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War short-circuits transition to alternate foreign policy methodologies 
Linklater ’89 (Andrew-, Beyond Realism and Marxism, P. 32)

These theoretical disagreements with Marxism generate major differences at the practical level. It is necessary to conclude that a post-Marxist critical theory of international relations must concede that technical and practical orientations to foreign policy are inescapable at least at this juncture. Such an approach must appreciate the need for classical realist methods of protecting the state under conditions of insecurity and distrust, and recognise the importance of the rationalist defence of order and legitimacy in the context of anarchy. It is important to take account of the rationalist claim that order is unlikely to survive if the major powers cannot reconcile their different national security interests. In a similar vein, a critical approach to international relations is obliged to conclude that the project of emancipation will not make significant progress if international order is in decline. One of its principal tasks would then be to understand how the community of states can be expanded so that it approximates a condition which maximises the importance of freedom and universality. In this case, a critical theory of international relations which recognises the strengths of realism and Marxism must aim for a political practice which deals concurrently with the problem of power, the need for order and the possibility of emancipation through the extension of human community.
Questions of ontology shut down pragmatic political action – we never move past ontological “priming” to practiced material struggle

Barnett, 08--  Geography Prof at Open, http://oro.open.ac.uk/10527/1/Political_affects_in_public_space_(2).pdf
Second, the tendency for ontologies of affect to answer the demand for politics through recourse to the trope of manipulation is explored, with reference to two key theorists of this approach: the work of Nigel Thrift on the spatial politics of affect and William Connolly’s theorisation of the cultural politics of neurologically transmitted media affects. Thrift’s work has explicitly set out to invent a field of ‘nonrepresentational theory’ in which affect is ascribed considerable significance as both an object of analysis and as a theoretical orientation. Connolly’s work has provided resources for articulating an ontology of affect with a programme of political analysis that directly addresses issues in normative democratic theory. The third and fourth sections of the paper focus on these two related fields of social science, in which ontologies of affect have been presented as carrying political weight by virtue of the light they throw on the ways in which power circulates in public space. Thrift’s spatial politics of affect and Connolly’s neuropolitics of affect converge around a particular construal of affect as a means of manipulating political subjects without them knowing it. The trope of manipulation occurs in the critical account of the politics of affect that one finds in these ontologies. Understanding affect is a pressing political task, it is argued, because ‘the systematic manipulation of “motivational propensities” has become a key political technology’ (Thrift 2007, 26). The same trope of manipulation troubles the efforts of Thrift and Connolly to outline an affirmative account of the politics of affect, in which progressive politics is presented as various tactical experiments on the dispositions of dispersed publics. Third, the combination of a rhetoric of manipulation with a strong ontological claim about the conceptual priority of affective registers over deliberative ones is seen to generate a normative blind spot in these political ontologies of affect. This is discussed in the fifth section. In trying to square an affirmative account of the politics of affect with a critical account of the politics of affect, political ontologies of affect implicitly avow normative values that the theoretical resources they mobilise appear to undermine. This is most evident in the oblique reference to the value of democracy in these accounts. By identifying how the ontology of affect is translated into a genre of democratic ethos which is presented as preferable to alternative theories of democratic pluralism, the enactment of this ontology is thrown into new perspective as being offered as a reason for certain commitments. And in so far as it stands as the reason for such commitments, adherents to this ontology are exposed to being called on to give further reasons to justify these commitments. The conclusion spells out two sets of questions around which turn judgements of claims about ‘the politics of affect’. The ascendancy of an ontological register of theoretical argument in contemporary human geography is indicated by the abstract delimitation of the ‘the cultural’ from ‘the economic’, the ‘discursive’ from the ‘material’, ‘being’ from ‘becoming’, ‘the human’ from ‘the non-human’, the ‘representational’ from the ‘non-representational’, the ‘rational’ from the ‘more-than-rational’. Getting your ontology right, which usually means avowing that one holds to a ‘relational ontology’, has become the benchmark of theoretical probity. The ascendancy of this sort of ontological register reflects a move to philosophise social science (Kivinen and Piiroinen 2006). It is supposed that inquiry can and must be preceded by clearly delimiting the general metaphysical properties possessed by objects of analysis. The ontologisation of theory in human geography marks a distinctive inflection of a broad array of post-foundationalist philosophies. Post-foundational philosophies hold that the world of human affairs is not only held together by relationships of knowledge, and where it is, knowledge is not a matter of certainty (e.g. Cavell 1979; Taylor 1995). They promise to deflate approaches that prioritise the epistemological aspects of action, and which assume that non-cognitive grounds of action and belief are suspect. The resurgent theme of affect in the social sciences and the humanities is illustrative of this post-foundational deflation of overly cognitivist models of action. The ontologisation of theory has been associated with a strong preference for models of ethical and political agency that focus attention upon embodied, affective dispositions of subjects. This reflects the influence of various theoretical and philosophical traditions that share a deep suspicion of ‘cognitivist’, ‘intellectualist’ or ‘mentalist’ construals of human action. This follows from a widely shared intuition that propositional ‘knowing-that’ is a function of embodied ‘knowing-how’. Once it is acknowledged that ‘knowing-how’ involves all sorts of learned, embodied dispositions that are inscribed in various types of ‘unconscious’ disposition of anticipation and response, then theoretical traditions that are too partial to a picture of a social world governed by rules, principles and practices of reason seem constricted or even wrong-headed. Consistent with the ontological drift of certain strands of cultural theory and ‘Continental philosophy’ (Hemmings 2005; White 2000), in human geography affect has become the sort of thing one can have ‘a theory of’, where this amounts to the correct delimitation of the ontological status of affective forces (e.g. Anderson B 2006; Anderson and Harrison 2006; McCormack 2007). Thrift (2004a, 464; 2007, 223 –35) identifies a family of research fields concerned with affect: cultural-theoretic work on performance; Sylvan Tomkins’ seminal work on affect; Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza; and Darwinian accounts. Psychoanalysis is also acknowledged as a source, somewhat reluctantly. So-called ‘non-representational theory’ (Thrift 2007) derives a highly abstract definition of affect from this range of work. Affect is presented as an ontological layer of embodied existence, delimited by reference to the purely formal relationship of the capacity to be affected and to affect. In this presentation, affect is doubly located: in the relational in-between of fields of interaction; and layered below the level of minded, intentional consciousness. This vocabulary of the ‘layering’ of thinking, feeling and judgement is fundamental to the political resonances claimed on behalf of ontologies of affect. In principle, post-foundational philosophies which acknowledge that practical reasoning goes on against a background of affective dispositions and desires could be expected to reconfigure what, following Ryle (1949, 10), we might call ‘the logical geography’ of action. However, when the postfoundationalist avowal of the importance of embodied ‘knowing-how’ is interpreted in terms of ‘layer-cake’ ontologies of practice, there is a tendency to simply assert the conceptual priority of previously denigrated terms – affect over reason, practice over representation. Disputes over the significance for social science of post-foundationalist philosophy turn on the types of priority-claim that are assumed to follow from ontological assertions that ready-at-handedness, background or affective attunement stand as the background to embodied action. The ontologisation of affect in recent cultural theory is associated with the explicit adoption of a layer-cake interpretation of the relationship between practice and expression. Layer-cake interpretations present propositional intentionality as resting upon a more basic level of pre-conceptual, practical intentionality in such a way as to present propositional intentionality as derivative of this layer of practical attunement (Brandom 2002, 328). On this view, the practical presupposition of the available, ready at-hand qualities of environments in embodied actions that treat these environments as merely occurrent, or present-at-hand, is interpreted as implying an order of conceptual priority of the practical (Brandom 2002, 332). This model of conceptual priority puts in place a view of practical attunement as a stratum that is autonomous of propositional intentionality. It is treated as a layer that ‘could be in place before, or otherwise in the absence of the particular linguistic practices that permit anything to show up or be represented as merely there’ (Brandom 2002, 80). This view of practice as an autonomous layer therefore reproduces a representationalist view of representational practices in order to assert the superiority of an avowedly ‘non-representational’ stance. In contrast to this view, we might instead suppose that the priority of practice only holds in the order of explanation (Brandom 2002, 332). This implies that we cannot understand propositional intentionality without first understanding its dependence on practice, without supposing that this requires an understanding of practice as an intentional layer that kicks-in before others. It means presuming that the capacity to represent things as being a certain way is the result of applying an assertional-inferential filter to things available to us in the first instance as exhibiting various sorts of practical significance. (Brandom 2002, 80) This alternative interpretation does not assert the priority of one ‘layer’ over another. Rather, it reconfigures our understanding of what we are doing when representational discourse breaks out, when we say ‘that things are thus-and-so’ (Brandom 2002, 80). Rejecting the layer-cake interpretation of the type of priority that practice is said to have over propositional intentionality leads to a reconfiguration of the pragmatics of expressive rationality. Rather than supposing that acts of expression are ways of transforming an inner content into an outer expression, in a representational way, we instead think in terms of acts of making explicit what is implicit, in an inferential way (Brandom 2001, 8). An interpretation in terms of the explanatory priority of practice therefore allows us to understand in inferential terms the embodied capacity for making explicit something one can do as something one can say. This is a capacity to translate ‘knowing how’ into a ‘knowing that’ which is expressed in terms of commitments and entitlements, ‘as putting it in a form in which it can both serve as and stand in need of reasons’ (Brandom 2001, 11). The sense of ‘implicit’ in this holistic-inferential account does not presume that the reasons that can be made explicit were present as the maxims behind the actions to which they are retroactively attributed. It just means there is no sharp line between unarticulated know-how and explicit knowledge (Taylor 2000); and that the latter should be thought of as providing a step towards acknowledging the responsibilities entailed in actions. This interpretation of the order of priority that holds between different sorts of intentionality opens up the possibility of reconfiguring the logical geography of action. It supposes that different modalities of action enact their own ‘validity conditions’ that can, in principle, be made explicit in public practices of giving and asking for reasons (e.g. Bridge 2007; Flyvbjerg 2001; Lovibond 2002). This reconsideration of the pragmatics of expressive rationality reconfigures understandings of deliberation that underlie theories of democracy, justice and legitimacy (see Habermas 2000; Brandom 2000). This overlaps with attempts to develop thoroughgoing accounts of affective deliberation in contemporary democratic theory (e.g. Krause 2007; Hoggett and Thompson 2002). This work makes explicit the relevance of affective aspects of life for deliberative models of democracy that work up from the principle of affected interest, according to which those affected by actions and outcomes should have some say in defining the parameters of those actions and outcomes. The upsurge of interest in the theme of affect speaks in compelling ways to a recurrent problem in democratic theory: how to respect citizens as competent moral agents whilst acknowledging the web of dependent, conditioned relationships into which they are thrown. There is an extensive literature in political science on the role that non-rational sentiments, feelings and emotions play in the political decisionmaking processes. This is a literature which is empirically grounded (e.g. Marcus 2002), and explicitly reconfigures understandings of the relationships between rationality, reason and action (e.g. McDermott 2004). The degree to which affective capabilities can be articulated with public procedures of democratic legitimacy is a central problem in post-Habermasian critical theory’s project of describing the conditions of radical democratic, pluralistic constitutionalism (e.g. Habermas 2006; Honneth 2007; Markell 2000). Berlant’s (2005a) historiography of affective publics in American culture establishes that any and all political public spheres are shaped by affective energies, while Sedgwick (2003) and Riley (2005) have explored the affective dynamics of textual practices. In moral philosophy, affect is embraced as a means of rethinking the role of partiality in deliberative practices, for example in Baier’s (1994) feminist ethics of moral prejudice which roots reason in affects, or in Blackburn’s (1998) Humean reconstruction of practical reason. The key thought guiding these reconfigurations of affect-with-reason is the idea that rationality emerges out of situated encounters with others. This same theme underwrites the work of political theorists reconfiguring democratic theory around an appreciation of the affective registers of justice and injustice, expressed in an emphasis on the arts of receptivity, of listening and acknowledging and responding (e.g. Young 1997; Coles 2005). Thrift’s spatial politics of affect and Connolly’s neuropolitics of media affects sits, therefore, in a much broader range of work that is concerned with affective aspects of political life. But the examples noted above all focus on the affective aspects of life without adopting a vocabulary of ontological layers, levels and priority. This is in contrast to the characteristic ontologisation of affect in human geography. The ontologisation of affect as a layer of preconscious ‘priming to act’ reduces embodied action simply to the dimension of being attuned to and coping with the world. This elides the aspect of embodied knowing that involves the capacity to take part in ‘games of giving and asking for reasons’. While the ontologisation of theory in human geography has been accompanied by claims to transform and reconfigure understandings of what counts as ‘the political’, this project has been articulated in a register which eschews the conventions of justification, that is, the giving and asking for reasons. This is particularly evident when it comes to accounting for why the contemporary deployment of affective energy in the public realm is bad for democracy. The contemporary deployment of anxious, obsessive and compulsive affect in the political realm is presented as having ‘deleterious consequences’ on the grounds that it works against democratic expression (Thrift 2007, 253); contributes to a style of democracy that is consumed but not practised (2007, 248); promotes forms of sporadic engagement that can be switched on and off (2007, 240); and generally leads to certain dispositions being placed beyond question. There is certainly a vision of democracy as a particular type of engaged ethical practice at work in these occasional judgements (2007, 14), but the precise normative force of this view is not justified in any detail. The eschewing of justification arises in part because the content of these ontologies, which emphasise various layers of knowing that kick-in prior to representation, is projected directly onto the form of exposition. There is a particular type of authority put into play in this move. The avowedly antiintentionalist materialism associated with contemporary cultural-theoretic ontologies of affect closes down the conceptual space in which argument and disagreement can even get off the ground (see Leys 2007). In contrast, and as outlined above, the argument pursued here follows an avowedly ‘nonrepresentationalist’ perspective according to which assertions of knowledge, including the types of knowledge asserted by ontologies of affect, always stand in need of reasons, precisely because they emerge as reasons for certain sorts of commitments and entitlements (Brandom 1996, 167). On this understanding ontological assertions act as justifications, and are subject to the demand for justification. If ‘placing things in the space of reasons’ (McDowell 1994, 5) in this sense is not acknowledged as one aspect of practice, then recourse to the ontological register closes down the inconclusive conversations upon which democratic cultural politics depends (Rorty 2006 

2AC Counter-Kritik

Ideological transgression is a continuation of the existing order—the power of the protest structurally depends upon the continued authority of the system.  The critique functions as a carnivalesque reversal of authority—we make a gesture of non-compliance that posits us as the “real” masters of fate.

Zizek 95 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, LAW AND THE POSTMODERN MIND: SUPEREGO BY DEFAULT, Cardozo Law Review, 1995, 16 Cardozo L. Rev. 925)

In the traditional patriarchal society, the inherent transgression of the law assumes the form of a carnivalesque reversal of authority: the king becomes a beggar, madness poses as wisdom, etc. A custom practiced in the villages of northern Greece until the middle of our century exemplifies this reversal. n5 One day a year was set aside for women to take over. Men had to stay at home and look after children while women gathered in the local inn, drank to excess, and organized mock trials of men. What breaks out in this carnevalesque suspension of the ruling patriarchal law is the fantasy of feminine power. Lacan draws attention to the fact that, in everyday French, one of the designations for the wife is la bourgeoise n6 - the one who, beneath the semblance of male domination, actually pulls the strings. This, however, can in no way be reduced to a version of the standard male chauvinist wisecrack that patriarchal domination is not so bad for women after all since, at least in the close circle of the family, they run the show. The problem runs deeper; one of the consequences of the fact that the master is always an impostor is the duplication of the master - the agency of the master is always perceived as a semblance concealing another, "true" master. Suffice it to recall the well-known anecdote quoted by Theodore Adorno in Minima Moralia, about a wife who apparently subordinates to her husband and, when they are about to leave the party, obediently holds his coat, all the while exchanging behind his back ironic patronizing glances with the fellow guests to communicate the message, "poor weakling, let him think he is the master!" In this opposition of semblance and actual power men are impostors, condemned to performing empty symbolic gestures while the actual responsibility falls to women. However, the point not to be missed here is that this specter of woman's power structurally depends on the male domination: it remains its shadowy double, its retroactive effect, and as such its inherent moment. For that reason, bringing the woman's shadowy power to light and acknowledging it publicly enables law to cast off its direct patriarchal dress and present itself as neutral egalitarian. The character of its obscene double also undergoes a radical shift: what now erupts in the carnivalesque suspension of the "egalitarian" public law is precisely the authoritarian-patriarchal logic that continues to determine our attitudes, although its direct public expression is no longer permitted. "Carnival" thus becomes the outlet for the repressed dark side of social jouissance: Jew-baiting riots, gang rapes, lynchings, etc. Insofar as the superego designates the intrusion of enjoyment into the field of ideology, we can also say that the opposition of symbolic law and superego points towards the tension between ideological meaning and enjoyment: symbolic law guarantees meaning, whereas superego provides enjoyment which serves as the unacknowledged support of meaning. Today, in the so-called postideological era, it is crucial to avoid confounding fantasy that supports an ideological edifice with ideological meaning - how can we otherwise account for the paradoxical alliance of post-Communism and Fascist nationalism such as that between Russia and Serbia? At the level of meaning, their relationship is that of mutual exclusion; yet they share a common phantasmatic support (when Communism was the discourse of power, it played deftly with nationalist fantasies - from Stalin to Ceausescu). Consequently, there is also no incompatibility between the postmodern cynical attitude of nonidentification - of distance towards every ideology - and the nationalist obsession with the ethnic thing. The thing is the substance of enjoyment: the cynic is a person who believes only in enjoyment - and is not the cynic the clearest example of one obsessed precisely with the national thing?   

Their obsession with the failed system creates an ontological dependence that makes true revolution impossible
Carlson 99

David Gray  Carlson    Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law Columbia Law Review  November, 1999

Schlag presents a dark vision of what he calls "the bureaucracy," which crushes us and controls us. It operates on "a field of pain and death."  n259 It deprives us of choice, speech,  n260 and custom.  n261 As bureaucracy cannot abide great minds, legal education must suppress greatness through mind numbing repetition.  n262 In fact, legal thought is the bureaucracy and cannot be distinguished from it.  n263 If legal thought tried to buck the bureaucracy, the bureaucracy would instantly crush it.  n264 Schlag observes that judges have taken "oaths that require subordination of truth, understanding, and insight, to the preservation of certain bureaucratic governmental institutions and certain sacred texts."  n265 Legal scholarship and lawyers generally  n266 are the craven tools of bureaucracy, and those who practice law or scholarship simply serve to justify and strengthen the bureaucracy. "If there were no discipline of American law, the liberal state would have to invent it."  n267 "Legal thinkers in effect serve as a kind of P.R. firm for the bureaucratic state."  n268 Legal scholarship has sold out to the bureaucracy: Insofar as the expressions of the state in the form of [statutes, etc.] can be expected to endure, so can the discipline that so helpfully organizes, rationalizes, and represents these expressions as intelligent knowledge. As long as the discipline shows obeisance to the authoritative legal forms, it enjoys the backing of the state... Disciplinary knowledge of law can be true not because it is true, but because the state makes it true.  n269 Scholarship produces a false "conflation between what [academics] celebrate as 'law' and the ugly bureaucratic noise that grinds daily in the [*1946] [ ] courts...."  n270 Scholarship "becomes the mode of discourse by which bureaucratic institutions and practices re-present themselves as subject to the rational ethical-moral control of autonomous individuals."  n271 "The United States Supreme Court and its academic groupies in the law schools have succeeded in doing what many, only a few decades ago, would have thought impossible. They have succeeded in making Kafka look naive."  n272 Lacanian theory allows us to interpret the meaning of this anti-Masonic vision precisely. Schlag's bureaucracy must be seen as a "paranoid construction according to which our universe is the work of art of unknown creators."  n273 In Schlag's view, the bureaucracy is in control of law and language and uses it exclusively for its own purposes. The bureaucracy is therefore the Other of the Other, "a hidden subject who pulls the strings of the great Other (the symbolic order)."  n274 The bureaucracy, in short, is the superego (i.e., absolute knowledge of the ego),  n275 but rendered visible and projected outward. The superego, the ego's stern master, condemns the ego and condemns what it does. Schlag has transferred this function to the bureaucracy. As is customary,  n276 by describing Schlag's vision as a paranoid construction, I do not mean to suggest that Professor Schlag is mentally ill or unable to function. Paranoid construction is not in fact the illness. It is an attempt at healing what the illness is - the conflation of the domains of the symbolic, imaginary, and real.  n277 This conflation is what Lacan calls "psychosis." Whereas the "normal" subject is split between the three domains, the psychotic is not. He is unable to keep the domains separate.  n278 The symbolic domain of language begins to lose place to the real domain. The psychotic raves incoherently, and things begin to talk to [*1947] him directly.  n279 The psychotic, "immersed in jouissance,"  n280 loses desire itself. Paranoia is a strategy the subject adopts to ward off breakdown. The paranoid vision holds together the symbolic order itself and thereby prevents the subject from slipping into the psychotic state in which "the concrete 'I' loses its absolute power over the entire system of its determinations."  n281 This of course means - and here is the deep irony of paraonia - that bureaucracy is the very savior of romantic metaphysics. If the romantic program were ever fulfilled - if the bureaucracy were to fold up shop and let the natural side of the subject have its way - subjectivity would soon be enveloped, smothered, and killed in the night of psychosis.  n282 Paranoid ambivalence  toward bureaucracy (or whatever other fantasy may be substituted for it) is very commonly observed. Most recently, conservatives "organized their enjoyment" by opposing communism.  n283 By confronting and resisting an all-encompassing, sinister power, the subject confirms his existence as that which sees and resists the power.  n284 As long as communism existed, conservatism could be perceived. When communism disappeared, conservatives felt "anxiety"  n285 - a lack of purpose. Although they publicly opposed communism, they secretly regretted its disappearance. Within a short time, a new enemy was found to organize conservative jouissance - the cultural left. (On the left, a similar story could be told about the organizing function of racism and sexism, which, of course, have not yet disappeared.) These humble examples show that the romantic yearning for wholeness is always the opposite of [*1948] what it appears to be.  n286 We paranoids need our enemies to organize our enjoyment. Paranoid construction is, in the end, a philosophical interpretation, even in the clinical cases.  n287 As Schlag has perceived, the symbolic order of law is artificial. It only exists because we insist it does. We all fear that the house of cards may come crashing down. Paradoxically, it is this very "anxiety" that shores up the symbolic. The normal person knows he must keep insisting that the symbolic order exists precisely because the person knows it is a fiction.  n288 The paranoid, however, assigns this role to the bureaucracy (and thereby absolves himself from the responsibility). Thus, paranoid delusion allows for the maintenance of a "cynical" distance between the paranoid subject and the realm of mad psychosis.  n289 In truth, cynicism toward bureaucracy shows nothing but the unconfronted depth to which the cynic is actually committed to what ought to be abolished.

Their distance from flawed ideology allows that same ideology to permeate the world of their alternative- the impact is totalitarianism

Zizek 95 Slavoj  Zizek   Philosopher and Psychoanalyst, Institute for Social Sciences, University of Ljubljana. Cardozo Law Review  1995

Emphasis should be laid on the inherent political dimension of the notion of enjoyment or on the way this kernel of enjoyment functions as a political factor. Let us probe this dimension through one of the enigmas of cultural life in postsocialist Eastern Europe: the fate of Milan Kundera. Throughout the sixties and the seventies, Kundera's novels, from The Joke to The Unbearable Lightness of Being, were hailed in the West at the quintessential cultural expression of the Central European movement, preparing the ground for the "velvet revolution" that overthrew the Communist regime in 1990. Yet in his own country, the Czech Republic, the attitude towards him in the "orthodox" dissident circles was always one of uneasiness. Even now, after the victory of democracy, he suffers a kind of excommunication in Bohemia. His works are rarely published, the media pass them over in silence, and everybody is somehow embarrassed to speak about him. In order to justify such a treatment, one rakes up old stories about his hidden collaboration with the Communist regime, about his taking refuge in private pleasures and avoiding the morally upright conflict a la Vaclav Havel, etc. However, the roots of this resistance lie deeper: Kundera conveys a message unamenable to the "normalized" democratic consciousness.      At first glance, the fundamental axis that structures the universe of his works seems to be the opposition between the pretentious pathos of the official socialist  ideology  and the islands of everyday private life, with its small joys and pleasures, laughters and tears, beyond the reach of  ideology.  These islands enable us to assume a distance which renders visible the ideological ritual in its vain, ridiculous pretentiousness and grotesque meaninglessness: it is not worth the trouble to revolt against an official  ideology  with pathetic speeches on freedom and democracy - sooner or later, such a revolt leads to a new version of the "Big March" (Kundera's ironic name for the tightly controlled mass movement in which individual destinies are sacrificed to some sacred "progressive" ideological goal). If Kundera is reduced to such an attitude, it is easy to dismiss him via Havel's fundamental "Althusserian" insight into how the ultimate conformist attitude is precisely such an "apolitical" stance which, while publicly obeying the imposed ritual, privately indulges in cynical irony. It is not sufficient to ascertain that the ideological ritual is a mere appearance which nobody takes se- [*930] riously - this appearance is essential, which is why one has to take a risk and refuse to participate in the public ritual.  n8      One must therefore take a step further and consider that there is no way to simply step aside from  ideology.  The private indulgence in cynicism and the obsession with private pleasures are all precisely how totalitarian  ideology  operates in nonideological everyday life. It is how this life is determined by  ideology,  how  ideology  is "present in it in the mode of absence," if we may resort to this syntagma from the heroic epoch of structuralism. The depoliticization of the private sphere in late Socialist societies is "compulsive," marked by the fundamental prohibition of free political discussion; for that reason, such depoliticization always functions as the evasion of what is truly at stake. This accounts for the most immediately striking feature of Kundera's novels: the depoliticized private sphere in no way functions as the free domain of innocent pleasures; there is always something damp, claustrophobic, inauthentic, even desperate, in the characters' striving for sexual and other pleasures. In this respect, the lesson of Kundera's novels is the exact opposite of a naive reliance on the innocent private sphere; the totalitarian socialist  ideology  vitiates from within the very sphere of privacy to which we take refuge.      This insight, however, is far from conclusive. Another step is needed to deal with Kundera's even more ambiguous lesson. Notwithstanding the dampness of the private sphere, the fact remains that the totalitarian situation gave rise to a series of phenomena attested by numerous chronicles of everyday life in the socialist East. In reaction to totalitarian ideological domination, not only a cynical escape into the "good life" of private pleasures took place, but also an extraordinary flourishing of authentic friendship, of paying visits at home, of shared dinners, and of passionate intellectual conversations in closed societies - features which usually fascinated visitors from the West. The problem, of course, is that there is no way to draw a clear line of separation between the two sides; they are the front and the back of the same coin, which is why, with the advent of democracy, they both get lost. It is to Kundera's credit that he does not conceal this ambiguity: the spirit of "Middle Europe" - of authentic friendship and intellectual sociability - sur- [*931] vived only in Bohemia, Hungary, and Poland as a form of resistance to totalitarian ideological domination.      Perhaps yet another step is to be ventured here; the very subordination to the socialist order brought about a specific enjoyment: not only the enjoyment provided by an awareness that people were living in a universe absolved of uncertainty (since the system possessed, or pretended to possess, an answer to everything), but above all the enjoyment of the very stupidity of the System - a relish in the emptiness of the official ritual, in the worn-out stylistic figures of the predominating ideological discourse.  n9 An exemplary case of this enjoyment that pertains to the "totalitarian" bureaucratic machinery is provided by a scene from Terry Gallein's film, Brasil.  n10 In the labyrinthine corridors of a large government building, a high-ranking functionary marches promptly, followed by several clerks desperately trying to keep pace with him. The functionary moves at a frenetic pace, inspecting documents and shouting orders to the people around him while quickly walking, in a great hurry, as if on his way to some important meeting. When this functionary stumbles upon the film's hero, Jonathan Pryce, he exchanges a couple of words with him and rushes forward, busy as ever. However, half an hour later, the hero sees him again in a distant corridor, carrying on his senseless ritualistic march. Enjoyment is provided by the very senselessness of the functionary's act: although his frantic officiating imitates efficiency, it is in the strict sense purposeless - a pure ritual repeated ad infinitum.      The contemporary Russian composer Alfred Schnittke succeeded in exposing this quality in his opera, Life with an Idiot:  n11 the so-called "Stalinism" confronts us with what Lacan designated as the imbecility inherent to the signifier as such.  n12 The opera tells the story of an ordinary married man ("I") who, under a punishment imposed by the Communist Party, is compelled to take a person from a lunatic asylum to live with his family. This idiot, Vava, appears to be a "normal" bearded, bespectacled intellectual, constantly spouting meaningless political phrases; he soon, however, shows his true colors as an obscene intruder, first by having sex with I's wife and then with I himself. Vava stands here not only for [*932] the empty pseudointellectual prattle, but for the imbecile obscenity of the symbolic order itself, of language which "runs amok" and gets entangled in the vicious cycle of enjoying its own game. Insofar as we are living in the universe of language, we are condemned to this imbecility of the superego: we can assume a minimal distance from it, thus rendering it more bearable, but we can never be rid of it. 

Over-identification Perm
Perm do the plan as a form of over identification. This method solves best- it’s not intrinsic because their link evidence proves we excessively participate in a flawed system
Zizek 95   Slavoj  Zizek   Philosopher and Psychoanalyst, Institute for Social Sciences, University of Ljubljana. Cardozo Law Review  1995

How are we to combat effectively this id-evil which, on account of its "elementary" nature, remains impervious to any rational or even purely rhetorical argumentation? Racism is always grounded in a particular fantasy, which by definition resists universalization.  n29 The translation of the racist fantasy into the universal medium of symbolic intersubjectivity (the Habermasian ethics of dialogue) in no way weakens the hold of the racist fantasy upon us. n30 If we are to undermine this power of fantasy, a different political strategy is needed - a strategy able to incorporate what Lacan called "la traversee du fantasme,"  n31 a strategy of overidentification, which takes into account the fact that the obscene superego qua basis and support of the public law is operative only insofar as it remains unacknowledged, hidden to the public eye. What if, instead of an ironic critical dissection which reveals their impotence before the face of racism's fantasmatic kernel, we proceed a contrario and publicly identify with the obscene superego?      In the process of the disintegration of socialism in Slovenia, the postpunk group Laibach staged an aggressive inconsistent mixture of Stalinism, Nazism, and Blut und Boden  ideology.  The first reaction of the enlightened leftist critics in Slovenia was to conceive of Laibach as the ironic imitation of totalitarian rituals. However, their support of Laibach was always accompanied by an uneasy feeling: "What if they really mean it? What if they truly identify with the totalitarian ritual?" Or, a more cunning version of it, transferring their own doubt onto the Other: "What if Laibach overestimates its public?" "What if the public takes seriously what Laibach mockingly imitates, so that Laibach actually strengthens what it purports to undermine?" Their uneasy feeling is fed on the assumption that ironic distance is automatically a subversive attitude. What if, on the contrary, the dominant attitude of the contemporary "postideological" universe is precisely the cynical distance towards public values? What if this distance, far from posing any threat to the system, designates the supreme form of conformism, since the normal functioning of the system required cynical distance? In this case, the strategy of Laibach appears in a new light: it frustrates the system (the ruling  ideology)  precisely insofar as it is distanced from its ironic imitation; but overidentifi- [*937] cation with it, by bringing to light the obscene superego underside of the system, suspends its efficiency.  n32      The ultimate expedient of Laibach is their deft manipulation of transference; their public (especially intellectuals) is obsessed with the "desire of the Other" - whether Laibach's actual position is truly totalitarian or not. They address Laibach with a question and expect an answer, failing to notice the crucial fact that Laibach itself does not function as an answer but as a question. By means of the elusive character of their desire, the indecision regarding where they actually stand, Laibach compels us to take a position and decide upon our desire. Laibach actually accomplishes here the reversal that defines the psychoanalytic cure. At the outset of the cure is transference: the transferential relationship is put in force as soon as the analyst appears in the guise of the subject who is supposed to know the truth about the patient's desire. When, in the course of the psychoanalysis, the patient complains that he does not know what he wants, the complaint is addressed to the analyst, with the implicit supposition that the analyst already knows it. In other words, insofar as the analyst stands for the big Other, the analyst's illusion lies in reducing his ignorance about his desire to an "epistemological" incapacity: the truth about his desire already exists, it is registered somewhere in the big Other, and one has only to bring it to light and his desiring will run smoothly. The end of psychoanalysis, dissolution of transference, designates the moment when the question that the patient aimed at the analyst turns back towards the patient himself. First, the patient's (hysterical) question addressed an analyst who was supposed to possess the answer; now, the analyst is forced to acknowledge that he is merely a reflective question mark addressed back to the patient. Here, one can explain Lacan's thesis that an analyst is authorized only by himself:  n33 the patient becomes the analyst upon assuming that his desire has no support in the Other, that the authorization of his desire has no support in the Other, and that the authorization of his desire can come only from himself. Insofar as this rever- [*938] sal defines drive, one can explain Lacan's thesis that what takes place at the end of psychoanalysis is the shift from desire to drive.  n34

Project K Link

Just like politically correct, affluent yuppies, the negative scapegoats debate and society at large so as to appear radical, but without being forced to actual change anything about the way we live or engage in politics

Zizek 02

Žižek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Science (University of Ljubljana), 2002 [Slavoj, inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/zizek.html]

BS: You have recently been speaking about reviving Lenin. To a lot of politically active young people, Lenin is a devil figure. What do you find valuable in Lenin, or the Leninist tradition?  Zizek: I am careful to speak about not repeating Lenin. I am not an idiot. It wouldn't mean anything to return to the Leninist working class party today. What interests me about Lenin is precisely that after World War I broke out in 1914, he found himself in a total deadlock. Everything went wrong. All of the social democratic parties outside Russia supported the war, and there was a mass outbreak of patriotism. After this, Lenin had to think about how to reinvent a radical, revolutionary politics in this situation of total breakdown. This is the Lenin I like. Lenin is usually presented as a great follower of Marx, but it is impressive how often you read in Lenin the ironic line that "about this there isn't anything in Marx." It's this purely negative parallel. Just as Lenin was forced to reformulate the entire socialist project, we are in a similar situation. What Lenin did, we should do today, at an even more radical level.  For example, at the most elementary level, Marx's concept of exploitation presupposes a certain labor theory of value. If you take this away from Marx, the whole edifice of his model disintegrates. What do we do with this today, given the importance of intellectual labor? Both standard solutions are too easy — to claim that there is still real physical production going on in the Third World, or that today's programmers are a new proletariat? Like Lenin, we're deadlocked. What I like in Lenin is precisely what scares people about him — the ruthless will to discard all prejudices. Why not violence? Horrible as it may sound, I think it's a useful antidote to all the aseptic, frustrating, politically correct pacifism.  Let's take the campaign against smoking in the U.S. I think this is a much more suspicious phenomenon than it appears to be. First, deeply inscribed into it is an idea of absolute narcissism, that whenever you are in contact with another person, somehow he or she can infect you. Second, there is an envy of the intense enjoyment of smoking. There is a certain vision of subjectivity, a certain falseness in liberalism, that comes down to "I want to be left alone by others; I don't want to get too close to the others." Also, in this fight against the tobacco companies, you have a certain kind of politically correct yuppie who is doing very well financially, but who wants to retain a certain anti-capitalist aura. What better way to focus on the obvious bad guy, Big Tobacco? It functions as an ersatz enemy. You can still claim your stock market gains, but you can say, "I'm against tobacco companies." Now I should make it clear that I don't smoke. And I don't like tobacco companies. But this obsession with the danger of smoking isn't as simple as it might appear.

Narratives K Link

Narratives and storytelling lead to more racism and a debilitating politics that entrenches status quo systems of domination

Zizek 02

Žižek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Science (University of Ljubljana), 2002 [Slavoj, inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/zizek.html]

BS: Several times you've used the word "universalism." For trafficking in such concepts, people you'd identify as forces of political correctness have indicted you for Eurocentrism. You've even written a radical leftist plea for Eurocentrism. How do you respond to the PC camp's charges against you?  Zizek: I think that we should accept that universalism is a Eurocentrist notion. This may sound racist, but I don't think it is. Even when Third World countries appeal to freedom and democracy, when they formulate their struggle against European imperialism, they are at a more radical level endorsing the European premise of universalism. You may remember that in the struggle against apartheid in South Africa, the ANC always appealed to universal Enlightenment values, and it was Buthelezi, the regime's black supporter in the pay of the CIA, who appealed to special African values.  My opponent here is the widely accepted position that we should leave behind the quest for universal truth — that what we have instead are just different narratives about who we are, the stories we tell about ourselves. So, in that view, the highest ethical injunction is to respect the other story. All the stories should be told, each ethnic, political, or sexual group should be given the right to tell its story, as if this kind of tolerance towards the plurality of stories with no universal truth value is the ultimate ethical horizon.  I oppose this radically. This ethics of storytelling is usually accompanied by a right to narrate, as if the highest act you can do today is to narrate your own story, as if only a black lesbian mother can know what it's like to be a black lesbian mother, and so on. Now this may sound very emancipatory. But the moment we accept this logic, we enter a kind of apartheid. In a situation of social domination, all narratives are not the same. For example, in Germany in the 1930s, the narrative of the Jews wasn't just one among many. This was the narrative that explained the truth about the entire situation. Or today, take the gay struggle. It's not enough for gays to say, "we want our story to be heard." No, the gay narrative must contain a universal dimension, in the sense that their implicit claim must be that what happens to us is not something that concerns only us. What is happening to us is a symptom or signal that tells us something about what's wrong with the entirety of society today. We have to insist on this universal dimension.

Identity PTX K Link

Guilt laden identity politics give a false sense of knowing ones core - supplying a false jouissance leading to an unending pursuit for equality and segregation; The root of this “powerlessness” lies in the idea that we possess ‘power’ in the first place.

Copjec 06 (Joan Copjec, Directory of the Center for the Study of Psychoanalysis and Culture, University of Buffalo, Lacan: the silent partners; May ’68, the Emotional Month, 2006)

The Lacanian reidentification of the agent of power also permits us to see more clearly what happens in the transformation of anxiety into guilt. Freud described the power of the superego as that of prohibition, specifically the prohibition of jouissance. But Lacan sees this power less as a prohibition of jouissance as such than as prohibition or, better, dissolution or blockage of the disturbing enigma, the enigma of being, which jouissance poses. The unmistakable and baffling certainty that forms the ground of anxiety vanishes in guilt in favour of a pursuit of knowledge. Let me reiterate this point: certainty is transformed not only into knowledge but also into the relentless pursuit of ever more knowledge. The 'inexpressible flavour of the absolute' which Levinas discerned as a feature of temporal existence under capitalism finds its explanation here. For the 'acute feeling of being held fast' no longer comes — as Levinas indicates in his confusion — from being stuck or doubled by a jouissance we cannot assume because it remains opaque to us but, rather, from being riveted to the pursuit of ideals and goals we cannot obtain because they withdraw from us. To continue translating into the terms of the present discussion: guilt takes flight from the enigma of our jouissance-being, not from jouissance as such. The guilt-laden, anxiety-relieved subject still experiences jouissance, but this jouissance is characterized by Lacan in Seminar XVII as a 'sham', as 'counter​feit' .32 The fraudulent nature of this jouissance has everything to do with the fact that it gives one a false sense that the core of one's being is something knowable, possessable as an identity, a property, a surplus-value attaching to one's person. Sham jouissance intoxicates one with the sense that all our inherited, unchosen identities — racial, national, ethnic — root us in an actual past that may be lost, but is not for all that inaccessible in so far as we can have knowledge about it, and about how to restore it in an ideal future. What anxiety exposes as ungraspable or unclaimable jouissance is that which the guilty shamelessly grasp for in the obsequious respect they pay to a past sacralized as their future. The feverish pursuit of this future — conceived both as their due and as repayment of their (unpayable) debt to the past — is the poor substitute, the Sweet'n' Low, the guilty acceptance in the place of the real sweetness of jouissance. Let us permit ourselves a little surprise, however, at finding that the univer​salizing tendency of the University Discourse does not end up forsaking these inherited identities or differences, but welcoming them with open arms, those of the idealized father. At the moment the university students stepped forward on the political stage as presumptive actors, Lacan responded by agreeing with them that the university had ill-prepared them for the role. On the contrary, it had inducted them into the inglorious role of serfs of the superego, compelled to add mortar to the thickening barricade against anxiety, against the enigma it poses. With reference to their feeling of frater​nity with the workers, he warned that we are always alone together, and that the students ought to mind the gathering storm clouds of segregation already visible in the alethosphere. The mounting threat of segregation was a major concern for Lacan during this period. He had written in 1967, for example: `Our future as common markets will find its equilibrium in a harsher exten​sion of the processes of segregation.' And in 1968: 'We think that universalism . . . homogenizes the relations among men. On the contrary, I believe that what characterizes our time . . . is a ramified and reinforced segregation that produces intersections at all levels and that only multiplies barriers.'" He reiterated his concern about the rise of racism in his television interview a few years later. Lacan's point was not that segregation would re-emerge in the form of a return of the repressed, but that it was being positively fomented by the universalism of the university and the occult power of the superego. Since 1970 segregationism has indeed returned in the form Lacan predicted, curiously partnered rather than at odds with universalism, and with the universities which became home to 'identity politics'. One of the most remarkable instantiations of this association in recent years has been, as Jacques Ranciere was the first to point out, the extension of humanitarian aid to the very ethnic enemies with whom we are simultaneously at war.' Here the logic of the psychic transformation we have tried to describe plays itself out on the big screen of world events. We shore up our increasingly fractious identities, exercise our rights in the name of identities we believe we possess, while locating our underlying 'humanity' in our basic impotence in need of aid, our powerlessness before — what? Our own internal power. Our feeling of powerlessness, in other words, stems from conceiving ourselves as possessors of power.

Demasking K Link

Their attempt to reveal true “social reality” by removing the mask of society merely falls into another form of reality that sustains the same ideology

Zizek, ‘89. Slavoj. Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies, Ljubljana “The Sublime Object of Ideology.” Verso: London Newyork. P. 24-25

The most elementary definition of ideology is probably the well-known phrase from Marx's Capital: 'sie wissen das nicht, aber sie tun es' - ' they do not know it, but they are doing it'. The very concept of ideology implies a kind of basic, constitutive naiveté: the misrecognition of its own presuppositions, of its own effective conditions, a distance, a divergence between so-called social reality and our distorted representation, our false consciousness of it. That is why such a 'naive consciousness' can be submitted to a critical-ideological procedure. The aim of this procedure is to lead the naive ideological consciousness to a point at which it can recognize its own effective conditions, the social reality that it is distorting, and through this very act dissolve itself. In the more sophisticated versions of the critics  of ideology - that developed by the Frankfurt School, for example - it is not just a question of seeing things (that is, social reality] as they 'really are', of throwing away the distorting spectacles of ideology; the main point is to see how the reality itself cannot reproduce itself without this so called ideological mystification. The mask is not simply hiding the real state of things; the ideological distortion is written into its very essence. We find, then, the paradox of a being which can reproduce itself only in so far as it is misrecognized and overlooked: the moment we see it 'as it really is', this being dissolves itself into nothingness or, more precisely, it changes into another kind of reality. That is why we must avoid the simple metaphors of demasking, of throwing away the veils which are supposed to hide the naked reality. We can see why Lacan, in his seminar on The Ethic of Psychoanalysis, distances himself from the liberating gesture of saying finally that 'the emperor has no clothes'. The point is, as Lacan puts it, that the emperor is naked only beneath his clothes, so if there is an unmasking gesture of psychoanalysis, it is closer to Alphonse Allais's well-known joke, quoted by Lacan: somebody points at a woman and utters a horrified cry, 'Look at her, what a shame, under her clothes, she is totally naked'.'9 

AT: Sequencing
It’s irrelevant because we turn your ability to access your impacts. Analyzing our psychological investment in politics must come first. 
Zizek 00

Žižek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Science (University of Ljubljana), 2000 [Slavoj, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, p. 124-127]

Now I can also answer the obvious counter-argument to this Lacanian notion of the act: if we define an act solely by the fact that its sudden emergence surprises/transforms its agent itself and, simultaneously, that it retroactively changes its conditions of (im)possibility, is not Nazism, then, an act par excellence? Did Hitler not ‘do the impossible', changing the entire field of what was considered `acceptable' in the liberal democratic universe? Did not a respectable middle-class petit bourgeois who, as a guard in a concentration camp, tortured Jews, also, accomplish what was considered impossible, in his previous ‘decent’ existence and acknowledge his ‘passionate attachment’ to sadistic torture? It is here that the notion of ‘traversing the fantasy’, and - on a different level - of transforming the constellation that generates social symptoms becomes crucial. An authentic act disturbs the underlying fantasy, attacking it from the point of `social symptom' (let us recall that Lacan attributed the invention of the notion of symptom to Marx!). The so-called `Nazi revolution', with its disavowal/displacement of the fundamental social antagonism ('class struggle' that divides the social edifice from within) - with its projection/externalization of the cause of social antagonisms into the figure of the Jew, and the consequent reassertion of the corporatist notion of society as an organic Whole - clearly avoids confrontation with social. antagonism; the ‘Nazi revolution’ is the exemplary case of a pseudo-change, of a frenetic activity in the course of which many things did change – ‘something was going on al1 the time’ - so that, precisely, something.- that which really matters - would not change; so that things would fundamentally 'remain the same'. In short, an authentic act is not simply external with regard to the hegemonic symbolic field disturbed by it: an act is an act only with regard to some symbolic field, as intervention into it. That is to say: a symbolic field is always and by definition in itself 'decentred', structured around a central void/impossibility (a personal life-narrative, say, is a bricolage of ultimately failed attempts to come to terms with some trauma; a social edifice is an ultimately failed attempt to displace/obfuscate its constitutive antagonism); and an act disturbs the symbolic field into which it intervenes not out of nowhere, but precisely from the standpoint of this inherent impossibility, stumbling block, which is its hidden, disavowed structuring principle. In contrast to this authentic act which intervenes in the constitutive void, point of failure - or what Alain Badiou has called the 'symptomal torsion’ of a given constellation - the inauthentic act legitimizes itself through reference to the point of substantial fullness of a given contellation (on the political terrain: Race, True Religion, Nation...): it aims precisely at obliterating the last traces of the 'symptomal torsion' which disturbs the balance of that constellation. One palpable political consequence of this notion of the act that has to intervene at the `symptomal torsion' of the structure (and also a proof that our position does not involve `economic essentialism') is that in each concrete constellation there is one touchv nodal point of contention which decides where one 'truly stands'. For example, in the recent struggle of the so-called `democratic opposition' in Serbia against the Milosevic regime, the truly touchy topic is the stance towards the Albanian majority in Kosovo: the great majority of the `democratic opposition' unconditionally endorse Milosevic’s anti-Albanian nationalist agenda, even accusing him of making compromises with the West and `betraying' Serb national interests in Kosovo. In the course of the student demonstrations against Milosevic's Socialist Party falsification of the election results in the winter of 1996, the Western media which closely followed events, and praised the revived democratic spirit in Serbia, rarely mentioned the fact that one of the demonstrators' regular slogans against the special police was `Instead of kicking us, go to Kosovo and kick out the Albanians!'. So - and this is my point - it is theoretically as well as politically wrong to claim that, in today's Serbia, 'anti-Albanian nationalism' is simply one among the `floating signifiers' that can be appropriated either by Milosevic's power bloc or by the opposition: the moment one endorses it, no matter how much one 'reinscribes it into the democratic chain of equivalences', one already accepts the terrain as defined by Milosevic, one - as it were - is already `playing his game'. In today's Serbia, the absolute sine qua non of an authentic political act would thus be to reject absolutely the ideologico-political topos of the Albanian threat in Kosovo.  Psychoanalysis is aware of a whole series of `false acts': psychotic-paranoiac violent passage a l'acte, hysterical acting out, obsessional self-hindering, perverse self-instrumentalization – all these acts are not simply wrong according to some external standards, they are immanently wrong since they can be properly grasped only as reactions to some disavowed trauma that they displace, repress, and so on. What we are tempted to say is that the Nazi anti-Semitic violence was `false' in the same way: all the shattering impact of this large-scale frenetic activity was fundamentally `misdirected', it was a kind of gigantic passage a l'acte betraying an inability to confront the real kernel of the trauma (the social antagonism). So what we are claiming is that anti-Semitic violence, say, is not only `factually wrong' (Jews are `not really like that', exploiting us and organizing a universal plot) and/or ‘morally wrong’ (unacceptable in terms of elementary standards of decency, etc.), but also `untrue’ in the sense of an inauthenticity which is simultaneously epistemological and ethical, just as an obsessional who reacts to his [sic] disavowed sexual fixations by engaging in compulsive defence rituals acts in an inauthentic way. Lacan claimed that even if the patient's wife is really sleeping around with other men, the patient's jealousy is still to be treated as a pathological condition; in a homologous way, even if rich Jews `really' exploited German workers, seduced their daughters, dominated the popular press, and so on, anti-Semitism is still an emphatically `untrue', pathological ideological condition - why? What makes it pathological is the disavowed subjective libidinal investment in the figure of the Jew – the way social antagonism is displaced-obliterated by being 'projected' into the figure of the Jew.  So - back to the obvious counter-argument to the Lacanian notion of the act: this second feature (for a gesture to count as an act, it must 'traverse the fantasy') is not simply a further, additional criterion, to be added to the first ('doing the impossible', retroactively rewriting its own conditions): if this second criterion is not fulfilled, the first is not really met either - that is to say; we are not actually `doing the impossible', traversing the fantasy towards the Real. 

AT: Counter-Permutation

1. If we win a residual link alt solvency becomes impossible, the sovereign will utilize the cynical portion of the action to preclude any overthrow of ideology—turns alt solvenc. 
Zizek, ‘89. Slavoj. Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies, Ljubljana “The Sublime Object of Ideology.” Verso: London Newyork. P. 26-27

Cynicism is the answer of the ruling culture to this kynical subversion: it recognizes, it takes into account, the particular interest behind the ideological universality, the distance between the ideological mask and the reality, but it still finds reasons to retain the mask. This cynicism is not a direct position of immorality, it is more like morality itself put in the service of immorality - the model of cynical wisdom is to conceive probity, integrity, as a supreme form of dishonesty, and morals as a supreme form of profligacy, the truth as the most effective form of a lie. This cynicism is therefore a kind of perverted 'negation of the negation' of the official ideology: confronted with illegal enrichment, with robbery, the cynical reaction consists in saying that legal enrichment is a lot more effective and, moreover,  protected by the law. As Berrolt Brecht puts it in his Threepenny Opera: 'what is the robbery of a bank compared to the founding of a new bank?' It is clear, therefore, that confronted with such cynical reason, the traditional critique of ideology no longer works. We can no longer subject the ideological text to 'symptomatic reading', confronting it with its blank spots, with what it must repress to organize itself, to preserve its  consistency - cynical reason takes this distance into account in advance. Is then the only issue left to us to affirm that, with the reign of cynical reason, we find ourselves in the so-called post-ideological world? Even Adorno came to this conclusion, starting from the premises that ideology is, strictly speaking, only a system which makes a claim to the truth that is, which is not simply a lie but a lie experienced as truth, a lie which pretends to be taken seriously. Totalitarian ideology no longer has this pretension. It is no longer meant, even by its authors, to be taken seriously - its status is just that of a means of manipulation, purely external and instrumental; its rule is secured not by its truth-value but by simple extra ideological violence and promise of gain.  It is here, at this point, that the distinction between !symptom andfantll9' must be introduced in order to show how the idea that we live in a post ideological society proceeds a little too quickly: cynical reason, with all its ironic detachment, leaves untouched the fundamental level of ideological fantasy, the level on which ideology structures the social reality itself 

AT: Psychoanalysis is Dumb

1. Zizek recognizes the faults of psychoanalysis, and this is his reformed version—their generic psychoanalysis cards don’t apply

Zizek, ‘89. Slavoj. Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies, Ljubljana “The Sublime Object of Ideology.” Verso: London Newyork. (preface 2)

The question is then: how do things stand with psychoanalysis? Although Freud presented his discovery as a Copernican revolution, the fundamental premise of the cognitive sciences is that psychoanalysis remains a 'Ptolemization' of classical psychology, failing to abandon its most basic premises. (Post-classical economists, incidentally, make the same claim about Marx: his critique of Smith and Ricardo amounts to a Ptolemization.) The Sublime Object of Ideology tries to answer this question by way of rehabilitating psychoanalysis in its philosophical core - as a theory indebted to Hegel's dialectics and readable only against this background. This cannot but appear, perhaps, as the worst possible move to have made: trying to save psychoanalysis, a discredited theory (and practice), by reference to an even more discredited theory, the worst kind of speculative philosophy rendered irrelevant by the progress of modern Science. However, as Lacan taught us, when we are confronted with an apparently clear choice, sometimes the correct thing to do is choose the worst option. Thus my wager was (and is) that, through their interaction (reading Hegel through Lacan and vice versa), psychoanalysis and Hegelian dialectics may simultaneously redeem themselves, shedding their old skins and emerging in a new unexpected shape. 

2. No Link and Turn—Their indicts rely on a straw-man of psychoanalysis and are a paradox because they instill a mind-set of difference which lies at the heart of faulty assumptions. 

Bertold 98—Department of Comparative Literature—(Andreas, “Oedipus in (South) Africa?: Psychoanalysis and the Politics of Difference”, American Imago 55.1 (1998) 101-134, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_imago/v055/55.1bertoldi.html)

However it does lead to the question, what is at stake in the universality of Oedipus? My response would be, not just the veracity or applicability of psychoanalysis, but an ethical stance. An ethical stance as matter of choice and politics, rather than as an inherent feature of universalism. Thus the current post-colonial argument is rather paradoxical. On the one hand psychoanalysis and psychoanalytically inclined critics are attacked for their ethnocentrism and even racist assumptions, while on the other hand these post-colonial critics wish to see an acknowledgment of difference--and claim this recognition in the name of a "right"--a right that I suggest can only be a universal if it is to have any meaning. Yet before I proceed with the ethical and political issues, I think that the overall attack on psychoanalysis is misguided and in fact relies on a straw-man of psychoanalysis. What can be shown is that psychoanalysis, at least in its Freudian variety, is fully aware that all cultures are not identical. However psychoanalysis does not posit these based on a hypostatization [End Page 124] of "culture," "race," etc., but rather seeks to reduce them to their universal ontogenetic origins--primarily I would argue the differential resolution of Oedipus. It is in Oedipus rather than anywhere else that we can in fact see this at work. Tambiah (1990) raises some interesting questions concerning the question of relativism regarding the psychic unity or diversity of mankind (human universals) and the unity or diversity of cultures and societies. He argues that the "doctrine of the psychic unity of mankind or human universals and the doctrine of diversity of cultures/societies are not contradictory dogmas" (112). Tambiah lists a range of basic human capacities and operations that should be considered universal: sensory and motor skills, cognitive structures and processes associated with learning, and memory and language. These human universals, he suggests, are entirely consistent with the fact that there exist a diversity of cultures/societies. The diversity of cultures, he argues, can be accounted for as a result of adaptation to environmental conditions and what he terms the capacity for "meta-learning" (113).

AT: Eurocentric

Turn/: Saying that Universalism is a European idea is not racist it’s a fact; in fact, rejecting this notion only leads to more racism and a debilitating politics that entrenches status quo systems of domination…we control the uniqueness, because racism is high now

Zizek 02

Žižek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Science (University of Ljubljana), 2002 [Slavoj, inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/zizek.html]

BS: Several times you've used the word "universalism." For trafficking in such concepts, people you'd identify as forces of political correctness have indicted you for Eurocentrism. You've even written a radical leftist plea for Eurocentrism. How do you respond to the PC camp's charges against you?  Zizek: I think that we should accept that universalism is a Eurocentrist notion. This may sound racist, but I don't think it is. Even when Third World countries appeal to freedom and democracy, when they formulate their struggle against European imperialism, they are at a more radical level endorsing the European premise of universalism. You may remember that in the struggle against apartheid in South Africa, the ANC always appealed to universal Enlightenment values, and it was Buthelezi, the regime's black supporter in the pay of the CIA, who appealed to special African values.  My opponent here is the widely accepted position that we should leave behind the quest for universal truth — that what we have instead are just different narratives about who we are, the stories we tell about ourselves. So, in that view, the highest ethical injunction is to respect the other story. All the stories should be told, each ethnic, political, or sexual group should be given the right to tell its story, as if this kind of tolerance towards the plurality of stories with no universal truth value is the ultimate ethical horizon.  I oppose this radically. This ethics of storytelling is usually accompanied by a right to narrate, as if the highest act you can do today is to narrate your own story, as if only a black lesbian mother can know what it's like to be a black lesbian mother, and so on. Now this may sound very emancipatory. But the moment we accept this logic, we enter a kind of apartheid. In a situation of social domination, all narratives are not the same. For example, in Germany in the 1930s, the narrative of the Jews wasn't just one among many. This was the narrative that explained the truth about the entire situation. Or today, take the gay struggle. It's not enough for gays to say, "we want our story to be heard." No, the gay narrative must contain a universal dimension, in the sense that their implicit claim must be that what happens to us is not something that concerns only us. What is happening to us is a symptom or signal that tells us something about what's wrong with the entirety of society today. We have to insist on this universal dimension.

Psychoanalysis is crucial to inform and elucidate political action – it’s worthless to make powerful decisions without understanding power relations

Jodi Dean. “Enjoyment as a Category of Political Thought.”Annual Meeting of American Political Science Association, September, jdeanicite.typepad.com/i_cite/files/aspa_05_enjoyment.doc 2005. “Do not cite without permission”

Zizek also differs from Foucault with respect to the status or place of the subjectivized practices. Whereas Foucault accounts for the unity of disciplinary practices by referring to the dispersion of specific logics of power (logics around confession and speaking, observation and surveillance, examination and judgment as they take material form in architectures, urban planning, and designs for education and punishment, for example), Zizek addresses a peculiar fact about the subject’s performance of its practices: the gaze before which it imagines itself performing. This gaze constitutes “the Other who registers my acts in the symbolic network.”19 Following Lacan, Zizek understands this gaze as the ego ideal, as a point of symbolic identification. The gaze is more than the product of a particular architecture intended to install normalizing judgment and discipline the behavior of the observed (for example, the panopticon as introduced by Jeremy Bentham and elaborated by Foucault). Instead, for Zizek, the gaze is a crucial supposition for the very capacity to act at all. Identifying with the gaze enables the subject to be active. The gaze is the point from which one sees one’s actions as valuable and worthwhile, as making sense. Absent that gaze, one may feel trapped, passive, unsure as to the point of doing anything at all. This gaze, then, structures our relation to our practices. Instead of experiencing the state as myriad forms and organizations, branches, and edicts, presences and regulations, say, in our daily activities we posit the state as a kind of entity, an other, aware of what we are doing (a positing that, unfortunately, makes ever more sense as it is materialized in surveillance technologies). Similarly, we may posit an enemy assessing our every action. The point, then, is that through symbolic identification the subject posits the very entity it understands itself as responding to. And how it imagines this other will be crucial to the kinds of activities the subject can undertake.

1AR Cards
Critiques uphold the existing system because they are a safe outlet for transgression, which is a necessary supplement to any system of power.   

Zizek 95 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, LAW AND THE POSTMODERN MIND: SUPEREGO BY DEFAULT, Cardozo Law Review, 1995, 16 Cardozo L. Rev. 925)

The proper way to approach "psychoanalysis and law" is to ask the question: what kind of law is the object of psychoanalysis? The answer is, of course: superego emerges where the law - the public law, the law articulated in the public discourse - fails. At this point of failure, the public law is compelled to search for support in an illegal enjoyment. Superego is the obscene "nightly" law that necessarily accompanies, as its shadow, the "public" law. This inherent and constitutive splitting in the law is the subject of Rob Reiner's film, A Few Good Men, the court-martial drama about two marines accused of murdering one of their fellow soldiers. In the film, the military prosecutor accuses two marines of premeditated murder. The defense, however, wins an acquittal, demonstrating that the defendants were just following "Code Red" orders, which authorize a clandestine nighttime beating of any fellow soldier who, in the opinion of his peers or of the superior officer, breaks the United States Marines' ethical code. The dual function of Code Red is extremely interesting; it condones an act of transgression - illegal punishment of a fellow soldier - yet, at the same time, it reaffirms the cohesion of the group, calling for an act of supreme group identification. Such a code must remain under cover of night, unacknowledged, unutterable; in public, everybody feigns ignorance, or even actively denies its existence. Code Red represents the community spirit in its purest form, exerting the strongest pressure on the individual to comply with its mandate of group identification; yet simultaneously, it violates the explicit rules of community life. The plight of the two accused soldiers is that they are unable to grasp this exclusion of Code Red from the "big Other" - the public law; they desperately ask themselves what they did wrong, since they simply followed a superior officer's order.  From whence does this splitting of the law into the written public law and its underside, the "unwritten," obscene secret code, come? From the incomplete character of the public law. Explicit, public rules do not suffice; they must be supplemented by a clandestine "unwritten" code aimed at those who, although they violate no public rules, maintain a kind of inner distance and do not truly identify with the "spirit of community." n2 Sadism thus relies on the splitting of the field of the law into law qua "ego-ideal": a symbolic order which regulates social life and maintains social peace, and into its obscene, superegotistical inverse. As has been shown by numerous analyses from Mikhail Bakhtin onwards, periodic transgressions of the public law are inherent to the social order inasmuch as they function as a condition of the latter's stability. n3 What most deeply holds together a community is not so much identification with the law that regulates the community's "normal" everyday circuit, but rather identification with a specific form of transgression of the law - of the law's suspension (in psychoanalytic terms, with a specific form of enjoyment).

Criticism serves to sustain the symbolic – transgression re-inscribes the power of the idea critiqued by providing the subject libidinal kickback in the act of critiquing it 

Glynos and Stavrakakis 08 

(Jason Glynos is a professor at the University of Essex, Yannis Stavrakakis professor at the Aristotle University at Thessaloniki, Greece. “Lacan and Political Subjectivity: Fantasy and enjoyment in psychoanalysis and political theory”)

 Such a psychoanalytic conception of self-transgression would seek to deploy its conceptual apparatus (split subjectivity, desire, fantasy, and enjoyment) to explain why and how these instances of self-transgression are possible. The general claim here is that the transgression of the ideal is accounted for in terms of the enjoyment structured in fantasy. One socio-political implication of such an approach concerns how a self-transgressive practice can sometimes function to support or sustain the ideal being transgressed. This is because this transgression (and thus failure to meet a publicly affirmed ideal) can serve as a source of enjoyment. For example, military communities have practices and codes of conduct that often transgress the public ideals of the institution (ideals like fair and equal treatment) but which are kept secret — the practice of "hazing" or initiation ceremonies, for instance. The established private or officer is well aware that forcing a new recruit to undergo a series of painful and humiliating experiences transgresses the military institution's ideals that he officially avows. The claim here would be that not only are these ideals not subverted by such practices, but they also make possible the enjoyment of their transgression that, in turn, sustains those very same ideals. Fantasmatically structured enjoyment thus alerts us to the politically salient idea that oftentimes it may be more productive to consider the possibility that concrete ideals may be sustained rather than subverted by their transgression. It is a claim that shares an affinity with similar theses propounded by Bakhtin (1968) and Bataille (1987) who argue that periodic carnivalesque transgressions tend to bolster rather than undermine the social order. Bataille, for instance, declares that [o]rganized transgression together with the taboo make social life what it is (1987, 65). From a Lacanian perspective, then, acceptance of and obedience to authority is not reproduced only at the level of knowledge and conscious consent, but also — and importantly — at the level of fantasy. Most crucially, the reproduction of this power structure relies on a libidinal, affective support transmitted via fantasy that binds subjects to the conditions of their symbolic subordination. This suggests that social and political change may be facilitated through processes of dis-investment and re-investment, giving rise to an interesting perspective on classic approaches to the concept of freedom, such as those propounded by Isaiah Berlin (1969) or Charles Taylor (1979) (see Glynos, 2003, 2008). Thus, if psychoanalytic intervention (and, by extension, political intervention, and critical theory) is to have any effect in these cases, it must aim between the lines, so to speak, at the field of fantasmatically structured jouissance, and the way it constitutes our desires and sustains various social and political practices. It would aim to effect a 'crossing of the fantasy", one of Lacan's formulations in defining the ethics (and the end) of psychoanalysis iiek, 1989; Stavrakakis, 1999, 2007; Glynos, 2000a, 2001; Zupan 6'6, 2000). In socio-political terms this crossing implies a particular ethics of relating to the lack in the Other and the fantasmatic narrative which covers it promising new socio-political possibilities. 

