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Zizek Bad

Zizek’s theory is overly individualistic, glosses over differences in excluded groups, doesn’t support politics by those excluded, doubts the possibility of social change, and thus fails to change anything about the system – at most they can win a personal change in perspective

Robinson 10(Andrew, Visiting Fellow at Wolfson College, Cambridge University. Symptoms of a New Politics: Networks, Minoritarianism and the Social Symptom in Žižek, Deleuze and Guattari Deleuze Studies. Volume 4, Page 212-214 DOI 10.3366/dls.2010.0004, ISSN 1750-2241, Available Online July 2010, html version at http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:YTLqYnQiLmoJ:www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/dls.2010.0004+Symptoms+of+a+New+Politics:+Networks,+Minoritarianism+and+the+Social+Symptom+in+%C5%BDi%C5%BEek,+Deleuze+and+Guattari&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)
Hence, the concept is useful in making sense of contemporary conflict. On the other hand, there are difficulties with how Žižek deploys the concept. Firstly, Žižek’s approach retains the emphasis of clinical psychoanalysis on the individual patient. This is problematic when psychoanalytic categories have been transferred to the social field. The transformation involved in a Žižekian Act is subjective and personal, rather than relational, yet is assumed to have wide-reaching socio-ideological effects. This approach fails to situate ideological relations in social relations, and hence exaggerates the effect which a simple ideological gesture can have. This personalised approach also risks reproducing a therapeutic, self-adapting approach in which, ‘under conditions we recognize as desperate, we are told to alter ourselves’, not the conditions (Nielsen 1978: 168–70). It risks producing adaptation to social ‘necessities’ rather than their transformation. The difficulty is that, while a personal fundamental fantasy can be traversed by an individual patient, a homologous social ideology could presumably only be shattered at the social or intersubjective level. Secondly, as a result of this personalised approach, Žižek does not attempt to formulate a politics of the excluded themselves. In his theory, the radical potential of the excluded derives from their structural position. Hence, it resides primarily in the excluded as they appear for others. This appearance is exploited for ideological disruption without being reconstructed as alternative social relations. Partly because he frames the question in terms of identification rather than a politics of the excluded, Žižek does not attempt to reconstruct the political forms which could arise from the excluded acting for themselves. As a result, he does not progress from the idea of the social symptom to an exploration of alternative forms of social life emerging at points of exclusion. This precludes engaging with the difficulties of analysis of concrete exclusion, hiding complexities beneath the apparent simplicity of structural logic. What if the actually existing excluded do not identify with their position, but construct their identities within the dominant fantasy-frame, or within an alternative neurotic frame which re-conceives their own position as that of the ‘trunk’? What if a group is interpellated by the dominant fantasy-frame as a social symptom, but operates in its own fantasy-frame as the master-signifier? One cannot simply overlay the distinct levels of the structural-cultural position of a phenomenon, the distinct identities and meanings immanent to a social group, and the structures of individual psyches, each with different fantasmatic connections into or ruptures with the wider social field. Social fantasy and social symptoms doubtless impact on the other levels, but are not identical to them. In Žižek’s theory, no distinction is made between different types of movements of the excluded – between ethnic conflict, ‘terrorism’, inner- city revolt, anti-capitalist protest and so on. This is not surprising given the choice of framing. In terms of their significance for the gaze of the dominant system, phenomena such as the Bosnia war, the banlieue revolts and the 9/11 attacks are indeed isomorphic. In terms of their immanent construction and meaning for participants, however, the events are heterogeneous. Furthermore, while Žižek generally identifies the social symptom with non-oppressive excluded groups such as immigrants, there is little structural reason why his theory should distinguish such groups from others, such as child abusers or suicide bombers, who are similarly subject to outrage and demonisation, but who are also engaged in harmful or oppressive actions. What is lacking, in short, is a clear account of how the radical potential of the excluded is, or can be, sometimes actualised and sometimes dissipated. Instead of a politics of the excluded, what Žižek provides is a problematically representational emphasis on identification. This approach demands too little in terms of recomposition of social relations. Anyone can obtain the radical potential of the excluded subjectively, without relational transformations. Hence, for instance, a privileged academic such as Žižek can perform an authentic Act without at all altering their lifestyle or social inscription, simply by identifying with anathemas (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 122). A third limit to this framing of the social symptom is a certain theoretical conservatism, particularly as regards the possibility of overcoming alienation and hierarchy (see Robinson 2005). Indeed, Žižek seems to treat the analogically neurotic structure of reality as inevitable. While Lacanian theory may allow for a passage beyond the field of neurotic desire through the concept of drive (Noys 2003), it is not apparent that any such passage occurs in the case of Žižek’s Act. Rather, the social field is recomposed around a master-signifier. Žižek is very clear on the point that an Act leads to the re-emergence of an arborescent social order, but one in which certain blockages are overcome (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 92; Žižek 1999: 90–1, 331, 368; 1997b: 72–3; 1989: 211). Žižek constructs his idea that lack is a feature of desire as such in opposition to the idea that alienation results from present, contingent capitalist conditions (Žižek 1990: 56). In particular, the master-signifier is taken to be necessary (Žižek 1994: 43, 59, 1993: 49, 1992a: 103), and it is impossible to move beyond social exclusion or alienation (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 100–3). Hence, the change involved in a process of identifying with the symptom is rather limited. The specific characteristics of social life do not necessarily change; what changes is how one relates to these characteristics (Žižek 1994: 57, 61). Identifying with the symptom may disrupt a particular system and its particular master-signifier, but it does not do away with the arborescent structure of the dominant society. One simply moves from neurotic incapacity to normal alienated subjectivity. The result – a change in perception which breaks blockages in the present order – falls well short of a recomposition of social relations. Ultimately, transformation remains subjective and ‘ideological’ (in the expanded Althusserian sense), and does not pass over into the overcoming of ‘ideology’. For all its radical pretensions, Žižek’s politics can be summed up in his attitude to neoliberalism: ‘If it works, why not try a dose of it?’ (Žižek and Salecl 1996: 32).
Žižek’s anti-capitalism views are inconclusive and support violence

Robinson, 05 PhD in Political Theory, U of Nottingham (Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique”, Theory and Event 8:1, 2005)//EW

Zizek'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 Zizek 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 Zizek 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 Zizek'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. 

Žižek misinterprets Hegel

Donahue, 02 Prof of English at Gonzaga University, 2002(Brian, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Zizek”, Volume 12, Number 2 January 2002 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/pmc/toc/pmc12.2.html)//EW
Slavoj Zizek discusses the implications of the way this dividing line is usually presented in contemporary theory. In a defense of dialectical totalization against the notions of dissemination and radically irreconcilable fragmentation that prevail in postmodern theory, Zizek claims that the very form of the opposition as posed in the question "gives predominance to the second term of the alternative" because it "silently assumes that every attempt at rational totalization is in advance doomed to failure" (For They 99). But this characterization misrepresents the Hegelian understanding of a rational totality, he writes, in that "the very impetus of the 'dialectical progress'" has to do with "the possibility of 'making a system' out of the very series of failed totalizations, to enchain them in a rational way, to discern the strange 'logic' that regulates the process by means of which the breakdown of a totalization itself begets another totalization" (99). He goes on to make a similar argument with regard to the Marxist notion of the class struggle, which is widely criticized by postmodernists as "the 'totalizing' moment of society, its structuring principle,... a kind of ultimate guarantee authorizing us to grasp society as a rational totality" (100).

Drawing conclusions from Žižek’s neutral philosophies is flawed extrapolation

Donahue, 02 

Prof of English at Gonzaga University, 2002(Brian, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Zizek”, Volume 12, Number 2 January 2002 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/pmc/toc/pmc12.2.html)//EW

Another common criticism of Zizek holds that he ultimately takes no position on the ideological issues he addresses. The problem is related to that Moebius strip quality mentioned above: Zizek consistently performs stunning critical analyses, but the question of where they are supposed to lead is not always answered, especially in The Sublime Object of Ideology, his first book published in English. Indeed, at the 1999 MLA convention, Teresa Ebert criticized Zizek from a strictly traditional Marxist standpoint, characterizing him as a contemporary cynic trapped in the dead-end of "enlightened false consciousness," and arguing that despite his self-presentation as a critic who exposes the workings of contemporary popular-cynical ideology, Zizek himself assumes what amounts to a meta-cynical posture that does not free him from the charge of cynicism.
Newer psychoanalysts like Žižek do not provide historically accurate ideologies

Stavrakakis, 97 

Associate Professor at the School of Political Sciences of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece (Yannis, “Ambiguous Ideology and the Lacanian Twist”, Journal of the Centre for Freudian Analysis and Research, 1997, http://jcfar.org/past_papers/Ambiguous%20Ideology%20and%20the%20Lacanian%20Twist%20-%20Yannis%20Stavrakakis.pdf)//EW
The majority of new texts are usually focused on some kind of conceptual history of ‘ideology’. In most of these cases, however, the traditional conception of history (and conceptual history in particular) that the authors share entraps them in a more or less traditional re-articulation of a theory of ideology. However, the authors who seem to be radically transcending the traditional conceptualisations of ideology, opening the road to the development of a Lacanian theory of ideology, like Zizek, do not seem to be at all interested in providing a historical account of the conception of ideology and linking it to their own project. What follows is an attempt to bridge this gap or, given the limitations of space, to suggest some possible steps in that direction. For it is my view that the success of the Lacanian theory of ideology depends on its ability to demonstrate its usefulness in transcending the problems of the theory of ideology, problems that only a genealogy of the concept can reveal in their true dimensions.

Žižek incorrectly discusses the terminology of the Fantasy

Stavrakakis, 97 Associate Professor at the School of Political Sciences of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece (Yannis, “Ambiguous Ideology and the Lacanian Twist”, Journal of the Centre for Freudian Analysis and Research, 1997, http://jcfar.org/past_papers/Ambiguous%20Ideology%20and%20the%20Lacanian%20Twist%20-%20Yannis%20Stavrakakis.pdf)//EW
In his more recent texts, though, Zizek seems to be abandoning the analytical pair fantasy and symptom. In Introduction: The Spectre of Ideology, fantasy is replaced by the concept of “symbolic fiction” and symptom by “spectral apparition”, 24 while in his article Between Symbolic Fiction and Fantasmatic Spectre: Towards a Lacanian Theory of Ideology, Zizek introduces the distinction between what he calls “fantasy 1 ” and “fantasy 2 ”. 25 The relation between “fantasy 1 ” and “fantasy 2 ” seems to be analogous to the relation between fantasy and symptom as I have presented it. A similar relation exists between “fantasy 1 ” and “fantasy 2 ”, on the one hand, and “symbolic fiction” and “spectral apparition”, on the other: “fantasy 1 ” and “fantasy 2 ”, “symbolic fiction” and “spectral apparition”, are thus like two sides of the same coin”. 26 Unfortunately no reason is given for this conceptual play, which might even lead to a certain confusion. Furthermore, as a consequence of the ‘abandonment’ of the concept of the symptom, the connection between the critique of ideology and identification with the symptom is much weakened. Perhaps this is the reason for the return to the symptom that takes place in Zizek’s last book and which, to my mind, sets the record straight as far as the concept of the symptom is concerned: “The aim of the ‘critique of ideology’, the analysis of an ideological edifice, is to extract this symptomatic kernel which the official, public, ideological text simultaneously disavows and needs for its undisturbed functioning.” 27

Alt Impossible

Zizek offers no practical alternative and admits change isn’t possible

Moolenaar 4 

(R. Moolenaar, department of philosophy, Tilbury University, Netherlands December, 2004, “Slavoj Žižek and the Real Subject of Politics”, Studies in East European Thought, p. 289-292) //ZA

The sad thing about our situation today, however, is that, after the breakdown of the Marxist alternative, none of the critics of capitalism, none of those who describe so convincingly the 'deadly vortex' into which the so-called process of globalization is drawing us, has any well-defined notion of how 'to get rid of capitalism' and radically change things. What we see today are unprecedented changes in production, caused by groundbreaking technological innovations, which have a radical transformational impact on our societies, but the ultimate outcome of this still remains very obscure. At the same time, all this obscure and frenetic change is accompanied by a kind of lethargy in the domain of politics - which leads some radical thinkers to argue that the epoch of groundbreaking political acts is, at least for the time being, over (DST: 137). Zizek himself is even prepared to admit that perhaps a fundamental economico-political change is not really possible, at least not in the foreseeable future (TTS: 352). So in this sense Laclau is definitely right: Zizek does not have a clear alternative - other than, somehow (but how?) 'socializing the means of production' - and he does not provide a clear-cut strategy that would put us on the right track to achieve this. But it is precisely with regard to this deadlock that Zizek evokes the name of Lenin: not as the nostalgic name for old dogmatic certainty, but Lenin as the one who found himself, in his time, also 'lost' in a 'catastrophic new constellation' in which old coordinates proved useless, and who was thus compelled to reinvent the entire socialist project anew. 

Racist

Zizek’s theories are empirically associated with racism, turns the alternative

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 126

Adam Kirsch has pointed to the sheer weight and the troubling texture of imagery and example in Žižek’s writings concerning “the Jews.” We read of Jews “smashed into bloody pulp,” and that “all good films about the Holocaust are also comedies.” He illustrates the spontaneity of racism by reference to his own instinctive anti-Semitism. (Žižek describes his response to reading a tale in Janusz Bardach’s Gulag book Man Is Wolf to Man: “My immediate racist assumption was, of course: ‘Typical Jews! Even in the worst Gulag, the moment they are given a minimum of freedom and space for manoeuvre, they start trading—in human blood!”—honest, for sure, but why “of course”?) When Žižek urges the revolutionary Left to ignore liberal qualms about terror he offers this exemplar: “To be clear and brutal to the end, there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering’s reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a wellknown Jew from deportation: ‘In this city, I decide who is a Jew!’ . . . In this city we decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency.” (The thuggish quality of the new style in “leftism” seems more Tony Soprano than Karl Marx.) And what on earth are we to make of this sentence in Lost Causes?: “The only true solution to the ‘Jewish Question’ is the ‘final solution’ (their annihilation) because Jews ... are the ultimate obstacle to the ‘final solution’ of History itself, to the overcoming of divisions in an all-encompassing unity and flexibility”? Žižek’s idea of revolution—“this magic moment of enthusiastic unity of a collective will”—is, in truth, more Mussolini than Marx. Revolution is etherealized as an eruption of the Lacanian “Real,” fantasized as a Badiouian “Event,” aimed at democracy itself and contemptuous of the will of the majority. In other words, Zizek’s theory of “revolution” is, let’s be blunt, fascistic. He writes: “[O]ne should thus posit a double equation: divine violence = inhuman terror = dictatorship of the proletariat.” We should learn from Robespierre that “just and severe punishment of the enemies is the highest form of clemency” and that “rigor and charity coincide in terror.” And there stands the new “leftism,” arms folded, legs akimbo, chin jutting, lecturing on some balcony about divine violence and a new order. Žižek’s “lost cause” is the idea of revolutionary terror to impose a utopian order from above. He quotes the French revolutionary Saint-Just (“That which produces the general good is always terrible”) and adds this gloss: “These words should not be interpreted as a warning against the temptation to violently impose the general good on a society but on the contrary, as a bitter truth to be fully endorsed.” Could he be any clearer? 

AT- Psycho 

Psych Perm
Perm do the plan while psychoanalyzing

a. Perm solves best—needs to be combined with political action to create real change

Milovanovic 94
(Dragan, criminal justice professor, Northeastern Illinois, EMORY INTERNATIONAL LAW REVIEW, v. 67, “The Postmodernist Turn: Lacan, Psychoanalytic Semiotics, And The Construction Of Subjectivity In Law, “p. 96-7)

For current critical feminist theorizing that focuses on postmodernism, more and more analysis is finding itself in a dialogue between Marxism and the body of work by Lacan. The shortcomings of Lacan's work by itself, are recognized, even if his work does provide some key elements, or tools, for critical inquiry. Perhaps Braidotti said it best: ". . .The politico-epistemological question of achieving structural transformations of the subject cannot be dissociated from the need to effect changes in the sociomaterial frames of reference. . . ." 76 Future developments surely will arise in the integration and synthesis of a psychoanalytic semiotic examination grounded in a historical, materialistic critique of the given mode of production. Necessarily, the effects of the Imaginary, Symbolic, and Real Orders need to be integrated into any transformative political agenda, especially within legal discourse in which change may be made manifest most immediately.

b. This means we have a solvency deficit to the alt—they can’t solve any of our impacts without participating in the political process

Crosswhite 01

(Jim, professor of English, University of Oregon, A RESPONSE TO SLAVOJ ZIZEK’S “WECOME TO THE DESERET OF THE REAL, September 25, 2001, http://www.uoregon.edu/~jcross/response_to_zizek.htm)

An acknowledgment of the difference between the real and the imaginary is a condition for social criticism that has a real relation to suffering. And critical humility in the face of real suffering is a condition for social criticism that will remain humane. The writer of "Welcome to the Desert of the Real" seems almost to believe that reality has collapsed into a hyperbolic critical parody of itself, as if he can't quite tell the difference between real people and the social powers with which those real people are contending. This approach to real suffering by way of fantastic conflations and exaggerations might be tolerable if it had some purpose, if it led us somewhere, but it does not. Zizek is not alone in this (and he sounds a little like a Baudrillard tape in this piece), but to preach this fantastic sermon in the context of September 11 is to move away from critique and toward the grotesque The idea of a "sphere" and the notion of a faked reality are as old as Plato's cave and its ("spectral") shadow makers. Even there the inhabitants would resist and then kill anyone who tried to force them to recognize the fakery and acknowledge an "outside." Even there the flickering shadows have achieved near immateriality. The "ultimate American paranoiac fantasy" is more a genre with a long history than it is a national property of Americans. We generate social criticism with this form. We imagine our reality as deficient in reality in order to imagine ways to break through (to use the metaphor of the reality hackers) to a better reality, one that is less fake, less impoverished, not so thoroughly managed by the wrong people, not so completely in the dominion of the wrong powers. Of course the genre twists with the time. Philip K. Dick's paranoia is shaped partly by the cold war era, partly by drugs, partly by Dick's weird psychology. And no one would want to deny the new appropriateness of the genre to capture all the new virtuality produced by technology—electric lights, telephones, film, television, satellite communication, the WWW and all the rest. Gibson's Neuromancer forced us into imagining online virtuality as the real site of what still tries to be decisive, heroic action. And as far as the fantastic goes, any well-lit supermarket or department store displays the Consumable Irreal. There is no question that there are good grounds for highlighting and exaggerating the irreality whose power to eclipse the real keeps growing.

Is Capitalist

Zizek concedes that psychoanalysts are “prostitutes of the mind” with capitalist incentives- turns the K

Zizek 8

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “In Defense of Lost Causes”, p. 24) //ZA

The trick of capitalism, of course, is that this asymmetry Is concealed in the ideological appearance of equivalent exchange: the double nonexchange is masked as free exchange. This is why, as was clear to Lacan, psychoanalysis —not only as a theory, but above all as a specific intersubjective practice, as a unique form of social link—could have emerged only within capitalist society where intersubjective relations are mediated by money. Money—paying the analyst —is necessary in order to keep him out of circulation, to avoid getting him involved in the imbroglio of passions which generated the patient's pathology. This is why a psychoanalyst is not a Master-figure, but, rather, a kind of "prostitute of the mind," having recourse to money for the same reason some prostitutes like to be paid so that they can have sex without personal involvement, maintaining their distance —here, we encounter the function of money at its purest. 

Psychoanalysis Bad

Psychoanalysis has no real scientific basis- be skeptical of the negative’s truth claims

Gunder 5 
(Michael Gunder,  Senior planning lecturer in the School of Architecture and Planning at the University of Auckland, previous president of the New Zealand Planning Institute 2005, “Lacan, Planning and Urban Policy Formation”, Urban Policy and Research, http://dl2af5jf3e.scholar.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?sid=google&aulast=Michael+Gunder+Senior+Lecturer&atitle=Lacan,+planning+and+urban+policy+formation&id=doi:10.1080/0811114042000335287&title=Urban+policy+and+research&volume=23&issue=1&date=2005&spage=87&issn=0811-1146) //ZA

Not surprisingly, the application of Lacanian theory to the understanding of society and culture is not without concern. Some clinical practitioners of Lacanian psychoanalysis are “suspicious of the wider ‘application’ of the theory to those not actually in analysis” (Parker, 2004, p. 69). Alternatively, Lacan's teachings have been criticised by social theorists as being only theoretical and void of empirical material (Sarup, 1993, p. 26). Further, in contrast to psychology (Rose, 1998), the inability to reconcile the nuance of each particular psychoanalytical case to a meaningful universal theory of the unconscious that is testable is a fundamental constraint for considering psychoanalysis a science, or by extension, a valid scientific body of thought applicable to the understanding of aggregate human behaviours (Fink, 2004). In this regard, Lacan was unable to successfully legitimise and advance Freud's psychoanalytical theory as a science of the unconscious even with his application of mathematical theory and linguistics to Freud's metapsychology (Althusser, 1996; Morel, 2000; Fink, 2004). Consequently, this author views Lacan's work in a manner originated by Althusser (1996, p. 93), as best being understood as a “philosophy of psychoanalysis” from which subsequent understandings of society and culture may be derived and, where possible, tested.

Zizek doesn’t understand market theory and uses falsified evidence to support claims

Holbo 10 (John has a Ph.D. from UC Berkeley in philosophy and is an assistant professor at the National University of Singapore, December 17th, 2010, “Zizek on the Financial Collapse - and Liberalism” http://crookedtimber.org/2010/12/17/zizek-on-the-financial-collapse-and-liberalism/ )//ctc

In First As Tragedy, Then As Farce [amazon], Zizek claims that “the only truly surprising thing about the 2008 financial meltdown is how easily the idea was accepted that its happening was an unpredictable surprise which hit the markets out of the blue” (p 9). He cites the following evidence that people could and, indeed, did know it was coming. Recall the demonstrations which, through the first decade of the new millennium, regularly accompanied meetings of the IMF and the World Bank: the protester’s complaints tool in not only the usual anti-globalizing motifs (the growing exploitation of Third World countries, and so forth), but also how the banks were creating the illusion of growth by playing with fictional money, and how this would all have to end in a crash. It was not only economists such as Paul Krugman and Joseph Stiglitz who warned of the dangers ahead and made it clear that those who promised continuous growth did not really understand what was going on under their noses. In Washington in 2004, so many people demonstrated about the danger of a financial collapse that the police had to mobilize 8,000 additional local policemen and bring in a further 6,000 from Maryland and Virginia. What ensued was tear-gassing, clubbing and mass arrests – so many that police had to use buses for transport. The message was loud and clear, and the police were used literally to stifle the truth. The first examples are tendentious, as allegedly successful predictions of market movements tend to be. (Many predicted a crash. They always do. How many predicted the one that actually arrived, and when it would?) But I’m more curious what the last bit is about. What protest was this? The Million Worker March is all I can come up with. But that didn’t involve any far-sighted demands that financial collapse be forestalled. “Organizers have issued 22 demands, a broad array of grievances that go far beyond workers’ rights. Organizers call for universal health care, a national living wage, guaranteed pensions for all working people and an end to the outsourcing of jobs overseas. They also are demanding a repeal of the Patriot Act, increased funding for public education, free mass transit in every city, a reduction of the military budget and cancellation of what they consider pro-corporation pacts such as the North American Free Trade Agreement.” Nothing about the dangers of mortgage-backed securities. Also, so far as I can recall – and Google seems to back me – the Million Worker March was relatively small and peaceful. So is that even what Zizek is talking about? Also, Zizek has odd ideas about how the bank bailouts were supposed to work. He takes the argument for bailing out Wall Street to have been “standard trickle-down”: “although we want the poor to become richer, it is counter productive to help them directly, since they are not the dynamic and productive element in society. The only kind of intervention needed is that which helps the rich get richer; the profits will then automatically, by themselves, diffuse amongst the poor” (13-4). Did anyone actually make this argument for the bailouts? Odder, Zizek accepts the argument himself: “It is all too easy to dismiss this line of reasoning as a hypocritical defense of the rich. The problem is that, insofar as we remain in a capitalist order, there is a truth within it: namely that kicking at Wall Street really will hit ordinary workers” (15). One could defend this by pointing out that the latter point, on its own, is sadly correct. But Zizek takes the further step of taking this as evidence/illustration of how ‘standard trickle-down’ arguments are, in general, descriptively valid (however ethically deplorable) under capitalism: “If you want people to have money to build homes, don’t give it to them directly, but to those who will in turn lend them the cash. According to the logic, this is the only way to create genuine prosperity; otherwise it will just be a case of the state distributing funds to the needy at the expense of real wealth-creators” (14). Zizek seems unaware that liberal-left economists who conceded the need for bailouts – with gritted teeth – do not, in general, take themselves as committed to “standard trickle-down” arguments about how markets do, and must, function. I am sure our own John Quiggin, for example, will be happy to testify that his grudging support for the bailouts did not rest on trust in trickle-down. 

Psychoanalysis only “solves” problems that are illusory – no way to prove something changed

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1150, via Wiley Inter Science

Some professionals fix a roof that leaks, a bone that is broken, a motor that won’t start. Psychotherapists are busy trying to fix things that are mainly unreal fictions, invented mainly by psychotherapists. They repair such curiously fictitious things as a weak ego, dysthymia, lowered perceptual defense, inadequate self-other differentiation, identity diffusion, self-depletion, cognitive rigidity, a punitive superego, lack of autonomy, and hundreds of other things that can be seen only or mainly by psychotherapists. I have trouble imagining an ego. I have never seen one. I would have trouble telling that an ego is weak or the wrong color or has holes in it. Something seems wrong if what psychotherapists fix almost no one but psychotherapists can see, and can see needs fixing. Something seems wrong if the problems that psychotherapists try to fix are mainly unreal fictions, concocted mainly by psychotherapists. 

Their evidence is incoherent psychobabble – it sounds sophisticated but doesn’t mean anything

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1153, via Wiley Inter Science

One of the main things that characterize psychotherapists and that distinguish them from others is their spouting psychobabble. They learn to say terms that give the illusion of genuine knowledge, of professionalism, of science (Illich, 1970; Schon, 1982). They are elite and specialized because they spout jargon terms like unconditioned positive regard, contingency control, transference, reframing, double bind, existential analysis, bioenergetics, phallic stage, archetype, multimodal therapy, systematic desensitization, cognitive schema, catharsis, impulse control, avoidance conditioning, stimulus control, ego diffusion, countertransference, logotherapy, and attribution theory. Psychotherapists are distinguished mainly by their using these terms with effortless ease, as if they knew what the terms meant. Then they can speak in impressive paragraphs such as this, taken from a table of random psychobabble phrases: “This client is characterized by free-floating anxiety in a borderline disorder, brought about by a traumatic childhood history of emotional abuse, lack of a stable support system, and inadequate cognitive development. Accordingly, the treatment of choice is systemic therapy, with reframing of core conceptual schemata, to heighten self-efficacy in a supportive therapist-client alliance emphasizing positive regard and minimizing interpretive probing into stressful pockets of serious psychopathology.” The speaker may have no idea what he or she is saying, or may even secretly know that he or she is playing the game of silly psychobabble, but if the speaker carries it off with professional aplomb, he or she probably can be accepted into the inner ranks of professional psychotherapists. 

Not Qualified

Psychotherapists are unqualified – no test to determine competency

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1151, via Wiley Inter Science

Whether the psychotherapist is a psychologist, psychiatrist, social worker, or member of any other psychotherapy-related profession, they usually have to pass a test to be licensed, registered, certified, or accredited. How many of these tests examine the candidate’s demonstrated competence to do psychotherapy? I believe the answer is none (Fox, Kovacs, & Graham, 1985; Fretz & Mills, 1980), though there may be some exception. “Here is your license. You pass.” “But I don’t know how to do psychotherapy!” “That’s not our problem. We just give out licenses. Next.” I can picture a licensed, registered, certified, accredited practitioner suing a professional board for issuing a license without proper examination of competence to do psychotherapy. Perhaps the board might in turn accuse the education and training programs that were supposed to make sure the candidate was competent before swearing that all the requirements were met. On the other hand, lawyers for the education and training programs might proclaim, “We educate and train physicians, psychologists, social workers, and similar types. We never promised to produce competent psychotherapists. Besides, psychotherapy does not legally exist in our education and training institutions!” 

Psychoanalysis can’t explain war

Blight 86
(James, Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Political Psychology, Vol. 7, No. 4, International Society of Political Psychology, JSTOR//HH)

Several recent attempts are surveyed in which psychologists have tried to apply their professional insights to the problem of reducing the risk of nuclear war. These include those directed at deep causes (the U.S.-Soviet relationship), intermediate causes (imperfect rationality of decision-makers) and, briefly, precipitating causes (effects of stress). In each case, little or no influence on the nuclear policy-making process can be discerned; U.S. foreign policy- makers charged with managing the risk of nuclear war operate virtually independently of psychology. In order to bring nuclear policy-making and psychological insights together, a phenomenological approach to nuclear crisis management is described, the central task of which is a systematic descrip- tion of the evolution during crises of beliefs held by decision-makers about risk of nuclear war. Ever since psychology was organized into a separate discipline, intellec- tuals concerned with reducing the risk of war have looked to its methods and findings for insights which might be applied to international politics. Shortly after the Spanish-American War, for example, William James (1977b) wrote an essay espousing what he called "The Moral Equivalent of War." James, a Darwinian, argued that institutions must be created which help to channel our aggressive instincts into useful, rather than destructive directions. Later, during the rise of fascism and the drift toward World War in the 1930s, physicist Albert Einstein became convinced that psychological variables-our "manner of thinking," as he called it-lay at the very core of the causation of war among nations. Einstein believed that if only a way could be found to "think" in global, rather than nationalistic terms, war could be avoided, perhaps permanently. In an exchange published as "Why War" (Einstein and Freud, 1966), he wrote to Freud, the most eminent psychologist of his time, for assistance in provoking a psychological revolution which would usher in global thinking. Freud (Einstein and Freud, 1966) responded politely but firmly that he could provide no such assistance; he knew of no way psychology could make any direct contribution to reducing the risk of war. In the past several years, there has been an emphatic revival of interest among psychologists and others in applying psychological insights to the pro- blem of reducing the risk of war, especially nuclear war. In the following sections, I have surveyed some of the most influential recent attempts to link psychological knowledge with reducing the risk of nuclear war. My conclu- sion regarding this enterprise is not unlike Freud's in response to Einstein's inquiry: The results so far indicate that the revival of Einsteinian enthusiasm is unwarranted. In sum, the critical conclusions are these: 1. There has been little or no influence on the policy-making process, at the level of deep, intermediate, or precipitating psychological causes of a potential nuclear war. 2. There is reason to believe that such influence will continue to be minimal and also, in fact, that it probably should be minimal, when viewed from the policy-maker's perspective. The most compelling reason policy-makers have for ignoring psychiatrists and psychologists is this: the assumptions and modus operandi at each level are utopian - in the case of the "depth" psychologists (see section 2) because they believe they can change the mental structures of virtually all important world leaders, and for the "intermediate" behavioral scientists (see section 3) because they believe they can convince foreign policy makers that it is in their best interest to permit the transformation of nuclear policy into a vir- tual applied behavioral science. I believe that each of these pursuits has been and will remain fruitless. Thus, since I regard influence on the policy pro- cess as the sine qua non of successful nuclear risk reduction, I believe psychologists are likely to remain out in the cold, as it were, without influence, despite all their good intentions.

Non-falsifiable

Prefer our specific solvency evidence over their generic theory. We will defend against any specific case turn but cannot defend against a turn that they say is rooted in the unconscious.  

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

The technical term operates in much the same way as in positivistic theories, where the use of a noun turns a set of observed "facts" into a "law".  Lack (in the sense of the verb "to lack") is explained by means of a nominalized lack (for instance, the failure of society by the fact of antagonism), and the various versions of nominalized lack are arranged in sentences involving the verb "to be".  It is not simply a relation of dislocation but a theoretical entity in its own right.  For instance, '"class struggle" is that on account of which every direct reference to universality... is... "biased", dislocated with regard to its literal meaning.  "Class struggle" is the Marxist name for this basic "operator of dislocation"'90.  One might compare this formula to the statement, "I don't know what causes dislocation".  Žižek also refers to history 'as a series of ultimately failed attempts to deal with the same "unhistorical", traumatic kernel’.  Dallmayr similarly writes of Laclau and Mouffe's concept of antagonism that 'negativity designates not simply a lack but a "nihilating" potency', 'a nihilating ferment with real effects'92, and Newman writes of a 'creative and constitutive absence'. Butler notes that 'the "real" that is a "rock" or a "kernel" or sometimes a "substance" is also, and sometimes within the same sentence, "a loss", a "negativity"'94.  Constitutive lack is a positivity - an "operator of dislocation", a "nihilating" element  - in the Lacanian vocabulary.  It is this process of mythical construction which allows lack to be defined precisely, and which therefore meets (for instance) Newman's criterion that it be less 'radically underdefined' than Derrida's concept of lack95.  One can only avoid an "I-don't-know" being underdefined if one misrepresents it mythically.
Their vision of politics is a non-falsifiable myth: The root of the Lacanian subject is structured around the “lack.”  The problem is that there is nothing to support this idea of a missing reality. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

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'.  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" 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 complexity.  Furthermore, myths have a repressive social function, carrying in Barthes's words an 'order not to think'.  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 trial 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. 

AT- Death Drive

Death drive is nonexistent

Robinson, 05 PhD in Political Theory, U of Nottingham (Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique”, Theory and Event 8:1, 2005)//EW

Guattari's critique of psychoanalysis makes clear the myths which underlie it. 'Psychoanalysis transforms and deforms the unconscious by forcing it to pass through the grid of its system of inscription and representation. For psychoanalysis, the unconscious is always already there, genetically programmed, structured, and finalized on objectives of conformity to social norms'104. Similarly, Reich has already exposed a predecessor of the idea of "constitutive lack" - the Freudian "death instinct" - as a denial that "I don't know". It is, he says, a metaphysical attempt to explain as yet inexplicable phenomena, an attempt which gets in the way of fact-finding about these phenomena105. He provides a detailed clinical rebuttal of the idea of the "death instinct" which is equally apt as an attack on Lacanians (who seem unaware of Reich's intervention). In Reich's view, the masochistic tendencies Freud associates with the "death instinct" are secondary drives arising from anxiety, and are attributable to 'the disastrous effect of social conditions on the biopsychic apparatus. This entailed the necessity of criticizing the social conditions which created the neuroses - a necessity which the hypothesis of a biological will to suffer had circumvented'106. The idea of the "death instinct" leads to a cultural philosophy in which suffering is assumed to be inevitable, whereas Reich's alternative - to attribute neurosis to frustrations with origins in the social system - leads to a critical sociological stance107. The relevance of Reich's critique to the political theory of constitutive lack is striking. The "death instinct" is connected to an idea of primordial masochism which, in the form of "aphanisis" or "subjective destitution", recurs throughout Lacanian political theory. Zizek in particular advocates masochism, in the guise of "shooting at" or "beating" oneself, as a radical gesture which reveals the essence of the self and breaks the constraints of an oppressive reality108, although the masochistic gesture is present in all Lacanian theorists. The death instinct is typified by Zizek as a pathological (in the Kantian sense), contingent attitude which finds satisfaction in the process of self-blockage109. It is identical with the Lacanian concept of jouissance or enjoyment. For him, 'enjoyment (jouissance) is not to be equated with pleasure: enjoyment is precisely "pleasure in unpleasure"; it designates the paradoxical satisfaction procured by a painful encounter with a Thing that perturbs the equilibrium of the pleasure principle. In other words, enjoyment is located "beyond the pleasure principle"'110. It is also the core of the self, since enjoyment is 'the only "substance" acknowledged by psychoanalysis', and 'the subject fully "exists" only through enjoyment'111. Primordial masochism is therefore central to the Lacanian concept of the Real, which depends on there being a universal moment at which active desire - sometimes given the slightly misleading name of the "pleasure principle" - is suspended, not for a greater or delayed pleasure, but out of a direct desire for unpleasure (i.e. a primary reactive desire). Furthermore, this reactive desire is supposed to be ontologically prior to active desire. Dominick LaCapra offers a similar but distinct critique to my own, claiming that Lacanian and similar theories induce a post-traumatic compulsion repetition or an 'endless, quasi-transcendental grieving that may be indistinguishable from interminable melancholy'112. Reich has already provided a rebuttal of "primordial masochism", which, paradoxically given Zizek's claims to radicalism, was denounced by orthodox Freudians as communist propaganda. In Reich's view, masochism operates as a relief at a lesser pain which operates as armouring against anxiety about an underlying trauma113. Regardless of what one thinks of Reich's specific account of the origins of masochism, what is crucial is his critique of the idea of a death drive. 'Such hypotheses as are criticised here are often only a sign of therapeutic failure. For if one explains masochism by a death instinct, one confirms to the patient his [sic] alleged will to suffer'114. Thus, Lacanian metaphysics conceal Lacanians' encouragement of a variety of neurosis complicit with oppressive social realities. Politically, the thesis of primordial masochism provides a mystifying cover for the social forces which cause and benefit from the contingent emergence of masochistic attachments (i.e. sadistic power apparatuses). One could compare this remark to Butler's claim that Zizek 'defends the trauma of the real... over and against a different kind of threat'115.

Turn – the core assumptions of death drive theory negate ethics. Only rejection of the “metaphysics of aggression” enables human responsibility

Lear, 2000 Philosophy Professor, U of Chicago, Winner of the 2001 Gradiva Award for the Best Book in Psychoanalysis and Philosophy, Sponsored by the World Organization and the Public Education Corporation of the National Association for the Advancement of Psychoanalysis (Jonathan, “Happiness, Death, and the Remainder of Life”,  p. 131-132, 2000)

By 1920 Freud is ready to break up what he has come to see as a fantasied unity of mental functioning. The mind can no longer be understood in terms of the pleasure principle, but instead of living with the gap, he posits a “beyond.” It is in this way that Freud takes himself to be explaining aggression. Aggression is now interpreted as the death drive diverted outward. It is precisely this move which locks us into an inescapably negative teleology. Let us just assume (for the sake of argument, though I think it true) that humans are aggressive animals, and that dealing with human aggression is a serious psychological and social problem. The question remains: how might one deal with it? But if, as Freud does, one interprets aggression as the most obvious manifestation of one of the two primordial forces in the universe, the answer would seem to be: there is no successful way. My first inclination is to say that this leads to a pessimistic view of the human condition; but this isn’t really the issue. My second inclination is to say it leads to a limited view of the human condition; but even this doesn’t get to the heart of the problem. The point here is not to endorse an ontic optimism—that if we didn’t adopt that view, we could shape life in nonaggressive ways—but to confront an ontological insight: that Freud’s interpretation is an instance of bad faith. The metaphysical basicness of the death drive implies a kind of metaphysical intractability to the phenomenon of human aggression. As a matter of empirical fact, humans may be aggressive animals—and the fact of human aggression may be difficult to deal with. It may even be experienced as intractable. But to raise this purported intractability to a metaphysical principle is to obliterate the question of responsibility. And it is to cover over—by precluding—what might turn out to be significant empirical possibilities.

Death drive is a joke

Lear, 2000 Philosophy Professor, U of Chicago, Winner of the 2001 Gradiva Award for the Best Book in Psychoanalysis and Philosophy, Sponsored by the World Organization and the Public Education Corporation of the National Association for the Advancement of Psychoanalysis (Jonathan, “Happiness, Death, and the Remainder of Life”,  p. 61-62, 2000)
Here I am going to attempt an explanation, and you may not be surprised to learn that I am going to appeal to psychoanalytic ideas. What you should be surprised to discover, though, for it certainly surprised me, is that in trying to answer this question, psychoanalysis reveals itself in a foundation crisis. In 1920 Freud opened up a gaping hole in psychoanalysis and then promptly covered it over. He called that covering over “the death drive.” Since that time commentary has divided into those who dismiss the death drive as groundless metaphysical speculation and those who think that, in the death drive, Freud saw something profound about the workings of the human mind. If one had to choose, I would be in the latter camp. But I don’t think one should have to choose. Even those who take the death drive seriously ought to recognize that the very activity of taking the death drive seriously is a resistance. It is a resistance to seeing a trauma at the core of psychoanalytic theory. In short, there is no such thing as the death drive.

AT- Epistemology Indict

Don’t let them indict our epistemology claims without answering our warrants first, their psychoanalysis means nothing if it doesn’t disprove our impact claims

Yudkowsky ‘6

[Eliezer, research and fellow director, singularity institute for artificial intelligence, “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks”, Aug 31, http://singinst.org/upload/cognitive-biases.pdf]

Every true idea which discomforts you will seem to match the pattern of at least one psychological error. Robert Pirsig said: "The world's biggest fool can say the sun is shining, but that doesn't make it dark out." If you believe someone is guilty of a psychological error, then demonstrate your competence by first demolishing their consequential factual errors. If there are no factual errors, then what matters the psychology? The temptation of psychology is that, knowing a little psychology, we can meddle in arguments where we have no technical expertise - instead sagely analyzing the psychology of the disputants. If someone wrote a novel about an asteroid strike destroying modern civilization, then someone might criticize that novel as extreme, dystopian, apocalyptic; symptomatic of the author's naive inability to deal with a complex technological society. We should recognize this as a literary criticism, not a scientific one; it is about good or bad novels, not good or bad hypotheses. To quantify the annual probability of an asteroid strike in real life, one must study astronomy and the historical record: no amount of literary criticism can put a number on it. Garreau (2005) seems to hold that a scenario of a mind slowly increasing in capability, is more mature and sophisticated than a scenario of extremely rapid intelligence increase. But that's a technical question, not a matter of taste; no amount of psychologizing can tell you the exact slope of that curve. It's harder to abuse heuristics and biases than psychoanalysis. Accusing someone of conjunction fallacy leads naturally into listing the specific details that you think are burdensome and drive down the joint probability. Even so, do not lose track of the real-world facts of primary interest; do not let the argument become about psychology. Despite all dangers and temptations, it is better to know about psychological biases than to not know. Otherwise we will walk directly into the whirling helicopter blades of life. But be very careful not to have too much fun accusing others of biases. That is the road that leads to becoming a sophisticated arguer - someone who, faced with any discomforting argument, finds at once a bias in it. The one whom you must watch above all is yourself. Jerry Cleaver said: "What does you in is not failure to apply some high-level, intricate, complicated technique. It's overlooking the basics. Not keeping your eye on the ball."

AT- Cap

No Alt

There is no substitute to capitalism, Zizek agrees that the alternative is apocalyptic anarchy

Johnston ‘4, Ph.D. @State University of New York; assistant professor in psychology; fellow of psychoanalysis @ Emory (Arian, “The Cynic’s Fetish: Slavoj Zizek And The Dynamics Of Belief” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society Vol. 9 Issue 3 2004 Proquest pg. 266-267 proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=6&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=750350871&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340383759&clientId=17822)//JES

Although one might have the distinct impression that these concepts are meant to be specific to the historical conditions of late-capitalist societies, Zizek speaks of the dynamic involving cynicism, fetishism, and the displacement of belief as an ahistorical necessity, a universal feature of the human condition – ‘‘the phenomenon of the ‘‘subject supposed to believe’’ isy universal and structurally necessary’’ (Zizek, 1997, p 106). He then proceeds to stipulate that, ‘‘by means of a fetish, the subject ‘‘believes through the other’’ ’’ (Zizek, 1997, p 120). So, fetishism and the ‘‘subject supposed to believe’’ are inherent to any and every human reality. At this level, Zizek alights upon an answer to the question as to why capitalism in particular appears to have become so triumphantly successful in ideologically marketing itself as the only tenable socio-economic option around. As Zizek himself remarks, the contemporary political imagination has reached a point of debilitating closure; barring a cataclysmic breakdown prompted by an internal economic implosion or an externally imposed catastrophe (whether imposed by nature or ‘‘terror’’), capitalism appears, in the social imaginary, as the new ‘‘thousand year Reich,’’ as capable of enduring indefinitely in the absence of any contingent traumatic disruptions. Predominant collective fantasies concerning contemporary politics thus terminate with the forced choice of ‘‘capitalism or nothing’’: either the positive socio-economic program of capitalist, liberal-democratic ideology, or the negative alternative of an anarchic, apocalyptic lack of any system whatsoever (rather than, for example, the choice between competing ideological visions such as capitalism versus communism). According to this pervasive mindset, capitalism may very well be rotten, but it’s the only viable alternative going (Zizek, 1999b, p 55; 2000c, p 10). One cannot help but hear echoes of this dilemma summed up in the title of Lacan’s nineteenth seminar: ‘‘you pire’’ (‘‘yor worse’’) (see Z ˇ izˇek, 1989, p 18; 1996, p 4; 1997, p 105, 120; 2001b, p 166). One is similarly reminded of Winston Churchill’s comments regarding democracy (made during his November 11th, 1947 speech to the British House of Commons) – ‘‘No one pretends that democracy is perfect or all-wise. Indeed, it has been said that democracy is the worst form of government except all those other forms that have been tried from time to time.’’

There’s no alternative – Capitalism is here to stay

Madra & Özselçuk ’07, professor at the department of economics @ oğaziçi Üniversitesi and Gettysbyrg Universit/ Ph.D. @ University of Massachusetts Amherst in Sociology (Yahya & Ceren, “Chapter Four Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions On Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique Of Capitalism”  2007 http://www.surplusthought.net/ymadra/MadraOzselcuk.pdf)//JES

If all relations to class are caught within and tainted by enjoyment, however, this does not mean that all relations are the same. In this paper, we seek to address the question of how to conceptualize a psychoanalytically informed economic difference that pertains to class. An impasse in Žižek’s work on capitalism emerges with his inability to imagine the ethico-political principles of a non-capitalist and non-exploitative relation to class. Žižek adamantly seeks to “restore to the ‘economic’ domain the dignity of Truth, the Potential for Events” (2005, 125) and continually points out the limitation of contemporary critiques of liberal democracy, insofar as they fail to acknowledge the primacy of class struggle in their framework. However, Zizek is in complicity with his own accusations, given that he is neither clear as to what the object of class struggle is, nor indicative of what a new way of organizing our enjoyment to the economy might be. For instance, his pertinent question of “how to move beyond capitalism without reverting to a utopian notion of communism” (2000, 19-20) is quickly annulled by the all too familiar sentiment that “[c]apital is here to stay” (2005, 118). Similarly, his occasional and passing invocations of certain exceptional social agents as the harbinger for revolutionary politics provide little in the way of substantiating and qualifying the relevant conditions behind such anticipations. Given the hold of libidinal investments, there is admittedly no easy recipe for undoing capitalist relations. There is also the justified concern of not wanting to impose yet another fantasy of communism. Still we think these reasons fall short of explaining Žižek’s reluctance to discuss the traversal of capitalism. Rather we entertain the following hypothesis: the difficulty to think economic difference is conditioned, at least in part, by the particular ways in which Žižek and the psychoanalytical literature on capitalism that his work has inspired tend to operationalize Marx’s concepts of circuit of capital and surplus value. This tendency is most easily discernable at those moments when this psychoanalytical critique articulates the concept of enjoyment within an “accumulationist” narrative, which presupposes the contradictory unfolding of the expanded reproduction of capital as a built-in and automatic process.

The chance for change in capitalism has been lost, the Left movement has failed and has no way to challenge it’s political insulation

Hickle & Khan ’12,  PhD in Anthropology @ University of Virginia; teaches labor, development globalization, and Africa & graduate in anthro @ University of Virginia (Jason & Arsalan, “The Culture of Capitalism and the Crisis of Critique” Anthropological Quarterly Vol. 85 Issue 1 Winter 2012 ProQuest pgs. 203-227 http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/922765734/1378A440A8F56FBE423/12?accountid=14667)//JES

How is it that, during a moment of unprecedented social inequality and a massive recession generated by elite overaccumulation (see Harvey 2011), the Left has failed to articulate a compelling challenge to the economic status quo? How have we arrived at a place where the Left’s only plan for change is to further facilitate market deregulation and advance the consolidation of monopoly capitalism? How has neoliberalism triumphed even among those who should be its fiercest critics? Part of this can be explained by understanding the conception of politics typified by Stewart and Obama. As Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe have put it, the problem is that “the notion of antagonism has been erased from the political discourse of the Left” (2001:xiv). This is where the main problem lies, namely, that the Left in America today promotes a depoliticized politics as it attempts to distance itself from socialism, reclaim the center, and establish a “modern” identity. The prevailing model of deliberative democracy and rational consensus on how to solve America’s “challenges” dispenses with the notion that capitalist society is shot through with deeply incompatible interests, choosing instead to believe that issues such as poverty, exploitation, and racism can be solved with multicultural tolerance and interpersonal goodwill. This model reduces structural violence to questions of individual sentiment, and places capitalism firmly in the non-moral realm of “science” where it remains insulated from serious political scrutiny (Ferguson 2006:69ff). The result, as Laclau and Mouffe have put it, is that “the forces of globalization are detached from their political dimensions and appear as a fate to which we all have to submit” (2001:xvi).
Your Alternative Fails – Critique Is So Engrained In Neoliberalist Ideology That Alternatives End Up Advancing The Cause Of Capitalism

Hickle & Khan ’12,  PhD in Anthropology @ University of Virginia; teaches labor, development globalization, and Africa & graduate in anthro @ University of Virginia (Jason & Arsalan, “The Culture of Capitalism and the Crisis of Critique” Anthropological Quarterly Vol. 85 Issue 1 Winter 2012 ProQuest pgs. 203-227 http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/922765734/1378A440A8F56FBE423/12?accountid=14667)//JES

As a result, neoliberal ideology has become a totalizing way of life, a worldview that furnishes the terms for everyday praxis and representation, creates its own forms of political participation and activism, and promotes a virtually unassailable notion of morality. It is not just a manipulative ploy to appropriate surplus value, but a regime in the truest sense of the term—a cultural logic that insinuates itself into every aspect of lived experience. Neoliberal logic cuts across class divides, religious and cultural affiliations, and political loyalties. It is articulated not only on the trading floors of the New York Stock Exchange, not only in university economics departments, not only in the marble halls of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF), but also—crucially—in the politics of progressive institutions like the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), by the fashionable environmentalists doing the rounds in American universities, by gender and racial justice advocacy groups, and by charitable philanthropists of all stripes. In other words, neoliberalism has spawned a form of progressive politics that has no investment in the radical redistribution of wealth and resources (cf. Gledhill 2005). We argue that the politics of many contemporary progressives are no less anchored in a neoliberal ethos than that of their conservative counterparts. As indicated in the title of this piece, we seek to do two things in the following pages. First, we attempt to explain the cultural logic that underwrites neoliberal capitalism today, tracing its origins from the countercultural movement that came out of Berkeley in the late 1960s. We note that there was a certain strand of thinking located within the New Left that was generative of the neoliberal ethos, and that this strand has now come to dominate the politics of American progressives in particular. Second, we try to show how progressive politics today partake of and perpetuate that very same cultural logic: that the logic of capitalism and the logic of resistance against capitalism have converged. In other words, we seek to show how the critique from the left not only accepts the basic terms of neoliberal capitalism, but actually promotes “alternatives” that ultimately advance its cause. This is the effect of a double process: over the past few decades, marketing strategies have managed to co-opt dissent and package rebellion as a consumer commodity at the same time as questions of poverty and inequality have been thoroughly depoliticized by the discourse of “development.” We will demonstrate the structural parallels between these two processes, both of which—as with Stewart and Obama—tend to mystify the coercive dimensions of American capitalism and foreclose possibilities for critique.

The only way Zizek’s alternative solves is through endless violence

Kirsch 8

(Adam, senior editor of the new republic, December, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/article/books/the-deadly-jester)

This ontology of revolution raises some questions. On several occasions, Žižek describes the "utopian" moment of revolution as "divine." In support of this notion he adduces Walter Benjamin on "divine violence." "The most obvious candidate for 'divine violence,'" he writes in Violence, "is the violent explosion of resentment which finds expression in a spectrum that ranges from mob lynchings to revolutionary terror." It is true that Benjamin did, in his worst moments, endorse revolutionary violence in these terms. But for Benjamin, who had a quasi-mystical temperament, the divine was at least a real metaphysical category: when he said divine, he meant divine. For Žižek, who sometimes employs religious tropes but certainly does not believe in religion, "divine" is just an honorific--a lofty way of justifying his call for human sacrifices. "In the revolutionary explosion as an Event," Žižek explains in In Defense of Lost Causes, "another utopian dimension shines through, the dimension of universal emancipation which, precisely, is the excess betrayed by the market reality which takes over 'the day after'--as such, this excess is not simply abolished, dismissed as irrelevant, but, as it were, transposed into the virtual realm." But if utopia is destined to remain virtual--if Robespierre is always followed by Bonaparte, and Lenin by Stalin--why should actual lives be sacrificed to it? Would it not be wiser to seek this "dimension," this "divinity," bloodlessly, outside politics, by means of the imagination? But what if it is not the utopia that appeals to Žižek, but the blood and the sacrifice? That is certainly the impression he gives with his strange misreading of Benjamin's most famous image. In Violence, Žižek cites the passage in Benjamin's "Theses on the Philosophy of History" that was inspired by Paul Klee's Angelus Novus: "This is how one pictures the angel of history. His face is turned toward the past. Where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one single catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage and hurls it in front of his feet. The angel would like to stay, awaken the dead, and make whole what has been smashed. But a storm is blowing in from Paradise; it has got caught in his wings with such a violence that the angel can no longer close them. The storm irresistibly propels him into the future to which his back is turned, while the pile of debris before him grows skyward. This storm is what we call progress." The moral sublimity of this image, which has made it a touchstone for so many postwar thinkers, lies in Benjamin's opposition between the violence of history and the ineffectual but tireless witness of the angel. Violence lies in the nature of things, but the angel, who is the always-imminent messiah, resists this nature absolutely: his one desire is to "make whole what has been smashed." Yet here is Žižek's response to Benjamin: "And what if divine violence is the wild intervention of this angel?" What if "from time to time he strikes back to restore the balance, to enact a revenge"? Benjamin's point could not be more completely traduced: if the angel struck back, he would no longer be the angel. He would have gone over to the side of the "progress" that kills. That is not Benjamin's side, but it is Žižek's. And in his recent writings, as the actual--or, in his Heideggerian terminology, the "ontic"--possibility of revolution recedes, its "ontological" importance has increased. No, the Revolution will not bring the millennium. As a historical science, Marxism is false. Divine violence "strikes from out of nowhere, a means without an end." And yet "one should nevertheless insist that there is no 'bad courage.'" The courage displayed in the Revolution is its own justification, it is the image of the utopia it cannot achieve. "The urge of the moment is the true utopia." Žižek is hardly the only leftist thinker who has believed in the renovating power of violence, but it is hard to think of another one for whom the revolution itself was the acte gratuite. For the revolutionary, Žižek instructs in In Defense of Violence, violence involves "the heroic assumption of the solitude of a sovereign decision." He becomes the "master" (Žižek's Hegelian term) because "he is not afraid to die, [he] is ready to risk everything." True, "democratic materialism furiously rejects" the "infinite universal Truth" that such a figure brings, but that is because "democracy as a rule cannot reach beyond pragmatic utilitarian inertia ... a leader is necessary to trigger the enthusiasm for a Cause." In sum, "without the Hero, there is no Event"--a formula from a video game that Žižek quotes with approval. He grants that "there is definitely something terrifying about this attitude--however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom." There is a name for the politics that glorifies risk, decision, and will; that yearns for the hero, the master, and the leader; that prefers death and the infinite to democracy and the pragmatic; that finds the only true freedom in the terror of violence. Its name is not communism. Its name is fascism, and in his most recent work Žižek has inarguably revealed himself as some sort of fascist. He admits as much in Violence, where he quotes the German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk on the "re-emerging Left-Fascist whispering at the borders of academia"--"where, I guess, I belong." There is no need to guess. Žižek endorses one after another of the practices and the values of fascism, but he obstinately denies the label. Is "mass choreography displaying disciplined movements of thousands of bodies," of the kind Leni Riefenstahl loved to photograph, fascist? No, Žižek insists, "it was Nazism that stole" such displays "from the workers' movement, their original creator." (He is willfully blind to the old and obvious conclusion that totalitarian form accepts content from the left and the right.) Is there something fascist about what Adorno long ago called the jargon of authenticity--"the notions of decision, repetition, assuming one's destiny ... mass discipline, sacrifice of the individual for the collective, and so forth"? No, again: "there is nothing 'inherently fascist'" in all that. Is the cult of martyrdom that surrounds Che Guevara a holdover from the death worship of reactionary Latin American Catholicism, as Paul Berman has argued? Perhaps, Žižek grants, "but--so what?" "To be clear and brutal to the end," he sums up, "there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering's reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a well-known Jew from deportation: 'In this city, I decide who is a Jew!'... In this city, it is we who decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency." 

The alternative epitomizes death and war – alt causes mass violence and genocide

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 123-124
As for Camus’s wonderful aphorism, “It is no sin to prefer happiness,” Žižek is not a fan. He finds death much more interesting, authentic, 

heroic, and meaningful than (mere bourgeois) life. Repeatedly, his gaze falls lovingly on death. Mao’s insouciance before the threat of nuclear war and Che Guevara’s willingness to risk nuclear war during the Cuban missile crisis are both praised. “There is definitely something terrifying about this attitude,” writes Žižek, “however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom.” Robespierre’s “sublime greatness,” he tells us, lies in the fact that he “is not afraid to die.” Robespierre is applauded because he viewed his own eventual death at the hands of the revolution as “nothing.” Comically, to my mind, Žižek invites his affluent and tenured readers to adopt the “proper attitude of a warrior towards death.” He praises the example set by a Zen priest, Yamamoto Jocho. “Every day without fail,” says Jocho, the warrior “should consider himself as dead. . . . This is not a matter of being careful. It is to consider oneself as dead beforehand.” Žižek praises those Japanese soldiers who, during the Second World War, performed their own funerals before they left for war. This “preemptive self-exclusion from the domain of the living” is not fascistic militarism. No, it is, rather, “constitutive of a radical revolutionary position.” Žižek likes to play the tough. In his essay “The Leninist Freedom,” he cheers Lenin’s death threats against the (social democratic and Marxist) Mensheviks who, in 1920, criticized the Bolshevik attacks on democracy. Lenin replied (in Žižek’s account), “Of course, gentlemen, you have the right to publish this critique—but, then, gentlemen, be so kind as to allow us to line you up against the wall and shoot you!” In this—and, I suspect, much else—Žižek is talking about matters he does not really understand. It was the resurgence of the Mensheviks in the spring of 1920 that lay behind Lenin’s thuggery. Their leader Julius Martov—a dedicated revolutionary since his Vilno days in 1893, and a better model for us, dare I suggest, than Zen priest Yamamoto Jocho—wrote that in early 1920, “wherever we [Mensheviks] could put up our candidate, regardless of the freedom to agitate, our candidates won.” In Moscow and Kharkov, Ekataterinoslav and Odessa, Kiev and Smolensk, the Mensheviks were winning seats to the Soviets, using the Constitution to challenge the Bolsheviks. Martov recorded that “here in the chemical factory they have put up Lenin against me as a candidate. I received 76 votes, he 8 (in an open vote).” And that’s why Lenin made his move. He smashed up the Printers Union, a bulwark of Menshevism, launched a frame-up of the Mensheviks as “Polish spies,” and arrested the majority of their leaders and activists. Soon enough they were in prison or exile. And this is the bloody lost cause Žižek wants to rehabilitate. (Žižek even calls for “the reactivation of one of the figures of all egalitarian-revolutionary terrors, the ‘informer’ who denounces the culprits to the authorities.”) Žižek is indulgent with intellectuals who flirted, or worse, with totalitarianism. Far from fearing the totalitarian temptation, Žižek urges us to embrace it as the “white intellectuals’ burden.” So he is keen to exculpate those who have done so. Heidegger, he declares, was great “not in spite of, but because of his Nazi engagement.” Michel Foucault’s support for the Iranian Islamists was a good thing because “what matters is not the miserable reality that followed the upheavals, the bloody confrontations, the new oppressive measures, and so on but the enthusiasm that the events in Iran stimulated in the external (Western) observer, confirming his hopes in the possibility of a new form of spiritualised political collective.” (In passing, note how badly Badiou’s fauxprofundity that “the time of the fidelity to an event is the future anterieur” turns out. It means never having to say you’re sorry, because [miserable] reality does not matter. Could political irresponsibility be more neatly justified?) In this spirit, Žižek praises Kant’s initial reaction to the French Revolution—that its crimes did not matter compared to the enthusiastic response its Idea was generating all over Europe. What he does not say is that when Kant realized that the revolutionary terror had killed some thousands he amended his position. Žižek, by contrast, knows of the millions dead, but he wants a do-over. 

Self-organization fails – the proletariat doesn’t want revolution or the opposition of capitalism

Theorie Communiste 2006 (Theorie Communiste is a revolutionary group in France, 2006, “Self-organisation is the first act of the revolution; it then becomes an obstacle which the revolution has to overcome” http://libcom.org/library/self-organisation-is-the-first-act-of-the-revolution-it-then-becomes-an-obstacle-which-the-revolution-has-to-overcome)//ctc

In France, when self-organisation becomes the dominant form of all struggles, starting with co-ordination between the railway-workers in 1986, it no longer represents a rupture with all the mediations by which the class is a class of the mode of production (a rupture liberating the class’ revolutionary nature); self-organisation loses its “revolutionary meaning”: the overgrowth2 between the self-organisation of the struggle and workers’ control of production and society. Self-organisation is nothing other than a radical form of syndicalism. Any struggle over immediate demands of any amplitude or intensity is now self-organised and autonomous; self-organisation and autonomy have become a simple moment of syndicalism (here we mean syndicalism as opposed to the formal existence of trade unions). If the organisms of struggle which the Spanish dockers adopted in the 1980s attempt to guarantee their survival and change form, it is because they were nothing other than organisms for the defence of the proletarian condition. Therein lies the continuity which explains the transition of the one into the other. The theoreticians of autonomy would have it that as such the “autonomous organs” invent communism by remaining what they are: organs of the struggle over immediate demands. As such their natural inclination is permanence and thus their “transformation”. In all the current discourses on autonomy, it is remarkable to observe that it is the revolution which has disappeared. What was until the beginning of the 1970s the very raison d’être of the discourse on autonomy, namely its revolutionary perspective, has become almost unspeakable. The defence and valorisation of autonomy becomes an end in itself and care is taken not to articulate a revolutionary perspective there - the Italian workerists were the last to do that. Now people are content to repeat that the existing autonomy isn’t the right one. But now it is the very capacity of the proletariat to find in its relation to capital the basis for constituting itself as an autonomous class and in a powerful workers’ movement which has disappeared. Autonomy and self-organisation represented a historical moment of the history of the class struggle and not formal modalities of action. In all the current approaches, autonomy designates any activity where proletarians coordinate directly to do something together, a sort of ahistorical and general form of action on the condition that it is independent of institutions. The historicisation and periodisation of the class struggle vanish. We can only speak of autonomy if the class is capable of relating to itself against capital and finding in this relation to itself the basis and the capacity for its affirmation as dominant class (which in any case could only produce the counter-revolution which rendered this affirmation impossible). Currently, anywhere that self-organisation and autonomy triumph, dissatisfaction with them is immediately manifested. Already in France in 1986, the co-ordination between railway workers provoked movements of great defiance, as did the attempt to constitute broader forms of co-ordination beyond the local collectives in 2003. Within the current triumphant self-organisation, it is what opposes it which prefigures the abolition of classes. It is not a question of a dissatisfaction with a “recuperated” autonomy, but with autonomy itself in the sense that it is no longer anything other than “recuperated” by its very nature. This nature, consisting of the liberation of the class following from its autonomous affirmation (having “broken” its capitalist social moorings), was the definition of the revolution in the previous cycle; it is now that through which self-organisation and autonomy exist and are consciously experienced as the limit of all current struggles. Everywhere, as soon as self-organisation is established (and currently you can hardly escape it), people are fed up with it; it weighs heavily on the movement. As soon as it is initiated, it “winds us up”, because it reminds us bluntly what we are and what we no longer want to be. It is here, within self-organisation, against it, that the struggle of the proletariat as a class produces its own existence as a class as a limit to be surpassed. Autonomy is only ever the liberation of the worker as worker. 

Capitalism will adapt by placating the proletariat and taking away incentive for revolution 

LaBarre 2012 (Polly is a bestselling author, agenda-setting writer, speaker, and television correspondent, June 13, 2012, “Changing Capitalism, One Organization at a Time” http://blogs.hbr.org/cs/2012/06/how_to_change_capitalism_-_one.html)//ctc
We're delighted to announce the winners of the Long-Term Capitalism Challenge, the third leg of the HBR/McKinsey M-Prize for Management Innovation. Reimagining capitalism for a new age and a new set of challenges is a sweeping undertaking. So it's not surprising that we received a striking diversity of entries from every kind of organization and from every corner of the world. That diversity is represented in the final ten winners, but so are a core set of themes that any aspiring long-term capitalist can learn from: Don't just launch an initiative, embed the ethos in the DNA of the organization. Several of the winning stories demonstrate the power of true management innovation because they go beyond a single initiative, product, service, or program to embed a new set of values (and a new approach to defining value) deeply into core management processes and mindsets. With its approach to "considered design," Nike has awakened its entire workforce to the ethos of "growth that's good for all" in their day-to-day behaviors and decisions. The athletic apparel giant has also engaged a broad base of partners (and competitors) in innovation toward that goal. Another global retail giant, The Coca-Cola Company, has been celebrated for its water stewardship initiative. Greg Koch tells the story of how plant managers around the world have absorbed their connection to the communities in which they do business, and work hard to earn the "social license" to operate. Natura Cosmeticos, the $3 billion Brazilian cosmetics company, was founded on the idea of "well-being" for all. Over the course of four decades, it has innovated relentlessly around that deeply felt sense of purpose, whether that means radical transparency (in both its advertising and reporting on its impacts); advancing an "integrated management model" in which environmental, social, and financial considerations are weighed equally in micro- and macro- decisions (executives are compensated based on their ability to honor the triple bottom line); becoming a true steward of the rich natural and human resources of the Amazon region from which it sources most of its raw materials; and developing a 1.4 million-strong army of advocates for this principled approach to business in its "consultoras" (direct sales agents). And Accenture Development Partnerships (ADP) moves beyond the service firm model of pro-bono volunteerism to pioneer an approach to enlisting business, government and civil society in tackling crucial (and formerly "unsolvable") problems together. Just as important, the ADP approach taps into a widespread hunger for meaningful impact among the next generation of workers with its clever approach to the "hybrid career," in which the most ambitious individuals develop "core" capabilities and in-depth experience in managing big projects and solving problems in developing economies around the world. It's not enough to change one company. It's crucial to advance the entire ecosystem. In his winning hack, Heerad Sabeti makes a powerful case for the concerted cultivation of a "fourth sector" of the economy (alongside the public, private and social sector) to give "for benefit" firms equal billing as vehicles of value creation alongside for-profit firms. Already emerging, a healthy fourth sector ecosystem will require a radical rethink of everything from education and management theory to public policy to legal structures to reporting standards, and the cooperation of leaders, entrepreneurs, and individual citizen-consumers alike. Similarly, Ashoka's "hybrid value chain" further defines the operating framework for citizen and private sector collaboration to solve large-scale problems neither could solve on their own, and to redefine value once-and-for-all as the interlinked creation of wealth and sustainable social benefit. Both entries offer up powerfully practical pathways for leaders at all levels to play a part in advancing progress for all. We're all in this together. The challenge winners make a virtue of the inescapable reality of our interdependence — with our closest neighbors, far-away actors, and the natural environment. That's the spirit behind the story of Sustainable Harvest and it's approach to "relationship coffee." The organization has turned a conflict-ridden, zero-sum game — coffee importation — into a collaborative community of stakeholders. They've created a big tent (literally — their annual "Let's Talk Coffee" event is a Lollapalooza of smallholder farmers, NGOs, and even competitors) for developing human, trusting relationships and advancing transparency at every opportunity. In their hack on "quantifying well-being," Paul Herman and co-authors draw investors, advisors, and the financial community into that tent. They offer up a powerful reframing of the metrics from, as judge Dov Seidman put it, "how much" to "how." And they push both investors and leaders to generate human impact and profit simultaneously, by considering the dimensions of "health, wealth, earth, equality, and trust," as interlocking pieces of the same puzzle. As a $17 billion, 83,000-person network of 258 cooperatively-owned businesses, subsidiares and affiliated organisations, the Mondragon Corporation is the antithesis of the monolithic, go-it-alone enterprise at the center of so much economic activity. Founded in the 1950s in the Basque region of northern Spain to combat widespread unemployment, inequity, and poverty, Mondragon has advanced the principles and practice of employee ownership, democratic organization, participatory management, and human values to build the ultimate competitive and caring organization. Their case study is a blueprint for building a cellular, social organization. If the winners of the Long-Term Capitalism Challenge teach us anything, it's that the future will be shaped (and led) by people with what philosopher and reformer John Dewey called "audacity of imagination." Individuals and organizations who not only see a new way to win in their industry or area of endeavor, but whose greatest ambition is to win precisely by figuring out a way for everybody to win. 

Transportation Solves Cap

Transportation inevitably leads to the demise of capitalism

Žižek 2009 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, New Left Review 57, May-June 2009, “How to Begin at the Beginning” http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning)//ctc
It is not enough to remain faithful to the communist hypothesis: one has to locate antagonisms within historical reality which make it a practical urgency. The only true question today is: does global capitalism contain antagonisms strong enough to prevent its indefinite reproduction? Four possible antagonisms present themselves: the looming threat of ecological catastrophe; the inappropriateness of private property for so-called intellectual property; the socio-ethical implications of new techno-scientific developments, especially in biogenetics; and last, but not least, new forms of social apartheid—new walls and slums. We should note that there is a qualitative difference between the last feature, the gap that separates the excluded from the included, and the other three, which designate the domains of what Hardt and Negri call ‘commons’—the shared substance of our social being, whose privatization is a violent act which should be resisted by force, if necessary. First, there are the commons of culture, the immediately socialized forms of cognitive capital: primarily language, our means of communication and education, but also shared infrastructure such as public transport, electricity, post, etc. If Bill Gates were allowed a monopoly, we would have reached the absurd situation in which a private individual would have owned the software tissue of our basic network of communication. Second, there are the commons of external nature, threatened by pollution and exploitation—from oil to forests and the natural habitat itself—and, third, the commons of internal nature, the biogenetic inheritance of humanity. What all of these struggles share is an awareness of the destructive potential—up to the self-annihilation of humanity itself—in allowing the capitalist logic of enclosing these commons a free run. It is this reference to ‘commons’ which allows the resuscitation of the notion of communism: it enables us to see their progressive enclosure as a process of proletarianization of those who are thereby excluded from their own substance; a process that also points towards exploitation. The task today is to renew the political economy of exploitation—for instance, that of anonymous ‘knowledge workers’ by their companies. It is, however, only the fourth antagonism, the reference to the excluded, that justifies the term communism. There is nothing more private than a state community which perceives the excluded as a threat and worries how to keep them at a proper distance. In other words, in the series of the four antagonisms, the one between the included and the excluded is the crucial one: without it, all the others lose their subversive edge. Ecology turns into a problem of sustainable development, intellectual property into a complex legal challenge, biogenetics into an ethical issue. One can sincerely fight for the environment, defend a broader notion of intellectual property, oppose the copyrighting of genes, without confronting the antagonism between the included and the excluded. Even more, one can formulate some of these struggles in terms of the included threatened by the polluting excluded. In this way, we get no true universality, only ‘private’ concerns in the Kantian sense. Corporations such as Whole Foods and Starbucks continue to enjoy favour among liberals even though they both engage in anti-union activities; the trick is that they sell products with a progressive spin: coffee made with beans bought at ‘fair-trade’ prices, expensive hybrid vehicles, etc. In short, without the antagonism between the included and the excluded, we may find ourselves in a world in which Bill Gates is the greatest humanitarian, fighting poverty and disease, and Rupert Murdoch the greatest environmentalist, mobilizing hundreds of millions through his media empire. What one should add here, moving beyond Kant, is that there are social groups which, on account of their lack of a determinate place in the ‘private’ order of social hierarchy, stand directly for universality: they are what Jacques Rancière calls the ‘part of no part’ of the social body. All truly emancipatory politics is generated by the short-circuit between the universality of the public use of reason and the universality of the ‘part of no part’. This was already the communist dream of the young Marx—to bring together the universality of philosophy with the universality of the proletariat. From Ancient Greece, we have a name for the intrusion of the excluded into the socio-political space: democracy.

Cap Sustainable

The Aff promotes a market of consumer goods that removes human desire for alterations of the status quo ensuring Capitalism’s survival

Johnston ‘4, Ph.D. @State University of New York; assistant professor in psychology; fellow of psychoanalysis @ Emory (Arian, “The Cynic’s Fetish: Slavoj Zizek And The Dynamics Of Belief” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society Vol. 9 Issue 3 2004 Proquest pg. 266-267 proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=6&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=750350871&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340383759&clientId=17822)//JES

According to the Lacanian conception of the libidinal economy, what makes the pleasures of desire tolerable for the subject is that they always appear, as partial and incomplete, against the backdrop of ‘‘something more’’ (i.e., Lacan’s ‘‘surplus jouissance’’ as the ever-receding horizon of more enjoyment yet-tocome; see Lacan, 1998, pp 111–112; 2002, p 305, 309). The flip side of this is that if the individual ever knowingly reached the point of absolute, complete, and full enjoyment, he/she would be traumatized and crushed. Zizek himself demonstrates that capitalist consumption works in this very fashion. As a purely quantitative entity, one can always have more money: the capitalist version of what Lacan identifies as fantasies concerning the ‘‘jouissance of the Other’’ is the tendency to constantly compare one’s wealth to that of always-wealthier others. Similarly, the multiplication of superfluous consumer goods and the carefully planned technological obsolescence of various products guarantees that one will always have more things to acquire, that one will always be missing something or other – one’s lack is perpetually reinstated in and by the big Other of the marketplace. From a Lacanian standpoint, part of capitalism’s strength (in particular, the appeal of its ideology) resides in its artful mimicry, at the level of a collective system supported by a constellation of massdisseminated fantasies, of a logic operating at the level of the singular subject’s psychical constitution itself. Marx’s image of capitalism as a ‘‘vampire’’ is thus quite apt (Marx, 1906, p 257). It therefore shouldn’t come as a surprise that Zizek’s Christian turn coincides with the occurrence of some of his oddsounding references to Stalinist Marxism (nothing wards off vampires better than a crucifix) – paraphrasing the late Heidegger, ‘‘only a revolutionary god can save us now.’’ Simply put, it would seemingly take nothing less than the divine intervention of a miracle to defeat such a cunning and powerful adversary. Consequently, Zizek is frequently criticized for being a covert conservative hiding behind a false facade of fiery Marxist bluster. Judith Butler blames his Lacanianism for this, arguing that Lacan’s ahistorical transcendentalism (i.e., his portrayal of, for instance, symbolically ‘‘castrated’’ desire and the ‘‘bedrock of the Real’’ as timelessly invariant features of human libidinal nature) leads anyone accepting it to pessimistically deride the prospects for sweeping social, cultural, and political changes. She charges Zizek with having fallen prey to Lacan’s ostensibly premature, unjustified treatment of transitory aspects of historically mediated phenomena as universal, necessary components of subjectivity. As a result, Butler insinuates that Zizek is rendered unable to imagine certain transformative possibilities foreclosed by the various hasty reifications for which Lacan is evidently responsible (Butler, 1993, pp 195–196, 198–199, 206; 2000, pp 152–153). Likewise, Peter Dews maintains that Zizek’s underlying philosophical convictions make embracing conservatism unavoidable, regardless of Zizek’s impassioned protests to the contrary (Dews, 1995, p 252; 1999, p 22). Zizek appears to waver in response to such attacks. His earlier work advocates reading Lacan as a transcendental philosopher of sorts (Zizek, 1993, p 3). However, by the end of the 1990s, he repudiates this position as untenable (Zizek, 1999c, pp 276–277), despite the fact that loaded terms such as ‘‘transcendental’’ and ‘‘inherent’’ continue to surface in the recent writings as well. One of the reasons he gives for this change of mind is that ‘‘transcendentalizing’’ Lacan is tantamount to, as he puts it, a ‘‘celebration of failure’’ (Zizek, 2002b, p xii). That is to say, elevating aspects of the Lacanian theory of the libidinal economy to the status of universal apriori conditions affecting any and every possible human reality risks encouraging a resigned conservatism as a sense either that nothing really can be changed in any fundamentally ‘‘revolutionary’’ way or that there’s no point in trying because people are condemned to lives of dissatisfaction anyway. The problem here is that Zizek concedes too much to critics such as Butler, and, in so doing, inadvertently endorses an erroneous assumption. The Lacanian motif of the human libidinal economy as being structured in response to an irreducible ‘‘lack,’’ ‘‘failure,’’ and/or ‘‘emptiness’’ by no means automatically entails inaction or cynicism apropos of prospects concerning concrete socio-political changes. In fact, quite the opposite is the case: what Freud designates as ‘‘discontent in civilization’’ (and what Lacan traces back to a ‘‘discontent prior to civilization’’ as something inherent to human desire) is precisely one of the driving motors compelling human beings to perpetually modify their status quo. One of the reasons why people don’t remain passively riveted to an indefinitely enduring configuration of collective life is that a certain libidinal ‘‘restlessness’’ (perhaps capable of being described, in Lacanian parlance, as an insatiable thirst for a socio-politically defined ‘‘surplus jouissance’’) always promises to agitate at least some people into striving towards the achievement of various alterations of their present circumstances. If desire didn’t work this way, if total and complete satisfaction (qua full, absolute jouissance) were indeed capable of being achieved in either fantasy or reality, then the evolution of social, political, and economic structures would grind to a screeching halt at a certain point; there really would be an ‘‘end of history’’ in the Hegelian sense. One shouldn’t be misled by the negative connotations and undertones of Lacan’s language – the dysfunctionality of the libidinal economy is essential to the very existence and functionality of those transformative forces bringing themselves to bear upon the political economy. Capitalism’s increasing effectiveness at silencing calls for change is due to its having hijacked this insatiable restlessness by subliminatorily channeling it into a domain of evermultiplying, superfluous consumer wants, by turning the lack in/of desire from a socially destabilizing factor into the very engine of market-mediated consumption (an insidious Aufhebung already foreseen by Hegel in 1821). Whether or not this manipulative trick can be reversed is an open question. In the first volume of Capital, Marx remarks that, ‘‘commodities are in love with money’’ (Marx, 1906, p 121). Taking into account Zizek’s psychoanalytic theses on the necessity of fetishism in human reality, can the deeply entrenched love triangle between the fetishistic subject (i.e., what Zizek indicates is the only sane sort of subjectivity in late-capitalist conditions), his/her particular fetish-objects (i.e., specific commodities fixated upon by individuals), and money as the general medium for all possible fetish-objects (i.e., as the universal commodity fetish) be broken up? Or, is this a folie a` trois whose mutual symbiotic stability will continue to prove resistant against attempts at disruption?
States Reform Good

The alternative abandons patriotic reforms within the state, making actual change impossible

Churchill 08

(David,Ph.D., University of Chicago, Director, University of Manitoba Institute for the Humanities, “Spectres of Anti-communism: Richard Rorty and Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, Canadian Review of American Studies, Volume 38, Number 2, 2008//HH)

Briefly put, Rorty argues that the political culture of the anti-war movement, of Black Power and of certain groups within the New Left and counterculture did lethal damage to the long tradition of left/liberal reform in the United States. More precisely, the critiques of the United States developed by key figures in these movements (critiques that called the United States ‘‘imperialist,’’ ‘‘racist,’’ ‘‘authoritarian’’ and ‘‘criminal’’) went beyond the boundary of traditional left/liberal critiques. In Rorty’s view, the reformers of the past had advocated visions of social and political change from a patriotic position, one that celebrated the history of the United States and embraced the legacy of Jefferson, Lincoln, Whitman, John Dewey and many others. These people, he argues, shared the conviction that the United States was a great experiment of political change and social promise. The rupture in this genealogy comes with intellectuals, activists and protestors who exhibit no love of country, and who see the United States as a malevolent power in the world rather than as a model for a more equitable civil society. In developing his critique, Rorty seeks a settling of some of the older debates that have preoccupied the Left in the post-war decades. He argues, for example, ‘‘we should drop the term ‘Old Left’ as a name for the Americans who called themselves ‘socialists’ between 1945 and 1965.’’ Instead, Rorty seeks a broader, more inclusive mantle, that of the ‘‘Reformist Left,’’ a name that encompasses a much longer tradition of social reform. In dispensing with the term ‘‘Old Left,’’ Rorty signals his desire to flatten out the vast differences in politics, tactics and ideology among figures such as President Woodrow Wilson, Eugene Debbs, Michael Harrington and (one can only surmise) Emma Goldman. All these individuals could, according to Rorty, be seen as at least ‘‘part-time leftists.’’ He writes, ‘‘My Term ‘reformist Left’ is intended to cover most of the people who were feared and hated by the Right, and thereby to smudge the line which the Marxists tried to draw between left and liberals’’ (Achieving 44). The careful distinctions scholars and activists have drawn among the vast array of leftist and radical political actors are, in Rorty’s view, of little long-term significance. What is of greater importance, he argues, is that future historians will see these political actors as advocates for political change, equality and what Rorty calls the ‘‘cause of social justice’’ (45). Rorty’s criticism of the New Left is a recapitulation of one of the dominant historical narratives of the 1960s, commonly termed the ‘‘declension thesis.’’ This interpretation, advanced by former activists and scholars such as Todd Gitlin and James Miller, argues that the promise of the early 1960s was shattered by the politics of identity, particularly those of race, gender and sexuality.1 In other words, the 1960s began with hopes and promises that were, by its end, destroyed by radical sectarianism, factionalism and a romantic view of violence. Rorty is deeply troubled by the Left that emerged in the wake of Vietnam and by the cultural conflicts of the period. He characterizes this Left, or what he calls the ‘‘Cultural Left,’’ as having abandoned political economy for a focus on language, representation and identity. It has produced, in his view, a politics dominated by literature professors rather than trade unions or anti-poverty activists. Such a cultural politics, he argues, is too often focused on victimization on the social injury of ‘‘stigma,’’ rather than on the concerns of the traditional Left—class and economics. The cultural Left thus represents a politics that is less important and less relevant to the everyday lives of Americans, particularly those who are most vulnerable and in greatest need of help. According to Rorty, the cultural Left, fostered in the 1960s, became obsessed with notions of representation, position and identity and thus has been woefully ill equipped to provide a genuine political alternative.

AT- Revolution

Violence is bad and distinctly different from the aggression that’s a part of every-day life – justifies further violence
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 62-63, CH)
It is essential to define violence in such a way that it cannot be qualified as "good." The moment we claim to be able to distinguish "good" violence from "bad," we lose the proper use of the word, and get into a muddle. Above all, as soon as we claim to be developing criteria by which to define a supposedly "good" violence, each of us will find it easy to make use of these in order to justify our own acts of violence. How can one wholly repudiate violence when struggle and aggression are part of life? The easy way out is the terminological distinction between the "aggression" mat effectively amounts to a "life-force" and the "vio​lence" that is a "death-force": "violence," here, is not aggression as such, but its excess, which disturbs the normal run of things by desiring always more and more. The task becomes to get rid of this excess. Desiring property and power is legitimate insofar as it enables an individual to achieve independence from others. Adversaries in a conflict, however, each have a natural tendency always to demand more. Nothing is enough for them, and they are never satisfied. They do not know how to stop themselves; they know no limits. Desire demands more, much more, than need. "There is always a sense of limitlessness in desire,"21 wrote the French religious thinker Simone Weil. To begin with, individuals seek power so as not to be dominated by others. But if they are not careful, they can soon find themselves overstepping the limit beyond which they are actually seeking to dominate others. Rivalry be​tween human beings can only be surmounted when each individual puts a limit on his or her own desires. "Limited desires," notes Weil, "are in harmony with the World; desires that contain the infinite are not."22
Abolition of power relations is paradoxical – it makes revolution impossible

Žižek 2004 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, 2004 “From Politics to Biopolitics . . . and Back,” Project Muse)//ctc

This is the sense in which one should render problematic democracy: Why should the Left always and unconditionally respect the formal democratic ‘‘rules of the game’’? Why should it not, in some circumstances, at least, put in question the legitimacy of the outcome of a formal democratic procedure? All democratic leftists venerate Rosa Luxembourg’s famous ‘‘Freedom is freedom for those who think differently.’’ Perhaps, the time has come to shift the accent from ‘‘differently’’ to ‘‘think’’: ‘‘Freedom is freedom for those who think differently’’—only for those who really think, even if differently, not for those who just blindly (unthinkingly) act out their opinions. In his famous short poem ‘‘The Solution’’ from 1953 (published in 1956), Bertolt Brecht mocks the arrogance of the Communist nomenklatura when faced with the workers’ revolt: After the uprising of the 17th June The Secretary of the Writers Union Had leaflets distributed in the Stalinallee Stating that the people Had forfeited the confidence of the government And could win it back only By redoubled efforts. Would it not be easier In that case for the government To dissolve the people and elect another?5 However, this poem is not only politically opportunistic, the obverse of his letter of solidarity with the East German Communist regime published in Neues Deutschland—to put it brutally, Brecht wanted to cover both his flanks, to profess his support for the regime as well as to hint at his solidarity with the workers, so that whoever wins, he will be on the winning side— but also simply wrong in the theoretico-political sense: one should bravely admit that it effectively is a duty—the duty even—of a revolutionary party to ‘‘dissolve the people and elect another,’’ that is, to bring about the transubstantiation of the ‘‘old’’ opportunistic people (the inert ‘‘crowd’’) into a revolutionary body aware of its historical task. Far from being an easy task, to ‘‘dissolve the people and elect another’’ is the most difficult of them all. What this means is that one should gather the courage to question radically today’s predominant attitude of antiauthoritarian tolerance. It was, surprisingly, Bernard Williams who, in his perspicuous reading of David Mamet’s Oleanna, outlined the limits of this attitude: A complaint constantly made by the female character is that she has made sacrifices to come to college, in order to learn something, to be told things that she did not know, but that she has been offered only a feeble permissiveness. She complains that her teacher . . . does not control or direct her enough: he does not tell her what to believe, or even, perhaps, what to ask. He does not exercise authority. At the same time, she complains that he exercises power over her. This might seem to be a muddle on her part, or the playwright’s, but it is not. The male character has power over her (he can decide what grade she gets), but just because he lacks authority, this power is mere power, in part gender power.6 Power appears (is experienced) ‘‘as such’’ at the very point where it is no longer covered by ‘‘authority.’’ There are, however, further complications to Williams’s view. First, ‘‘authority’’ is not simply a direct property of the master figure, but an effect of the social relationship between the master and his subjects: even if the master remains the same, it may happen, because of the change in the sociosymbolic field, that his position is no longer perceived as legitimate authority, but as mere illegitimate power (is such a shift not the most elementary gesture of feminism: male authority is all of a sudden unmasked as mere power?). The lesson of all revolutions from 1789 to 1989 is that such a disintegration of authority, its transformation into arbitrary power, always precedes the revolutionary outbreak. Where Williams is right is in his emphasis on how the very permissiveness of the power-figure, its restraining from exercising authority by directing, controlling, his subject, enables authority appears as illegitimate power. Therein resides the vicious cycle of today’s academia: the more professors renounce ‘‘authoritarian’’ active teaching, imposing knowledge and values, the more they are experienced as figures of power. And, as every parent knows, the same goes for parental education: a father who exerts true transferential authority will never be experienced as ‘‘oppressive’’—it is, on the contrary, a father who tries to be permissive, who does not want to impose on his children his views and values, but allows them to discover their own way, that is denounced as exerting power, as being ‘‘oppressive.’’ The paradox to be fully endorsed here is that the only way to effectively abolish power relations leads through freely accepted relations of authority: the model of a free collective is not a group of libertines indulging in their pleasures, but the extremely disciplined revolutionary collective. The injunction that holds together such a collective is best encapsulated by the logical form of double negation (prohibition), which, precisely, is not the same as the direct positive assertion. Toward the end of Brecht’s Die Massnahme, the Four Agitators declare: It is a terrible thing to kill. But not only others would we kill, but ourselves too if need be Since only force can alter this Murderous world, as Every living creature knows. It is still, we said Not given to us not to kill.7 

Even if the alt solves, the violence associated with the revolution means the alternative isn’t desirable

Finlay 6

Christopher J., Research Fellow, UCD Geary Institute & Dublin European Institute (UCD School of Politics and International Relations)January 11, 2009 “Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity, Marx to Žižek” http://irserver.ucd.ie/dspace/bitstream/10197/1814/1/GearyWp200601.pdf
The second distinctive characteristic of this kind of theory is that it supposes that through radical alienation from bourgeois (in Fanon’s case, European) culture and ideology, the consciousness of the revolutionary class is rendered capable of creating new values for a new social order. This constitutes something of a blank cheque for the commission of violence. Sorel’s catastrophic final battle takes place in the context of a proletarian transvaluation of all values. Lukács and Benjamin both rely on the final revolution to generate a future whose freedom from the violence of oppression permits the commission of tactical murder in its name. Fanon’s colonial subjects view revolutionary praxis through a Manichean opposition in which ‘[t]ruth is that which hurries on the break-up of the colonialist regime [and] promotes the emergence of the nation; it is all that protects the natives, and ruins the foreigners […] and the good is quite simply that which is evil for them.’96 Žižek, finally, sees the authenticity of revolutionary subjectivity as something which cannot be judged by any external standards but which is, instead, somehow independently self-evident. The ideological views and practical impulses of the revolutionary class, including its violence, are validated in all three cases while all other perspectives are regarded as incapable of meaningful criticism. As a result of both features, the great danger of the second kind of theory is that it therefore presents no limits to violence 
egitimized by its origins in the consciousness of the revolutionary class and justified by its relation to the ends of revolution. This means, in effect, that anything the proletariat (or its political leadership) decides to do as part of its struggle – however violent and indiscriminate it may appear – is validated in advance. 

AT- Paris Riots Example
Zizek fails in his description of the riots in Paris – he disempowers the movement
Butler and Stephens 06 - Associate Professor in Art History at the University of Queensland, Professor of Art and Chair of the Department of Art at the University of Montevallo (Rex and Scott, "Play Fuckin' Loud: Zizek versus the Left," The Symptom, online journal on Lacan.com, 2006, http://www.lacan.com/symptom7_articles/butler.html, CH)
To the argument contained in these passages, Dean begins by admitting: “I doubt that anyone would mistake me for a critic of Zizek. More likely, I go too far in the other direction, excusing, trying to explain all sorts of ridiculous statements and repetitions. This time, though, I’ve had enough” – and who cannot recognise in this the wounded tone of one whose master has disappointed them, whose love has turned to hate? More specifically, do we not have here something of what drove Dylan’s erstwhile supporters to yell out “Judas!” at him? Dean then goes on to detail her objections to Zizek on the Paris riots. The first is: “Zizek resorts to whining and blame, to finger pointing. He fails completely to acknowledge Left failures [we suppose those of the previous Mitterand governments]. More importantly, he fails even to articulate anything positive. His position is completely politically disempowering, mired in the situation”. The second, in part, is: “Zizek stands by, again whining about the failure of the rioters to articulate a positive vision. But since when was that something anyone expected of rioters? The very suggestion is false and shallow, displacing any kind of responsibility for articulating the violence, politicising the violence, seeing it as a symptom, as a universal… The failure here is Zizek’s failure. Who if not Left intellectuals should at least attempt to provide meaning and vision? For all of Zizek’s adoration of Lenin, of a Lenin able to seize the moment, do the impossible, present a vision that everyone else rejected, Zizek remains, here at least, unable to take any sort of necessary conceptual risk”. The third, finally, is: “[Zizek] justifies this failure in terms of the duty of philosophy. Please. Zizek is clearly more than a philosopher. He presents himself as a radical public intellectual. His popular writing has the character of at least an attempt at intervention. Yet, he fails on this score, again not measuring up even to garden variety liberals, multiculturalists and supporters of the welfare state”.
Perm

Perm Solves – Zizek concludes the Plan’s triumph in capitalism makes it vulnerable to resistance from within

Cupples ’12, Honors Bachelors @ Bradford; Masters @ Newcastle upon Tyne; PhD @ Canterbury (Julie, “Biopolitics, Climate Change and Capitalism” Biopolitics, Climate Change and Capitalism Volume 44 Issue 1 pg. 10 January 2012 ArticlePlus http://www.lib.umich.edu/articles/details/FETCH-LOGICAL-c1614- ad4781511f1c37544e911f870743fd428dcfa0a369317f6aa55e6d1f03ed09ae5)//JES
One of the key ideas expressed in Hardt and Negri’s (2000) controversial assessment of the global economy under current conditions of globalization is that the contemporary global configuration, which they call Empire, operates on the plane of immanence. For Hardt and Negri, there is no transcendent centre to Empire from which power is exerted. Empire is rather understood in Deleuzoguattarian fashion as “a decentred and deterritorialized apparatus of rule that progressively incorporates the entire global realm within its open expanding frontiers” (2000:xii). There is then no “outside” to Empire, everything is subsumed within its biopolitical grasp. Rather than seeing the nonexistence of transcendence as disempowering, Hardt and Negri believe that global capitalism contains the seeds of its own destruction. So while Empire contains oppressive and exploitative elements, it is a process which must continue because it is creating the conditions of possibility for the generation of a new social and economic order. Resistance to Empire comes then from within, from a multiple, hybrid, self-organizing, passionate and agentic entity they term the multitude, whose actions work to simultaneously constitute Empire and bring about its demise. So while globalization might be irrepressible and unstoppable, it is the triumph of global capitalism that makes it more vulnerable than ever (Zizek 2001).

Third Way Permutation
Perm do both—the systems of oppression in the status quo are too ingrained in American society to eliminate, only working for reform has a hope to solve

Wilson 2k

(John; coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project; How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pg. 14-17//HH)

Capitalism is far too ingrained in American life to eliminate. If you go into the most impoverished areas of America, you will find that the people who live there are not seeking government control over factories or even more social welfare programs; they're hoping, usually in vain, for a fair chance to share in the capitalist wealth. The poor do not pray for socialism-they strive to be a part of the capitalist system. They want jobs, they want to start businesses, and they want to make money and be successful.  What's wrong with America is not capitalism as a system but capitalism as a religion. We worship the accumulation of wealth and treat the horrible inequality between rich and poor as if it were an act of God. Worst of all, we allow the government to exacerbate the financial divide by favoring the wealthy: go anywhere in America, and compare a rich suburb with a poor town-the city services, schools, parks, and practically everything else will be better financed in the place populated by rich people.  The aim is not to overthrow capitalism but to overhaul it.  Give it a social-justice tune-up, make it more efficient, get the economic engine to hit on all cylinders for everybody, and stop putting out so many environmentally hazardous substances.  To some people, this goal means selling out leftist ideals for the sake of capitalism. But the right thrives on having an ineffective opposition. The Revolutionary Communist Party helps stabilize the "free market" capitalist system by making it seem as if the only alternative to free-market capitalism is a return to Stalinism. Prospective activists for change are instead channeled into pointless discussions about the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. Instead of working to persuade people to accept progressive ideas, the far left talks to itself (which may be a blessing, given the way it communicates) and tries to sell copies of the Socialist Worker to an uninterested public. 

Status quo proves why your alternative can’t solve—separating institutionalized politics from social movements never succeeds, try or die for the permutation

Zizek 02

(Slavoj, Revolution at the Gates, pg. 300-301//HH)

The promise of the “Seattle” movement lies in the fact that it is the very opposite of its usual media designation (the “anti-globalization protest”): it is the first kernel of a new global movement, global with regard to its content (it aims at a global confrontation with today’s capitalism) as well as its form (it is a global movement, a mobile international network ready to intervene anywhere from Seattle to Prague). It is more global than “global capitalism”, since it brings into the game its victims — that is, those who are excluded from capitalist globalization, as well as those who are included in a way which reduces them to proletarian misery.193 Perhaps I should take the risk here of applying Hegel’s old distinction between “abstract” and “concrete” universality: capitalist globalization is “abstract”, focused on the speculative movement of Capital; whereas the “Seattle” movement stands for “concrete universality”, both for the totality of global capitalism and for its excluded dark side. The reality of capitalist globalization is best exemplified by the victory in June 2001 of the Russian nuclear lobby, which forced the parliament’s decision that Russia would import nuclear waste from developed Western countries. Here, Lenin’s reproach to liberals is crucial: they merely exploit the working classes’ discontent to strengthen their position vis-à-vis the conser¬vatives, instead of identifying with it to the end.194 Is this not also true of today’s Left liberals? They like to evoke racism, ecology, workers’ griev¬ances, and so on, to score points over the conservatives — without endanger¬ing the system. Remember how, in Seattle, Bill Clinton himself deftly referred to the protesters on the streets outside, reminding the assembled leaders inside the guarded palaces that they should listen to the demon¬strators’ message (the message which, of course, Clinton interpreted, depriv¬ing it of its subversive sting, which he attributed to the dangerous extremists introducing chaos and violence into the majority of peaceful protesters). This Clintonesque stance later developed into an elaborate “carrot-and--stick” strategy of containment: on the one hand, paranoia (the notion that there is a dark Marxist plot lurking behind it); on the other hand, in Genoa, none other than Berlusconi provided food and shelter for the anti-globali¬zation demonstrators — on condition that they “behaved properly”, and did not disturb the official event. It is the same with all New Social Movements, up to the Zapatistas in Chiapas: establishment is always ready to “listen to their demands”, depriving them of their proper political sting. The system is by definition ecumenical, open, tolerant, ready to “listen” to all — even if you insist on your demands, they are deprived of their universal political sting by the very form of negotiation. The true Third Way we have to look for is this third way between institutionalized parliamentary politics and the New Social Movements.

AT: Slum Link

Empirically, transportation infrastructure has emancipated the people of the slums; means there’s only a risk of a link turn

Wachs and Taylor 98

(Martin, Brian; Can Transportation Strategies Help Meet the Welfare Challenge?; Journal of the American Planning Association//HH)

Outside of New York City or the central parts of a few other large cities, the automobile is absolutely essential for most workers, and most poor people drive to work. In 1990, over 75 percent ofworkers with annual incomes below $10,000 drove to work (Pisarski 1996). One solution, then, would be to make i t easier for current welfare recipients and other very low- income people to have cars. Owning a car clearly en- hances employment prospects. In a study of California welfare beneficiaries, for example, Ong (1996) found that, among AFDC recipients who had access to reli- able cars, 37 percent had worked “within t h e last five weeks,” b u t only 23 percent of those without access t o cars had worked. In addition, those who had cars worked more than ninety hours per mo n t h and re- ceived a n average wage of $6.41 per hour; b u t carless welfare recipients who worked did so for only 65 hours per month, at an average hourly wage of $5.74. There are several ways in which car ownership ap- peals as a way to improve linkages between residences and jobs. Cars allow welfare recipients to investigate job opportunities i n numbers far beyond the small proportion of all jobs tha t happen to be located near transit stops, and allow them t o consider working at hours of the day or night when transit service is sparse or travel by transit is dangerous. In addition, commut- ing to work in a car is almost always faster than doing so by transit (twice as fast o n average), and substan- tially increases the trip’s safety and comfort. One may have a car primarily to get to work, b u t i t broadens choices in many other realms as well. Car ownership allows more flexibility in child care arrangements, and parents can shop o n their way t o or from work. Access to medical care, and to social and recreational oppor- tunities improves as well. Unfortunately, though, American policy makers think i t inappropriate to help low-income people be- come car owners. In fact, car ownership is often cited as a n obvious abuse of welfare benefits. Federal regula- tions prevent AFDC benefits to individuals who own cars having market values above $1,500. In addition to the costs of purchase and maintenance, the costs of fuel and insurance are significant barriers to car own- ership among the poor. In many states, efforts to crack down o n uninsured motorists reduce the probability t h a t welfare recipients will own cars. Even though car ownership could bring many social and economic benefits to carless households, and even though many upper-income households own three or more cars, proposals to help poor people become car owners are often criticized o n the grounds tha t they would contribute to air pollution and urban traffic con- gestion. Another strategy to link welfare recipients with jobs would be to improve public transportation sys- tems. Many transit advocates have seized upon the possibility t h a t welfare reform might justify a sub- stantial increase in public spending for transit, and t h a t transit might demonstrate its social utility by contributing to the solution of a major social prob- lem. People with low incomes and relatively low like- lihood of access to cars are transit’s best customers, and improving public transit service would improve their access to employment. But public transit is in deep trouble in the United States. Despite substantial public subsidy, productivity continues to decline, and ridership is flat or declining in most metropolitan areas. In general, new suburban transit services have done a n especially poor job of attracting riders. Tradi- tional fixed-route transit works best when connecting dense residential concentrations with dense concen- trations of employment; but , as we noted earlier, densely developed central cities comprise a decreasing proportion of the metropolitan landscape. It is ex- tremely difficult to serve suburban job sites cost effec- tively with traditional public transit. This decreasing accessibility of employment sites via public transit is one of the principal causes of both the decline in pub- lic transit and the employment difficulties of inner city workers. Recent investments in new public transit routes have most often involved light and heavy rail routes, a n d express buses from residential suburbs to downtown. Frequent service is offered inbound to the central city in t h e morning, and o u t b o u n d to the sub- urbs in the afternoon. These services have improved the transit links between suburban, middle-class, resi- dential communities a n d downtown, white-collar em- ployment zones, b u t they have n o t served inner city workers seeking suburban employment. Although there clearly would be some benefit from improving “reverse commute” rapid transit service, job sites are rarely concentrated a round suburban transit stations. Even when suburban jobs are concentrated in office or industrial parks, large parking lots and sprawling, campus-style layouts are difficult t o reach by transit without time-consuming transfers. 

Rejection Fails
People will choose capitalism over the unknown when given the choice

Johnston ‘4, Ph.D. @State University of New York; assistant professor in psychology; fellow of psychoanalysis @ Emory (Arian, “The Cynic’s Fetish: Slavoj Zizek And The Dynamics Of Belief” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society Vol. 9 Issue 3 2004 Proquest pg. 279-280 proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=6&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=750350871&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340383759&clientId=17822)//JES//jc
And yet, this point of capitalism’s frail vulnerability is simultaneously the source of its enormous strength: its vampiric symbiosis with individual human desire, and the fact that the late-capitalist cynic’s fetishism enables the disavowal of his/her de facto belief in capitalism, makes it highly unlikely that people can simply be persuaded to stop believing and start thinking (especially since, as Zizek claims, many of these people are convinced that they already have ceased believing). Or, the more disquieting possibility to entertain is that some people today, even if one succeeds in exposing them to the underlying logic of their position, might respond in a manner resembling that of the Judas-like character Cypher in the film The Matrix (Cypher opts to embrace enslavement by illusion rather than cope with the discomfort of dwelling in the ‘‘desert of the real’’): faced with the choice between living the capitalist lie or wrestling with certain unpleasant truths, many individuals might very well deliberately decide to accept what they know full well to be a false pseudo-reality, a deceptively comforting fiction (‘‘Capitalist commodity fetishism or the truth? I choose fetishism’’).
Cede the Pol

Link

The alternative makes political engagement impossible

Paul Wapner, 08 director of the Global Environmental Politics Program in SIS. Feb 8 (“the importance of critical environmental studies in the new environmentalism” project muse)

To many readers, such questions probably sound familiar. Efforts to rid the world of war, poverty, human rights abuses and injustice in general are perennial challenges that require heightened compassion and a commitment that transcends one’s time on earth. The questions are especially relevant, however, to environmentalists. They represent the kind of challenges we constantly pose to ourselves and to those we try to convince to join us. Environmental issues are some of the gravest dangers facing humanity and all life on the planet. At their most immediate, environmental problems undermine the quality of life for the poorest and are increasingly eroding the quality of life of even the affluent. At the extreme, environmental challenges threaten to fracture the fundamental organic infrastructure that supports life on Earth and thus imperil life’s very survival. What to do? Environmental Studies is the academic discipline charged with trying to figure this out. Like Feminist and Race Studies, it emerged out of a political movement and thus never understood itself as value-neutral. Coming on the heels of the modern environmental movement of the 1960s, environmental studies has directed itself toward understanding the biophysical limits of the earth and how humans can live sustainably given those limits. As such, it has always seen its normative commitments not as biases that muddy its inquiry but as disciplining directives that focus scholarship in scientifically and politically relevant directions. To be sure, the discipline’s natural scientists see themselves as objective observers of the natural world and understand their work as normative only to the degree that it is shaped by the hope of helping to solve environmental problems. Most otherwise remain detached from the political conditions in which their work is assessed. The discipline’s social scientists also maintain a stance of objectivity to the degree that they respect the facts of the social world, but many of them engage the political world by offering policy prescriptions and new political visions. What is it like to research and teach Environmental Studies these days? Where does the normative dimension of the discipline fall into contemporary political affairs? Specifically, how should social thinkers within Environmental Studies understand the application of their normative commitments? Robert Cox once distinguished what he calls “problem-solving” theory from “critical theory.” The former, which aims toward social and political reform, accepts prevailing power relationships and institutions and implicitly uses these as a framework for inquiry and action. As a theoretical enterprise, problem-solving theory works within current paradigms to address particular intellectual and practical challenges. Critical theory, in contrast, questions existing power dynamics and seeks not only to reform but to transform social and political conditions.1 Critical environmental theory has come under attack in recent years. As the discipline has matured and further cross-pollinated with other fields, some of us have become enamored with continental philosophy, cultural and communication studies, high-level anthropological and sociological theory and a host of other insightful disciplines that tend to step back from contemporary events and paradigms of thought and reveal structures of power that reproduce social and political life. While such engagement has refined our ability to identify and make visible impediments to creating a greener world, it has also isolated critical Environmental Studies from the broader discipline and, seemingly, the actual world it is trying to transform. Indeed, critical environmental theory has become almost a sub-discipline to itself. It has developed a rarefied language and, increasingly, an insular audience. To many, this has rendered critical theory not more but less politically engaged as it scales the heights of thought only to be further distanced from practice. It increasingly seems, to many, to be an impotent discourse preaching radical ideas to an already initiated choir. Critical Environmental Studies is also sounding ºat these days coming off the heels of, arguably, the most anti-environmentalist decade ever. The Bush Administration’s tenure has been an all-time low for environmental protection. The Administration has installed industry-friendly administrators throughout the executive branch, rolled back decades of domestic environmental law and international environmental leadership, politicized scientific evidence and expressed outright hostility to almost any form of environmental regulation.2 1. Cox 1996. 2. Gore 2007; and Pope and Rauber 2006. With the US as the global hegemon, it is hard to overestimate the impact these actions have had on world environmental affairs. Being a politically engaged environmental scholar has been difficult during the past several years. In the US, instead of being proactive, the environmental community has adopted a type of rearguard politics in which it has tried simply to hold the line against assaults on everything from the Endangered Species Act, New Source Review and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to the Kyoto Protocol and international cooperative efforts to curb deforestation and loss of biological diversity. Outside the US, the environmental community has had to struggle for pronounced relevance in similar issues as it has operated in the shadow of an environmentally-irresponsible hegemon. Much of the academic world has followed suit, as it were. In the US, it has found itself needing to argue for basics like the knowledge of environmental science, the wisdom of enforcing established law, the importance of holding violators accountable and the significance of the US to remain engaged in international environmental affairs. Outside the US, the academic community has fared only marginally better. For instance, many in Europe, who have long advanced analyses of the formation and implementation of regimes, found themselves backpedaling as they wrestled with the significance of international regimes absent hegemonic participation. The result is that the space for what was considered politically-relevant scholarship has shrunk dramatically; what used to be considered problemsolving theory has become so out of touch with political possibility that it has been relegated to the margins of contemporary thought. Put differently, the realm of critical theory has grown tremendously as hitherto reasonable ideas have increasingly appeared radical and previously radical ones have been pushed even further to the hinterlands of critical thought. As we enter the final stretch of the Bush Administration and the waning years of the millennium’s first decade, the political landscape appears to be changing. In the US, a Democratic Congress, environmental action at the municipal and state levels, and a growing sense that a green foreign policy may be a way to weaken global terrorism, enhance US energy independence and reestablish US moral leadership in the world, have partially resuscitated and reenergized environmental concern.3 Worldwide, there seems to be a similar and even more profound shift as people in all walks of life are recognizing the ecological, social and economic effects of climate change, corporations are realizing that environmental action can make business sense, and environmental values in general are permeating even some of the most stubborn societies. The “perfect storm” of this combination is beginning to put environmental issues ªrmly on the world’s radar screen. It seems that a new day is arising for environmentalism and, by extension, Environmental Studies. What role should environmental scholarship assume in this new climate? Specifically, how wise is it to pursue critical Environmental Studies at such an opportune moment? Is it strategically useful to study the outer reaches of environmental thought and continue to reflect on the structural dimensions of environmental degradation when the political tide seems to be turning and problem-solving theorists may once again have the ear of those in power? Is now the time to run to the renewed, apparently meaningful center or to cultivate more incisive critical environmental thought? Notwithstanding the promise of the new environmental moment for asking fundamental questions, many may counsel caution toward critical Environmental Studies. The political landscape may be changing but it is unclear if critical Environmental Studies is prepared to make itself relevant. Years of being distant from political influence has intensified the insularity and arcane character of critical environmental theory, leaving the discipline rusty in its ability to make friends within policy circles. Additionally, over the past few years, the public has grown less open to radical environmental ideas, as it has been fed a steady diet of questioning even the basics of environmental issues. Indeed, that the Bush Administration enjoyed years of bulldozing over environmental concern without loud, sustained, vocal opposition should give us pause. It suggests that we should not expect too much, too soon. The world is still ensconced in an age of global terror; the “high” politics of national security and economic productivity continue to over-shadow environmental issues; and the public needs to be slowly seasoned to the insights and arguments of critical theory before it can appreciate their importance—as if it has been in the dark for years and will be temporary blinded if thrown into the daylight too soon. From this perspective, so the logic might go, scholars should restrict themselves to problemsolving theory and direct their work toward the mainstream of environmental thought. Such prudence makes sense. However, we should remember that problemsolving theory, by working within existing paradigms, at best simply smoothes bumps in the road in the reproduction of social practices. It solves certain dilemmas of contemporary life but is unable to address the structural factors that reproduce broad, intractable challenges. Problem-solving theory, to put it differently, gets at the symptoms of environmental harm rather than the root causes. As such, it might slow the pace of environmental degradation but doesn’t steer us in fundamentally new, more promising directions. No matter how politically sensitive one wants to be, such new direction is precisely what the world needs. The last few years have been lost time, in terms of fashioning a meaningful, global environmental agenda. Nonetheless, we shouldn’t kid ourselves that we were in some kind of green nirvana before the Bush Administration took power and before the world of terror politics trumped all other policy initiatives. The world has faced severe environmental challenges for decades and, while it may seem a ripe time to reinvigorate problem-solving theory in the new political climate, we must recognize that all the problem-solving theory of the world won’t get us out of the predicament we’ve been building for years. We are all familiar with the litany of environmental woes. Scientists tell us, for example, that we are now in the midst of the sixth great extinction since life formed on the planet close to a billion years ago. If things don’t change, we will drive one-third to one-half of all species to extinction over the next 50 years.4 Despite this, there are no policy proposals being advanced at the national or international levels that come even close to addressing the magnitude of biodiversity loss.5 Likewise, we know that the build-up of greenhouse gases is radically changing the climate, with catastrophic dangers beginning to express themselves and greater ones waiting in the wings. The international community has embarked on signiªcant efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions but no policies are being debated that come even close to promising climate stabilization—including commitments to reduce the amount of carbon emissions per unit of GDP, as advanced by the US government, and to reduce GHG emissions globally by 5 percent below 1990 levels, as specified by the Kyoto Protocol. Scientists tell us that, to really make a difference, we need reductions on the order of 70–80 percent below 1990 levels.6 Such disconnects between high-level policy discussions and the state of the environment are legion. Whether one looks at data on ocean fisheries, fresh water scarcity or any other major environmental dilemma, the news is certainly bad as our most aggressive policies fall short of the minimum required. What is our role as scholars in the face of such a predicament? Many of us can and should focus on problem-solving theory. We need to figure out, for example, the mechanisms of cap and trade, the tightening of rules against trafficking in endangered species and the ratcheting up of regulations surrounding issues such as water distribution. We should, in other words, keep our noses to the grindstone and work out incremental routes forward. This is important not simply because we desperately need policy-level insight and want our work to be taken seriously but also because it speaks to those who are tone-deaf to more radical orientations. Most of the public in the developed world apparently doesn’t like to reflect on the deep structures of environmental affairs and certainly doesn’t like thought that recommends dramatically changing our lifestyles. Nonetheless, given the straits that we are in, a different appreciation for relevance and radical thought is due—especially one that takes seriously the normative bedrock of our discipline. Critical theory self-consciously eschews value-neutrality and, in doing so, is able to ask critical questions about the direction of current policies and orientations. If there ever were a need for critical environmental theory, it is now— when a thaw in political stubbornness is seemingly upon us and the stakes of avoiding dramatic action are so grave. The challenge is to fashion a more strategic and meaningful type of critical theory. We need to find ways of speaking that re-shift the boundary between reformist and radical ideas or, put differently, render radical insights in a language that makes clear what they really are, namely, the most realistic orientations these days. 4. Wilson 2006. 5. Meyer 2006. 6. Kolbert 2006. Realism in International Relations has always enjoyed a step-up from other schools of thought insofar as it proclaims itself immune from starry-eyed utopianism. By claiming to be realistic rather than idealistic, it has enjoyed a permanent seat at the table (indeed, it usually sits at the head). By analogy, problem-solving theory in Environmental Studies has likewise won legitimacy and appears particularly attractive as a new environmental day is, arguably, beginning to dawn. It has claimed itself to be the most reasonable and policyrelevant. But, we must ask ourselves, how realistic is problem-solving theory when the numbers of people currently suffering from environmental degradation—either as mortal victims or environmental refugees—are rising and the gathering evidence that global-scale environmental conditions are being tested as never before is becoming increasingly obvious. We must ask ourselves how realistic problem-solving theory is when most of our actions to date pursue only thin elements of environmental protection with little attention to the wider, deeper and longer-term dimensions. In this context, it becomes clear that our notions of realism must shift. And, the obligation to commence such a shift sits squarely on the shoulders of Environmental Studies scholars. That is, communicating the realistic relevance of environmental critical theory is our disciplinary responsibility. For too long, environmental critical theory has prided itself on its arcane language. As theoreticians, we have scaled the heights of abstraction as we have been enamored with the intricacies of sophisticated theory-building and philosophical reflection. In so doing, we have often adopted a discourse of high theory and somehow felt obligated to speak in tongues, as it were. Part of this is simply the difficulty of addressing complex issues in ordinary language. But another part has to do with feeling the scholarly obligation to pay our dues to various thinkers, philosophical orientations and so forth. Indeed, some of it comes down to the impulse to sound unqualifiedly scholarly—as if saying something important demands an intellectual artifice that only the best and brightest can understand. Such practice does little to shift the boundary between problemsolving and critical theory, as it renders critical theory incommunicative to all but the narrowest of audiences. In some ways, the key insights of environmentalism are now in place. We recognize the basic dynamic of trying to live ecologically responsible lives. We know, for example, that Homo sapiens cannot populate the earth indefinitely; we understand that our insatiable appetite for resources cannot be given full reign; we know that the earth has a limit to how much waste it can absorb and neutralize. We also understand that our economic, social and political systems are ill-fitted to respect this knowledge and thus, as social thinkers, we must research and prescribe ways of altering the contemporary world order. While we, as environmental scholars, take these truths to be essentially self-evident, it is clear that many do not. As default critical theorists, we thus need to make our job one of meaningful communicators.We need to find metaphors, analogies, poetic expressions and a host of other discursive techniques for communicating the very real and present dangers of environmental degradation. We need to do this especially in these challenging and shadowy times. Resuscitating and refining critical Environmental Studies is not simply a matter of cleaning up our language. It is also about rendering a meaningful relationship between transformational, structural analysis and reformist, policy prescription. Yes, a realistic environmental agenda must understand itself as one step removed from the day-to-day incrementalism of problem-solving theory. It must retain its ability to step back from contemporary events and analyze the structures of power at work. It must, in other words, preserve its critical edge. Nonetheless, it also must take some responsibility for fashioning a bridge to contemporary policy initiatives. It must analyze how to embed practical, contemporary policy proposals (associated with, for example, a cap-and-trade system) into transformative, political scenarios.Contemporary policies, while inadequate themselves to engage the magnitude of environmental challenges, can nevertheless be guided in a range of various directions. Critical Environmental Studies can play a “critical” role by interpreting such policies in ways that render them consonant with longer-range transformative practices or at least explain how such policies can be reformulated to address the root causes of environmental harm. This entails radicalizing incrementalism—specifying the relationship between superstructural policy reforms and structural political transformation.

Impact- Democracy

That collapses democracy, turns the alternative

Stoker 06 – Professor of Politics, University of Manchester (Gerry, “WHY POLITICS MATTERS: MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK”, 2006, Pg. 45-46)

It is difficult to get away from the idea that a general and widespread disengagement from, and disenchantment with, formal politics does not sit comfortably with the long-term health of democracy. Indeed, a pessimistic reading of the degree of disenchantment from formal politics is that it will in the end undermine support for both democracy and democratic decision making. That is the explicit fear expressed in the UN report on Latin America, referred to earlier, and plainly it is a concern in some of the other newer sites for democratic governance where the concern is, as Pippa Norris puts it, that 'a disillusioned public will not function as a check on authoritar​ianism' .53 If democracy is seen to fail, then other forms of governance may win popular endorsement. This fear is the one that stalks many of the commentaries about the state of politics in democracies in advanced industrial societies. Russell Dalton makes the point very clearly: The political culture literature argues that citizens must be supportive of the political system if it is to endure - and this seems especially relevant to democratic politics. In addition, democracy is at least partially based on public endorsement of the political decision-making process; it is not to be measured primarily by the efficiency of its outputs. Democracy is a process and a set of political expectations that elevate democracy above other political forms. In short, the universal appeal of democratic governance that was celebrated in Chapter I might prove to be short-lived if the practice of democracy fails to be seen to be making a decent go of fulfilling those ideals. What could be severely damaging to democracy as a set of procedures for making collective decisions in society is if people perceive that the formal system of politics is no longer worth engaging with. The trouble with disen​chantment at the beginning of the twenty-first century is that it might be undermining the processes of formal politics that make democracy work and offering no viable alternative. The danger is that people will come to regard the formal political system as not worth bothering with and yet also find that the new politics of campaigns and protests - a minority interest, in any case - fails to satisfy because it cannot ultimately by-pass the formal political system or overthrow its power. Because of these concerns, it should be clear that we should not be sanguine about the scale of discontent with formal democratic politics, and that we need to understand in greater depth what is driving the disengagement from political activity. 
Impact- War

That causes global war

Rorty 98 – professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, pg. 89-94)

Many writers on socioeconomic policy have warned that the old industrialized democracies are heading into a Weimar-like period, one in which populist movements are likely to overturn constitutional governments. Edward Luttwak, for example, has suggested that fascism may be the American future. The point of his book The Endangered Ameri​can Dream is that members of labor unions, and unorganized unskilled workers, will sooner or later realize that their gov​ernment is not even trying to prevent wages from sinking or to prevent jobs from being exported. Around the same time, they will realize that suburban white-collar workers - themselves desperately afraid of being downsized - are not going to let themselves be taxed to provide social benefits for any​one else.  At that point, something will crack. The nonsuburban electorate will decide that the system has failed and start looking around for a strongman to vote for-someone willing to assure them that, once he is elected, the smug bureaucrats, tricky lawyers, overpaid bond salesmen, and postmodernist professors will no longer be calling the shots. A scenario like that of Sinclair Lewis’ novel It Can’t Happen Here may then be played out. For once such a strongman takes office, nobody can predict what will happen. In 1932, most of the predictions made about what would happen if Hindenburg named Hitler chancellor were wildly overoptimistic. One thing that is very likely to happen is that the gains made in the past forty years by black and brown Americans, and by homosexuals, will be wiped out. Jocular contempt for women will come back into fashion. The words "nigger" and "kike" will once again be heard in the workplace. All the sadism which the academic Left has tried to make unaccept​able to its students will come flooding back. All the resent​ment which badly educated Americans feel about having their manners dictated to them by college graduates will find an outlet.  But such a renewal of sadism will not alter the effects of selfishness. For after my imagined strongman takes charge, he will quickly make his peace with the international super​rich, just as Hitler made his with the German industrialists. He will invoke the glorious memory of the Gulf War to pro​voke military adventures which will generate short-term prosperity. He will be a disaster for the country and the world. People will wonder why there was so little resistance to his evitable rise. Where, they will ask, was the American Left? Why was it only rightists like Buchanan who spoke to the workers about the consequences of globalization? Why could not the Left channel the mounting rage of the newly dispossessed? It is often said that we Americans, at the end of the twenti​eth century, no longer have a Left. Since nobody denies the existence of what I have called the cultural Left, this amounts to an admission that that Left is unable to engage in national politics. It is not the sort of Left which can be asked to deal with the consequences of globalization. To get the country to deal with those consequences, the present cultural Left would have to transform itself by opening relations with the residue of the old reformist Left, and in particular with the labor unions. It would have to talk much more about money, even at the cost of talking less about stigma.  I have two suggestions about how to effect this transition. The first is that the Left should put a moratorium on theory. It should try to kick its philosophy habit. The second is that the Left should try to mobilize what remains of our pride in being Americans. It should ask the public to consider how the country of Lincoln and Whitman might be achieved.  In support of my first suggestion, let me cite a passage from Dewey's Reconstruction in Philosophy in which he ex​presses his exasperation with the sort of sterile debate now going on under the rubric of "individualism versus commu​nitarianism." Dewey thought that all discussions which took this dichotomy seriously suffer from a common defect. They are all committed to the logic of general notions under which specific situa​tions are to be brought. What we want is light upon this or that group of individuals, this or that concrete human being, this or that special institution or social arrangement. For such a logic of inquiry, the tradition​ally accepted logic substitutes discussion of the mean​ing of concepts and their dialectical relationships with one another.  Dewey was right to be exasperated by sociopolitical theory conducted at this level of abstraction. He was wrong when he went on to say that ascending to this level is typically a right​ist maneuver, one which supplies "the apparatus for intellec​tual justifications of the established order. "9 For such ascents are now more common on the Left than on the Right. The contemporary academic Left seems to think that the higher your level of abstraction, the more subversive of the estab​lished order you can be. The more sweeping and novel your conceptual apparatus, the more radical your critique.  When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been "inadequately theorized," you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of lan​guage, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist ver​sion of economic determinism. Theorists of the Left think that dissolving political agents into plays of differential sub​jectivity, or political initiatives into pursuits of Lacan's im​possible object of desire, helps to subvert the established order. Such subversion, they say, is accomplished by "problematizing familiar concepts." Recent attempts to subvert social institutions by prob​lematizing concepts have produced a few very good books. They have also produced many thousands of books which represent scholastic philosophizing at its worst. The authors of these purportedly "subversive" books honestly believe that they are serving human liberty. But it is almost impossi​ble to clamber back down from their books to a level of ab​straction on which one might discuss the merits of a law, a treaty, a candidate, or a political strategy. Even though what these authors "theorize" is often something very concrete and near at hand-a current TV show, a media celebrity, a re​cent scandal-they offer the most abstract and barren expla​nations imaginable. These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into polit​ical relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left re​treats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice pro​duces theoretical hallucinations. These result in an intellec​tual environment which is, as Mark Edmundson says in his book Nightmare on Main Street, Gothic. The cultural Left is haunted by ubiquitous specters, the most frightening of which is called "power." This is the name of what Edmund​son calls Foucault's "haunting agency, which is everywhere and nowhere, as evanescent and insistent as a resourceful spook."10
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