the passage into a post-democratic terrain results in part, from the gradual colonization of democratic politics by the consumerist logic of advertising discourse. In a post-democratic regime, while elections continue to exist and can change governments, public electoral debate becomes ‘a tightly controlled spectacle, managed by rival teams of professionals expert in the techniques of persuasion, and considering a small range of issues selected by those teams’.25 Second, this colonization is what turns the market, at least in the form it takes in late capitalism (which is not the only possible form), from an ally to an adversary of democracy. As long as the utopian revolutionary option was still considered alive, the other two options of responding to negativity we have discussed, (the spirit of the democratic revolution and so-called ‘free market’ liberalism) were more or less seen as distinct but allied in their fight against the spectre of revolutionary utopia and its excesses. As soon as this spectre collapsed the alliance was dissolved. Capitalist consumerism started colonizing democratic institutions in an unprecedented rhythm and – crucially – at a global scale, producing the hybrid of consumerist postdemocracy. If modern ‘existing’ democracies have always involved the paradoxical articulation of individual liberty and pluralism, on the one hand, and popular sovereignty and equality on the second, as well as a continuous yet productive struggle between these two dimensions – what Mouffe calls the democratic paradox26 – then these recent developments threaten to re-signify democracy in a way that would make it synonymous with a post-democratic ‘free market’ liberalism or liberal capitalism. Third, by adopting a quasi-utopian dynamic which domesticates rather than attempting to eliminate negativity and lack, consumerist post-democracy manages to avoid the extreme disasters caused by utopian reoccupations. Hence what Zizek calls – without any irony – the great achievements of liberal capitalism: ‘probably, never in human history have so many people enjoyed such a degree of freedom and material standard of living as in today’s developed Western countries’.27 Indeed, even if one can argue that ‘capitalism harms human beings’, this is carried out ‘through neglect rather than through terror. Compared to the personal will of a dictator, the structural violence of market ‘‘forces’’ appears benign’.28 This picture is, of course, revealed as partial and limited, especially if one takes into account the various forms of ‘collateral damage’ produced by consumerist post-democracy. As Alain Badiou has pointed out, ‘Terror is [still] wielded against what is and should not be: the impoverished planet, the distant rebel, the non-Western and the immigrant nomad driven by radical abandonment towards affluent metropolises’.29 Nevertheless, it constitutes a (partial) reality with hegemonic appeal, a horizon sustained by the hegemony of an administration of desire with seemingly unlimited resources. 

AT: RORTY 98

( _ ) THEORY CAN CAUSE SOCIAL MOVEMENTS – RORTY WOULD CREATE A BARRIER TO EFFECTIVELY CRITICIZING POLITICS

BURCH – ASSISTANT PF PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION, NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY – '1

Kerry, “The Significance of Critical Pedagogy for Cultural Studies” Theory & Event, 5:3, pg. Projectmuse \\bj

Giroux shows how some new Left theorists, while recognizing the importance of class, also "made visible…interconnected forms of oppression organized against women, racial minorities, gay men and lesbians, the aged, the disabled, and others" (25). On this basis, Giroux argues that insurgent political movements in the United States during the 1960s and after were positively affected by theoretical work which initially emerged from the cultural realm but which evolved into a more classic political instantiation. According to Giroux, since Rorty and Gitlin privilege class at the exclusion of other sites of identity construction, they overlook the vital pedagogical relation which can potentially transform sites of cultural interpretation into a heightened political awareness, the obvious precondition for heightened political action. To support this position, Giroux points to the AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power (ACTUP) and to feminist theorists, both of whom broadened the scope of the political first through a cultural aegis. Giroux is persuasive in showing how Rorty and Gitlin's prescriptions, taken to their logical conclusion, would result in a deculturalization of politics. The danger in adopting such a constricted view of the political within the academy is that it tacitly erects a protective, curricular shield around the corporate narratives which increasingly govern the production of youth identity and desire. 

This discourse is troubling because it separates culture from politics and leaves little room for capturing the contradictions within dominant institutions that open up political and social possibilities for contesting domination, doing critical work within the schools and other public spheres, of furthering the capacity of students and others to question oppressive forms of authority and the operations of power (31, emphasis added). 

AT: ROBINSON

( _ ) ROBINSON DOESN'T GET IT – THE POLITICS THAT BASES ITSELF UPON A SOLID FOUNDATION IS ONE THAT INEVITABLY LOSES ITS REVOLUTIONARY AND RADICAL STATUS – INSTEAD WE MUST CONSTANTLY ENGAGE IN INTERRUPTION

NEWMAN – PF POLISCI @ UNIV. OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA – '4

Saul, “Interrogating the Master: Lacan and Radical Politics” Psychoanalysis, Culture, & Society, 2004, 9, (298-314)

So it would appear that the event that can intervene in the transitional spaces between discourses is always potentially dangerous, and that this would only seem to confirm Lacan’s original warning about radical politics –that it will inevitably end up invoking a new master. However, one could suggest here that rather than succumbing to the temptation to pass to the act, immediately seeking to reinscribe the political event within the discourse of the master as a way of stabilizing the revolution, perhaps instead one could remain faithful to its constitutive openness and its radically contingent possibilities. This would imply a radical political ethics of suspension and indeterminacy that refuses to be grounded in a concrete ontological order. Indeed, we might refer here to an anarchic politico-ethical position, one that distinguishes itself from classical anarchism by rejecting the ontological ground, essentialist identities and utopian structures that it is founded upon. Schurmann (1987, p 10) characterizes an-anarchic action as action without a ‘‘why?’’ – that is, action that is not grounded in absolute rationalist principles. In a similar way, we might characterize Lacanian an-anarchicaction as action without a master – in other words, action that no longer invokes the master, instead remaining open to the indeterminacy of the political situation. 

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

A POLITICS OF THE LACK GIVES NO ABILITY TO CREATE A RADICAL POLITICS

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5

Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique” Theory & Event, 8:1, pg. projectmuse

Amongst a plethora of radical theoretical perspectives, a new paradigm is slowly becoming hegemonic.  Inspired by the work of Jacques Lacan, theorists are increasingly turning to the concept of "constitutive lack" to find a way out of the impasses of classical Marxist, speculative and analytical approaches to political theory.  Beneath the debates between rivals such as Ernesto Laclau and Slavoj Žižek, there is a unity of purpose about the parameters of political theory.  Across the work of authors such as Žižek, Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, Yannis Stavrakakis, David Howarth, Renata Salecl, Jason Glynos, Aletta Norval and Saul Newman, there is a central set of motifs and claims which mark out a distinct tradition within contemporary political thought.  The idea of "constitutive lack", constructed as an ontological claim, operates also in these theories as a normative concept, and it is used to found normative claims.  The title of Alenka Zupančič's most famous book – Ethics of the Real  – summarises the outlook of all these authors1.  The challenge posed by this influential perspective is too important to ignore.  Its paradigmatic structure - the shared, often unconscious and unreflexive, assumptions which unite its various proponents in a single way of thinking and arguing - is becoming the dominant trend in (ostensibly) radical theory.  It is accounting for a growing number of submitted and published articles and is gaining a growing support among researchers and graduates.  It has almost invisibly gained a foothold in theoretical literature significant enough to raise its influence to a level second only, perhaps, to the analytical/Rawlsian tradition.  This is at least partly due to its radical pretensions.  It is, however, crucial to challenge it, because its political effects are to paralyse "radical" theory.  It provides a very weak basis for any kind of politics, and certainly no basis for a radical or transformative agenda.  It is, in short, a surrogate radicalism, a theoretical placebo which does not live up to the promises it makes.  This article examines this paradigm through a critique of its founding concept.  In contrast to the claims of authors such as Laclau to have escaped the "essentialism" of classical political theory, I shall demonstrate that the idea of "constitutive lack" involves the reintroduction of myth and essentialism into political theory. I shall demonstrate that Lacanian political theory cannot meet its claims to be "radical" and "anti-essentialist", and its central arguments are analytically flawed.  First of all, however, I shall outline the parameters of this new theoretical paradigm2.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

LACANIAN POLITICS MAKE REFORM IMPOSSIBLE

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5

Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique” Theory & Event, 8:1, pg. projectmuse

The basic claim of Lacanian theory is that identity - whether individual or social - is founded on a lack.  Therefore, social relations are always irreducibly concerned with antagonism, conflict, strife and exclusion.  Chantal Mouffe, for instance, writes of 'the primary reality of strife in social life'4, while Slavoj Žižek seeks an 'ethics grounded in reference to the traumatic Real which resists symbolization'5.  'Lack ("castration") is original; enjoyment constitutes itself as "stolen"'6.  According to Stavrakakis, the Real is 'inherent in human experience' and 'doesn't stop not being written'7.  Hence, the primary element of social life is a negativity which prevents the emergence of any social "whole".  In Mouffe's words, 'society is the illusion... that hides the struggle and antagonism behind the scenes', putting the 'harsh reality' of antagonism behind a 'protective veil'8.  For Newman, 'war is the reality', whereas 'society is the illusion... that hides the struggle and antagonism behind the scenes'9.  For Stavrakakis, 'personal trauma, social crisis and political rupture are constant characteristics of human experience'10.  Such claims have political consequences, because they rule out the possibility of achieving substantial improvements (whether "reformist" or "revolutionary") in any area on which this fundamental negativity bears.  The dimension of antagonism is, after all, 'ineradicable'11.

Instead of the imperative to overcome antagonism which one finds in forms as diverse as Marxian revolution and deliberative democracy, Lacanian political theory posits as the central political imperative a demand that one "accept" the underlying lack and the constitutive character of antagonism.  While the various authors disagree about the means of achieving this, they agree on its desirability.  Lacanian theory thus entails an ethical commitment to create conflict and antagonism.  This ethics mostly expresses itself via a detour into ontology: the ethical imperative is to 'accept' or 'grasp' the truth of the primacy of lack, and the accusation against opponents is that they fall into some kind of fallacy (illusion, delusion, blindness, failure to accept, and so on).  At other times, however, one finds a direct ethical advocacy of exclusion and conflict as almost goods in themselves.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

LACANIAN THEORY IS A MYTH THAT HAS A REPRESSIVE SOCIAL FUNCTION THAT SERVES TO DENY ALL ALTERNATIVES

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5

Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique” Theory & Event, 8:1, pg. projectmuse

More precisely, I would maintain that "constitutive lack" is an instance of a Barthesian myth.  It is, after all, the function of myth to do exactly what this concept does: to assert the empty facticity of a particular ideological schema while rejecting any need to argue for its assumptions.  'Myth does not deny things; on the contrary, its function is to talk about them; simply, it purifies them, it makes them innocent, it gives them a natural and eternal justification, it is a clarity which is not that of an explanation but that of a statement of fact'37.  This is precisely the status of "constitutive lack": a supposed fact which is supposed to operate above and beyond explanation, on an ontological level instantly accessible to those with the courage to accept it.  Myths operate to construct euphoric enjoyment for those who use them, but their operation is in conflict with the social context with which they interact.  This is because their operation is connotative: they are "received" rather than "read"38, and open only to a "readerly" and not a "writerly" interpretation.  A myth is a second-order signification attached to an already-constructed denotative sign, and the ideological message projected into this sign is constructed outside the context of the signified.  A myth is therefore, in Alfred Korzybski's sense, intensional: its meaning derives from a prior linguistic schema, not from interaction with the world in its complexity39.  Furthermore, myths have a repressive social function, carrying in Barthes's words an 'order not to think'40.  They are necessarily projected onto or imposed on actual people and events, under the cover of this order.  The "triumph of literature" in the Dominici trial41 consists precisely in this projection of an externally-constructed mythical schema as a way of avoiding engagement with something one does not understand.

     Lacanian theory, like Barthesian myths, involves a prior idea of a structural matrix which is not open to change in the light of the instances to which it is applied.  Žižek's writes of a 'pre-ontological dimension which precedes and eludes the construction of reality'42, while Laclau suggests there is a formal structure of any chain of equivalences which necessitates the logic of hegemony43.  Specific analyses are referred back to this underlying structure as its necessary expressions, without apparently being able to alter it; for instance, 'those who triggered the process of democratization in eastern Europe... are not those who today enjoy its fruits, not because of a simple usurpation... but because of a deeper structural logic'44.  In most instances, the mythical operation of the idea of "constitutive lack" is implicit, revealed only by a rhetoric of denunciation. For instance, Mouffe accuses liberalism of an 'incapacity... to grasp... the irreducible character of antagonism'45, while Žižek claims that a 'dimension' is 'lost' in Butler's work because of her failure to conceive of "trouble" as constitutive of "gender"46.   This language of "denial" which is invoked to silence critics is a clear example of Barthes's "order not to think": one is not to think about the idea of "constitutive lack", one is simply to "accept" it, under pain of invalidation.  If someone else disagrees, s/he can simply be told that there is something crucial missing from her/his theory.  Indeed, critics are as likely to be accused of being "dangerous" as to be accused of being wrong.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

LACANIAN THEORY DOESN'T CONSTRAIN VIOLENCE IT MERELY REAFFIRMS IT IN DIFFERENT FORMS – THERE'S ONLY A RISK THAT THE ALT MAKES VIOLENCE WORSE

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5

Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique” Theory & Event, 8:1, pg. projectmuse

Žižek's anti-capitalism has won him friends in leftist circles, but the capitalism to which he objects is not the capitalism of classical Marxist critique. One could, indeed, question whether Žižek is attacking capitalism (as opposed to liberalism) at all.  His "capitalism" is a stultifying world of suffocating Good which is unbearable precisely because it lacks the dimension of violence and antagonism.  It is, he says, 'boring', 'repetitive' and 'perverse' because it lacks the 'properly political' attitude of 'Us against Them'20.  It therefore eliminates the element of unconditional attachment to an unattainable Thing or Real, an element which is the core of humanity21.  It delivers what Žižek fears most: a 'pallid and anaemic, self-satisfied, tolerant peaceful daily life'.  To rectify this situation, there is a need for suffocating Good to be destroyed by diabolical Evil22.  'Why not violence?' he rhetorically asks.  'Horrible as it may sound, I think it's a useful antidote to all the aseptic, frustrating, politically correct pacifism'23.  There must always be social exclusion, and 'enemies of the people'24.  The resulting politics involves an 'ethical duty' to accomplish an Act which shatters the social edifice by undermining the fantasies which sustain it25.  As with Mouffe, this is both a duty and an acceptance of necessity.  'By traversing the fantasy the subject accepts the void of his nonexistence'26. 

On a political level, this kind of stance leads to an acceptance of social exclusion which negates compassion for its victims.  The resultant inhumanity finds its most extreme expression in Žižek's work, where 'today's "mad dance", the dynamic proliferation of multiple shifting identities... awaits its resolution in a new form of Terror'27.  It is also present, however, in the toned-down exclusionism of authors such as Mouffe.  Hence, democracy depends on 'the possibility of drawing a frontier between "us" and "them"', and 'always entails relations of inclusion-exclusion'28.  'No state or political order... can exist without some form of exclusion' experienced by its victims as coercion and violence29, and, since Mouffe assumes a state to be necessary, this means that one must endorse exclusion and violence.  (The supposed necessity of the state is derived from the supposed need for a master-signifier or nodal point to stabilize identity and avoid psychosis, either for individuals or for societies).  What is at stake in the division between these two trends in Lacanian political theory is akin to the distinction Vaneigem draws between "active" and "passive" nihilism30.  The Laclauian trend involves an implied ironic distance from any specific project, which maintains awareness of its contingency; overall, however, it reinforces conformity by insisting on an institutional mediation which overcodes all the "articulations".  The Žižekian version is committed to a more violent and passionate affirmation of negativity, but one which ultimately changes very little.  The function of the Žižekian "Act" is to dissolve the self, producing a historical event.  "After the revolution", however, everything stays much the same.  For all its radical pretensions, Žižek's politics can be summed up in his attitude to neo-liberalism: 'If it works, why not try a dose of it?'31.  The phenomena which are denounced in Lacanian theory are invariably readmitted in its "small print", and this leads to a theory which renounces both effectiveness and political radicalism.

It is in this pragmatism that the ambiguity of Lacanian political theory resides, for, while on a theoretical level it is based on an almost sectarian "radicalism", denouncing everything that exists for its complicity in illusions and guilt for the present, its "alternative" is little different from what it condemns (the assumption apparently being that the "symbolic" change in the psychological coordinates of attachments in reality is directly effective, a claim assumed – wrongly – to follow from the claim that social reality is constructed discursively).  Just like in the process of psychoanalytic cure, nothing actually changes on the level of specific characteristics.  The only change is in how one relates to the characteristics, a process Žižek terms 'dotting the "i's"' in reality, recognizing and thereby installing necessity32.  All that changes, in other words, is the interpretation: as long as they are reconceived as expressions of constitutive lack, the old politics are acceptable.  Thus, Žižek claims that de Gaulle's "Act" succeeded by allowing him 'effectively to realize the necessary pragmatic measures' which others pursued unsuccessfully33.  More recent examples of Žižek's pragmatism include that his alternative to the U.S. war in Afghanistan is only that 'the punishment of those responsible' should be done in a spirit of 'sad duty', not 'exhilarating retaliation'34, and his "solution" to the Palestine-Israel crisis, which is NATO control of the occupied territories35.  If this is the case for Žižek, the ultra-"radical" "Marxist-Leninist" Lacanian, it is so much the more so for his more moderate adversaries.  Jason Glynos, for instance, offers an uncompromizing critique of the construction of guilt and innocence in anti-"crime" rhetoric, demanding that demonization of deviants be abandoned, only to insist as an afterthought that, 'of course, this... does not mean that their offences should go unpunished'36.  Lacanian theory tends, therefore, to produce an "anything goes" attitude to state action: because everything else is contingent, nothing is to limit the practical consideration of tactics by dominant elites.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

THEIR ALT DENIES PROGRESSIVE POLITICS AND DOOMS US TO STATUS QUO POLITICS – OUR ENTIRE 1AC IS A DISAD TO THE ALT

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5
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There is a danger of a stultifying conservatism arising from within Lacanian political theory, echoing the 'terrifying conservatism' Deleuze suggests is active in any reduction of history to negativity136.  The addition of an "always" to contemporary evils amounts to a "pessimism of the will", or a "repressive reduction of thought to the present".  Stavrakakis, for instance, claims that attempts to find causes and thereby to solve problems are always fantasmatic137, while Žižek states that an object which is perceived as blocking something does nothing but materialize the already-operative constitutive lack138.  While this does not strictly entail the necessity of a conservative attitude to the possibility of any specific reform, it creates a danger of discursive slippage and hostility to "utopianism" which could have conservative consequences.  Even if Lacanians believe in surplus/contingent as well as constitutive lack, there are no standards for distinguishing the two.  If one cannot tell which social blockages result from constitutive lack and which are contingent, how can one know they are not all of the latter type?  And even if constitutive lack exists, Lacanian theory runs a risk of "misdiagnoses" which have a neophobe or even reactionary effect.  To take an imagined example, a Lacanian living in France in 1788 would probably conclude that democracy is a utopian fantasmatic ideal and would settle for a pragmatic reinterpretation of the ancién regime.  Laclau and Mouffe's hostility to workers' councils and Žižek's insistence on the need for a state and a Party139 exemplify this neophobe tendency.  The pervasive negativity and cynicism of Lacanian theory offers little basis for constructive activity.  Instead of radical transformation, one is left with a pragmatics of "containment" which involves a conservative de-problematization of the worst aspects of the status quo.  The inactivity it counsels would make its claims a self-fulfilling prophecy by acting as a barrier to transformative activity.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

THEIR POLITICAL THEORY CANNOT ACTIVELY ENGAGE IN POLITICS

ROBINSON – RESEARCH FELLOW, SCHOOL OF POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, FACULTY OF LAW & SOCIAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM – 2K5
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To conclude, the political theory of "constitutive lack" does not hold together as an analytical project and falls short of its radical claims as a theoretical and political one.  It relies on central concepts which are constructed through the operation of a mythical discourse in the Barthesian sense, with the result that it is unable to offer sufficient openness to engage with complex issues.  If political theory is to make use of poststructuralist conceptions of contingency, it would do better to look to the examples provided by Deleuze and Guattari, whose conception of contingency is active and affirmative.  In contrast, the idea of "constitutive lack" turns Lacanian theory into something its most vocal proponent, Žižek, claims to attack: a "plague of fantasies"

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

THE 1AC IS AN ATTEMPT TO CHANGE LAW – THIS ATTEMPT MAY BE FACILE BUT IT IS IMPORTANT – IT IS IN WORKING TO CHANGE THE LAW GIVES UP FANTASY SUPPORT AND FREES THE SUBJECT – THIS IS A REASON WHY THE PLAN IS BETTER THAN THE ALT

CARLSON, Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, 1999 

David Gray, The Columbia Law Review, “DUELLISM IN MODERN AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE” November, p. Lexis-Nexis \\bj

Schlag is very hard on law professors who give advice to judges. He mocks their work as mere "pretend-law," n313 mere journalism. n314 "One need only pick up a judicial opinion, a state statute, a federal regulation, or a law review article to experience an overwhelming sense of dread and ennui." n315 Meanwhile, judges are not even paying attention to legal scholarship n316 - which, experience teaches, is disappointingly true.

Vicarious participation in litigation or legislation can nevertheless be defended as a participation in culture itself. Law professors can contribute to that culture by making law more coherent, and in this sense their project is at least as worthy as any that philosophy, history or astrophysics  [*1951]  could devise. Law has an objective structure that exceeds mere subjectivity. This objective structure can be altered by hard work. An altered legal world, however, is not the point. Evidence of consequential impact is gratifying, but this is simply what mere egotism requires. It is in the work itself that the value of legal scholarship can be found. Work is what reconciles the failure of the unhappy consciousness to achieve justice. Work is, in Hegel's view,
 
desire held in check, fleetingness staved off... work forms and shapes the thing. The negative relation to the object becomes its form and something permanent... This negative middle term or the formative activity is at the same time the individuality or pure being-for-self of consciousness which now... acquires an element of permanence. n317
 
Hegel, then, gives a spiritual turn to that worthy slogan "publish or perish." By working the law, lawyers, judges, private citizens, and even academics can make it more permanent, more resilient, more "existential," n318 but, more to the point, they make themselves more resilient, more "existential." n319 Work on law can increase freedom - the positive freedom that relieves the worker of "anxiety" - fear of disappearance into the Real. n320 When work is done, the legal universe swells and fills itself out - like an appetite that "grows by what it feeds on." n321 But far more important, the self gains a place in the world by the very work done. Work is the means of "subjective destitution" or "narcissistic loss" n322 - the complete externalization of the subject and the surrender of the fantasy support upon which the subject otherwise depends. In Lacanian terms, "subjective destitution" is the wages of cure at the end of analysis.
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Lacanian psychoanalysis agrees with half of Schlag's proposition. The subject is on a field of pain and death, where it is not self-identical, but severely wounded by law. It is precisely law (broadly understood as the symbolic order) that castrates the subject, as Schlag maintains. Breaking the chains of the law, however, would not free but would obliterate the subject. Subjectivity is nothing but the split, the gap, the rift in the natural subject torn by law. If law is removed, the rift that creates subjectivity is obliterated.

What was Lacan's name for a person who successfully follows Schlag's normative program and slips the chains of law? His term for such a person was "psychotic." n19 For Lacan, the normative program is precisely not to let go of the symbolic order, for that would be the death of subjectivity, not its liberation.
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Žižek's hermeneutic voracity—what Tom Cohen characterizes as his approaching "the vast samples of American popular culture with vampirelike urgency" [356]—could be understood as but one more instance of psychoanalysis's imperialism, its tendency to find exemplifications of its principles everywhere it turns [see Derrida; Meltzer]. I would suggest, however, that viewing cultural phenomena through the lens of symptomatology points to a larger problem, one that pertains to not only psychoanalytic criticism but also Marxism, historicism, and cultural studies. The problem lies in the way that treating aesthetic artifacts as cultural symptoms elides the specificity of art, making cultural forms too readily apprehensible as what Žižek, in one definition of the symptom, calls "the point of emergence of the truth about social relations" [SO 26]. Of course, the category of art—and, more broadly, that of aesthetic experience—does not appear in Žižek's work; speaking of "art" when discussing post-Lacanian ideology critique may appear as quaintly anachronistic. But that is exactly my point. Despite his interest in Kantian philosophy and his evocation of the sublime, Žižek's approach to culture and society leaves little conceptual space for any consideration of aesthetic effects or their significance.4 

This is an ethical problem because it eradicates dimensions of alterity particular to art, making any encounter with the difficulty and strangeness of aesthetic experience seem beside the point. Rather than finding any moments of opacity or resistance to his hermeneutic schemes when engaging aesthetic artifacts, Žižek finds only a familiar scenario—one that his readers now recognize quickly too. Although he speaks almost continuously about otherness, no actual instances of otherness are permitted to interrupt his interpretive discourse. And while Žižek's approach exemplifies this problem especially strikingly, it is far from limited to his work. Business as usual throughout the humanities proceeds as if thinking about art symptomatically—as a "point of emergence of the truth about social relations"—were the only credible alternative to thinking about art as [End Page 23] the creation of transcendent genius. I find both of these alternatives unsatisfactory because both effectively make art transparent, reducing its alterity to more familiar terms. In what follows, I elucidate the epistemological implications of Žižek's notion of the sociocultural symptom, before pursuing its ethical implications and suggesting how psychoanalysis might provide some conceptual resources for a more ethically defensible approach to aesthetics. 
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