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1NC Subversive Ideology K
Ideological transgression is a continuation of the existing order—the power of the protest structurally depends upon the continued authority of the system.  The critique functions as a carnivalesque reversal of authority—we make a gesture of non-compliance that posits us as the “real” masters of fate.

Zizek 95 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, LAW AND THE POSTMODERN MIND: SUPEREGO BY DEFAULT, Cardozo Law Review, 1995, 16 Cardozo L. Rev. 925)
In the traditional patriarchal society, the inherent transgression of the law assumes the form of a carnivalesque reversal of authority: the king becomes a beggar, madness poses as wisdom, etc. A custom practiced in the villages of northern Greece until the middle of our century exemplifies this reversal. n5 One day a year was set aside for women to take over. Men had to stay at home and look after children while women gathered in the local inn, drank to excess, and organized mock trials of men. What breaks out in this carnevalesque suspension of the ruling patriarchal law is the fantasy of feminine power. Lacan draws attention to the fact that, in everyday French, one of the designations for the wife is la bourgeoise n6 - the one who, beneath the semblance of male domination, actually pulls the strings. This, however, can in no way be reduced to a version of the standard male chauvinist wisecrack that patriarchal domination is not so bad for women after all since, at least in the close circle of the family, they run the show. The problem runs deeper; one of the consequences of the fact that the master is always an impostor is the duplication of the master - the agency of the master is always perceived as a semblance concealing another, "true" master. Suffice it to recall the well-known anecdote quoted by Theodore Adorno in Minima Moralia, about a wife who apparently subordinates to her husband and, when they are about to leave the party, obediently holds his coat, all the while exchanging behind his back ironic patronizing glances with the fellow guests to communicate the message, "poor weakling, let him think he is the master!" In this opposition of semblance and actual power men are impostors, condemned to performing empty symbolic gestures while the actual responsibility falls to women. However, the point not to be missed here is that this specter of woman's power structurally depends on the male domination: it remains its shadowy double, its retroactive effect, and as such its inherent moment. For that reason, bringing the woman's shadowy power to light and acknowledging it publicly enables law to cast off its direct patriarchal dress and present itself as neutral egalitarian. The character of its obscene double also undergoes a radical shift: what now erupts in the carnivalesque suspension of the "egalitarian" public law is precisely the authoritarian-patriarchal logic that continues to determine our attitudes, although its direct public expression is no longer permitted. "Carnival" thus becomes the outlet for the repressed dark side of social jouissance: Jew-baiting riots, gang rapes, lynchings, etc. Insofar as the superego designates the intrusion of enjoyment into the field of ideology, we can also say that the opposition of symbolic law and superego points towards the tension between ideological meaning and enjoyment: symbolic law guarantees meaning, whereas superego provides enjoyment which serves as the unacknowledged support of meaning. Today, in the so-called postideological era, it is crucial to avoid confounding fantasy that supports an ideological edifice with ideological meaning - how can we otherwise account for the paradoxical alliance of post-Communism and Fascist nationalism such as that between Russia and Serbia? At the level of meaning, their relationship is that of mutual exclusion; yet they share a common phantasmatic support (when Communism was the discourse of power, it played deftly with nationalist fantasies - from Stalin to Ceausescu). Consequently, there is also no incompatibility between the postmodern cynical attitude of nonidentification - of distance towards every ideology - and the nationalist obsession with the ethnic thing. The thing is the substance of enjoyment: the cynic is a person who believes only in enjoyment - and is not the cynic the clearest example of one obsessed precisely with the national thing?   

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

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

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

Lacanian politics are a genuine political alternative.  If it is impossible to fully represent the real, then we have no choice but to institutionalize the Lack or design politics around doubt and uncertainity.  This will result in more radically democratic politics.

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages p 96-98). 

According to my reading, Bellamy, Butler and Lane are questioning the value of recognising the effects and the structural causality of the real in society; instead of the political they prioritise politics, in fact traditional fantasmatic politics. This seems to be the kernel of their argument: Even if this move is possible—encircling the unavoidable political modality of the real—is it really desirable, is it ethically and politically satisfactory? The fear behind all these statements is common; it is that the stress on the political qua encounter with the real precludes the possibility of presenting a more or less stable (present or future) ground for ethics and democracy, that it undermines their universal character and the possibility of any final reconciliation at either the subjective or the social level. Frosh is summarising this fear à propos of the issue of human rights: ‘if humanism is a fraud [as Lacan insists] and there is no fundamental human entity that is to be valued in each person [an essence of the psyche maybe?], one is left with no way of defending the “basic rights” of the individual’ (Frosh, 1987:137). In the two final chapters of this book I shall argue that the reason behind all these fears is the continuing hegemony of an ethics of harmony. Against such a position the ethics of the real entails a recognition of the irreducibility of the real and an attempt to institutionalise social lack. Thus it might be possible to achieve an ethically and politically satisfactory institution of the social field beyond the fantasy of closure which has proved so problematic, if not catastrophic. In other words, the best way to organise the social might be one which recognises the ultimate impossibility around which it is always structured. What could be some of the parameters of this new organisation of the social in our late modern terrain? Ulrich Beck’s theory seems to be relevant in this respect. According to our reading of Beck’s schema, contemporary societies are faced with the return of uncertainty, a return of the repressed without doubt, and the inability of mastering the totality of the real. We are forced thus to recognise the ambiguity of our experience and to articulate an auto-critical position towards our ability to master the real. It is now revealed that although repressing doubt and uncertainty can provide a temporary safety of meaning, it is nevertheless a dangerous strategy, a strategy that depends on a fantasmatic illusion. This realisation, contrary to any nihilistic reaction, is nothing but the starting point for a new form of society which is emerging around us, together of course with the reactionary attempts to reinstate an ageing modernity: 96 ENCIRCLING THE POLITICAL Perhaps the decline of the lodestars of primary Enlightenment, the individual, identity, truth, reality, science, technology, and so on, is the prerequisite for the start of an alternative Enlightenment, one which does not fear doubt, but instead makes it the element of its life and survival. (Beck, 1997:161) Is it not striking that Lacanian theory stands at the forefront of the struggle to make us change our minds about all these grandiose fantasies? Beck argues that such an openness towards doubt can be learned from Socrates, Montaigne, and others; it might be possible to add Lacan to this list. In other words, doubt, which threatens our false certainties, can become the nodal point for another modernity that will respect the right to err. Scepticism contrary to a widespread error, makes everything possible again: questions and dialogue of course, as well as faith, science, knowledge, criticism, morality, society, only differently...things unsuspected and incongruous, with the tolerance based and rooted in the ultimate certainty of error. (Beck, 1997:163) In that sense, what is at stake in our current theoretico-political terrain is not the central categories or projects of modernity per se (the idea of critique, science, democracy, etc.), but their ontological status, their foundation. The crisis of their current foundations, weakens their absolutist character and creates the opportunity to ground them in much more appropriate foundations (Laclau, 1988a). Doubts liberate; they make things possible. First of all the possibility of a new vision for society. An anti- utopian vision founded on the principle ‘Dubio ergo sum’ (Beck, 1997:162) closer to the subversive doubtfulness of Montaigne than to the deceptive scepticism of Descartes. Although Lacan thought that in Montaigne scepticism had not acquired the form of an ethic, he nevertheless pointed out that Montaigne is truly the one who has centred himself, not around scepticism but around the living moment of the aphanisis of the subject. And it is in this that he is fruitful, that he is an eternal guide, who goes beyond whatever may be represented of the moment to be defined as a historical turning-point. (XI:223–4) This is a standpoint which is both critical and self-critical: there is no foundation ‘of such a scope and elasticity for a critical theory of society 97 ENCIRCLING THE POLITICAL (which would then automatically be a self-critical theory) as doubt’ (Beck, 1997:173). Doubt, the invigorating champagne of thinking, points to a new modernity ‘more modern than the old, industrial modernity that we know. The latter after all, is based on certainty, on repelling and suppressing doubt’ (ibid.: 173). Beck asks us to fight for ‘a modernity which is beginning to doubt itself, which, if things go well, will make doubt the measure and architect of its self-limitation and self-modification’ (ibid.: 163). He asks us, to use Paul Celan’s phrase, to ‘build on inconsistencies’. This will be a modernity instituting a new politics, a politics recognising the uncertainty of the moment of the political. It will be a modernity recognising the constitutivity of the real in the social. A truly political modernity (ibid.: 5). In the next two chapters I will try to show the way in which Lacanian political theory can act as a catalyst for this change. The current crisis of utopian politics, instead of generating pessimism, can become the starting point for a renewal of democratic politics within a radically transformed ethical framework.

1NC Lacan K
We create enemies as a means of dealing with internal conflicts.  The enemy becomes the embodiment of the disavowed parts of our own psyches.  We talk about threats as a way of avoiding reflection about the psychoanalytic roots of war. This turns the case. 

Stein 3  (Howard, Professor, University of Oklahoma, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 187-199 Days of Awe: September 11, 2001 and its Cultural Psychodynamics).  
We not only need enemies (Volkan, "Need," "Blood Lines"), but we also create enemies by provoking them. We (each "we") project aggression, provoke aggression, and then justify our own aggression as defense. In a world of true believers and infidels, David Levine writes of the fatal psychological symbiosis of faithful and infidel: When the unfaithful self is projected onto external objects, the aggression we attribute to it becomes their aggression directed at us, their desire to destroy our faith. We must now mobilize aggression to protect ourselves against the infidel, notwithstanding the fact that the threat he poses is the threat of connection with our own split off and disavowed faithless selves. Since the infidel's rejection of the good object is also our own, the aggression we attribute to him is also our own aggression outside and experienced as a threat to us. ("Tolerating" 52) Coninues...  If there is some historical truth to the accusation of American abandonment and exploitation of the Near East, does the U.S. not also play an unconscious and symbolic role (a Durkheimian "collective representation"), one which now generates and provokes its own reality? Put differently, what is the interplay between what we do to others and what we represent to others, between what we actually do (achieved status) and what we projectively are (ascribed status)? Do not cultures often "get what they unconsciously desire"—which often differs from conscious agendas and interests? Do not groups "dance" in some kind of reciprocal unconscious adversary symbiosis (Stein, "Adversary")? Further, can this dance with our enemies—who do bad things to us—be separated from the bad things we do within our own national group? Such a split is common. In the Soviet Union, Stalin was a master of this displacement of his own terror onto the Nazi menace and the Great Patriotic War (World War II) against Fascism. Furthermore, do not the leaders and followers of currently warring groups have childhoods and families of origin, as well as political-economic realities, that affect decision-making? What do these warring groups represent to each other, and what are the overdetermined roots of these symbolisms? Finally, what good are borders (psychological, geographic) if they cannot keep their promises? I leave this interpretive paper and its subject with an overwhelming sense of incompleteness. I accept this void in knowing as necessary. Conventional and stylized accounts are at worst defenses against understanding the meaning of the attack, and at best they are partial truths. What we can know now is limited by the complicated process of mourning (Volkan, Need, Blood Lines; Stein, "Mourning"). Yet, it is often unbearable to mourn, so we flee into violent action. As America focuses exclusively on "what they [the enemy] did and do to us," we have failed to pay attention to "what we Americans did and do to ourselves." Long before September 11, the decade-and-a-half long legacy of "managed social change" from downsizing and restructuring, to outsourcing and reengineering, have symbolically disposed of millions of Americans in the service of instant bottom-line inflation and a surge in shareholder value. The "Enron Scandal," in which company officials took millions of dollars from a collapsing corporation, while prohibiting workers from selling shares, thereby losing their entire retirement savings, emerged in early 2002 as internal American self-destructiveness on an unprecedented economic scale. What and who the United States becomes now as a culture, and what we do in the world, after September 11, 2001 rests upon what and who we value, and not only what and who we oppose. There is so much more to be known, and felt, beyond culturally stylized sentiment and sentimentality, ideologically right thinking, nationalistic jingoism, and obligatory action. People died on that terrible day because people could not be recognized as people. They could only be recognized as symbols, embodiments, part objects. People were killed and people killed others because who and what they represented consumed their existence as distinct, differentiated, and integrated persons. Many more will die, will be killed, in the name of heaven and nation. The psychoanalytic work of comprehending September 11, 2001 is scarcely begun. 

The affirmative’s utopian vision of a peaceful global community will be impossible to realize—necessitating the scapegoating and elimination of the other.  Lacanian political intervention is the only way out. 

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  99-100). 

Our age is clearly an age of social fragmentation, political disenchantment and open cynicism characterised by the decline of the political mutations of modern universalism—a universalism that, by replacing God with Reason, reoccupied the ground of a pre-modern aspiration to fully represent and master the essence and the totality of the real. On the political level this universalist fantasy took the form of a series of utopian constructions of a reconciled future society. The fragmentation of our present social terrain and cultural milieu entails the collapse of such grandiose fantasies.1 Today, talk about utopia is usually characterised by a certain ambiguity. For some, of course, utopian constructions are still seen as positive results of human creativity in the socio- political sphere: ‘utopia is the expression of a desire for a better way of being’ (Levitas, 1990:8). Other, more suspicious views, such as the one expressed in Marie Berneri’s book Journey through Utopia, warn—taking into account experiences like the Second World War—of the dangers entailed in trusting the idea of a perfect, ordered and regimented world. For some, instead of being ‘how can we realise our utopias?’, the crucial question has become ‘how can we prevent their final realisation?.... [How can] we return to a non-utopian society, less perfect and more free’ (Berdiaev in Berneri, 1971:309).2 It is particularly the political experience of these last decades that led to the dislocation of utopian sensibilities and brought to the fore a novel appreciation of human finitude, together with a growing suspicion of all grandiose political projects and the meta-narratives traditionally associated with them (Whitebook, 1995:75). All these developments, that is to say the crisis of the utopian imaginary, seem however to leave politics without its prime motivating force: the politics of today is a politics of aporia. In our current political terrain, hope seems to be replaced by pessimism or even resignation. This is a result of the crisis in the dominant modality of our political imagination (meaning utopianism in its various forms) and of our inability to resolve this crisis in a productive way.3 In this chapter, I will try to show that Lacanian theory provides new angles through which we can reflect on our historical experience of utopia and reorient our political imagination beyond its suffocating strait-jacket. Let’s start our exploration with the most elementary of questions: what is the meaning of the current crisis of utopia? And is this crisis a development to be regretted or cherished?

In order to answer these questions it is crucial to enumerate the conditions of possibility and the basic characteristics of utopian thinking. First of all it seems that the need for utopian meaning arises in periods of increased uncertainty, social instability and conflict, when the element of the political subverts the fantasmatic stability of our political reality. Utopias are generated by the surfacing of grave antagonisms and dislocations in the social field. As Tillich has put it ‘all utopias strive to negate the negative...in human existence; it is the negative in that existence which makes the idea of utopia necessary’ (Tillich in Levitas, 1990:103). Utopia then is one of the possible responses to the ever-present negativity, to the real antagonism which is constitutive of human experience. Furthermore, from the time of More’s Utopia (1516) it is conceived as an answer to the negativity inherent in concrete political antagonism. What is, however, the exact nature of this response? Utopias are images of future human communities in which these antagonisms and the dislocations fuelling them (the element of the political) will be forever resolved, leading to a reconciled and harmonious world—it is not a coincidence that, among others, Fourier names his utopian community ‘Harmony’ and that the name of the Owenite utopian community in the New World was ‘New Harmony’. As Marin has put it, utopia sets in view an imaginary resolution to social contradiction; it is a simulacrum of synthesis which dissimulates social antagonism by projecting it onto a screen representing a harmonious and immobile equilibrium (Marin, 1984:61). This final resolution is the essence of the utopian promise. 

What I will try to do in this chapter is, first of all, to demonstrate the deeply problematic nature of utopian politics. Simply put, my argument will be that every utopian fantasy construction needs a ‘scapegoat’ in order to constitute itself—the Nazi utopian fantasy and the production of the ‘Jew’ is a good example, especially as pointed out in Žižek’s analysis.4 Every utopian fantasy produces its reverse and calls for its elimination. Put another way, the beatific side of fantasy is coupled in utopian constructions with a horrific side, a paranoid need for a stigmatised scapegoat. The naivety—and also the danger—of utopian structures is revealed when the realisation of this fantasy is attempted. It is then that we are brought close to the frightening kernel of the real: stigmatisation is followed by extermination. This is not an accident. It is inscribed in the structure of utopian constructions; it seems to be the way all fantasy constructions work. If in almost all utopian visions, violence and antagonism are eliminated, if utopia is based on the expulsion and repression of violence (this is its beatific side) this is only because it owes its own creation to violence; it is sustained and fed by violence (this is its horrific side). This repressed moment of violence resurfaces, as Marin points out, in the difference inscribed in the name utopia itself (Marin, 1984:110). What we shall argue is that it also resurfaces in the production of the figure of an enemy. To use a phrase enunciated by the utopianist Fourier, what is ‘driven out through the door comes back through the window’ (is not this a ‘precursor’ of Lacan’s dictum that ‘what is foreclosed in the symbolic reappears in the real’?—VII:131).5 The work of Norman Cohn and other historians permits the articulation of a genealogy of this manichean, equivalential way of understanding the world, from the great witch-hunt up to modern anti-Semitism, and Lacanian theory can provide valuable insights into any attempt to understand the logic behind this utopian operation—here the approach to fantasy developed in Chapter 2 will further demonstrate its potential in analysing our political experience. In fact, from the time of his unpublished seminar on The Formations of the Unconscious, Lacan identified the utopian dream of a perfectly functioning society as a highly problematic area (seminar of 18 June 1958).
Lacanian politics are a genuine political alternative.  If it is impossible to fully represent the real, then we have no choice but to institutionalize the Lack or design politics around doubt and uncertainity.  This will result in more radically democratic politics.

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages p 96-98). 

According to my reading, Bellamy, Butler and Lane are questioning the value of recognising the effects and the structural causality of the real in society; instead of the political they prioritise politics, in fact traditional fantasmatic politics. This seems to be the kernel of their argument: Even if this move is possible—encircling the unavoidable political modality of the real—is it really desirable, is it ethically and politically satisfactory? The fear behind all these statements is common; it is that the stress on the political qua encounter with the real precludes the possibility of presenting a more or less stable (present or future) ground for ethics and democracy, that it undermines their universal character and the possibility of any final reconciliation at either the subjective or the social level. Frosh is summarising this fear à propos of the issue of human rights: ‘if humanism is a fraud [as Lacan insists] and there is no fundamental human entity that is to be valued in each person [an essence of the psyche maybe?], one is left with no way of defending the “basic rights” of the individual’ (Frosh, 1987:137). In the two final chapters of this book I shall argue that the reason behind all these fears is the continuing hegemony of an ethics of harmony. Against such a position the ethics of the real entails a recognition of the irreducibility of the real and an attempt to institutionalise social lack. Thus it might be possible to achieve an ethically and politically satisfactory institution of the social field beyond the fantasy of closure which has proved so problematic, if not catastrophic. In other words, the best way to organise the social might be one which recognises the ultimate impossibility around which it is always structured. What could be some of the parameters of this new organisation of the social in our late modern terrain? Ulrich Beck’s theory seems to be relevant in this respect. According to our reading of Beck’s schema, contemporary societies are faced with the return of uncertainty, a return of the repressed without doubt, and the inability of mastering the totality of the real. We are forced thus to recognise the ambiguity of our experience and to articulate an auto-critical position towards our ability to master the real. It is now revealed that although repressing doubt and uncertainty can provide a temporary safety of meaning, it is nevertheless a dangerous strategy, a strategy that depends on a fantasmatic illusion. This realisation, contrary to any nihilistic reaction, is nothing but the starting point for a new form of society which is emerging around us, together of course with the reactionary attempts to reinstate an ageing modernity: 96 ENCIRCLING THE POLITICAL Perhaps the decline of the lodestars of primary Enlightenment, the individual, identity, truth, reality, science, technology, and so on, is the prerequisite for the start of an alternative Enlightenment, one which does not fear doubt, but instead makes it the element of its life and survival. (Beck, 1997:161) Is it not striking that Lacanian theory stands at the forefront of the struggle to make us change our minds about all these grandiose fantasies? Beck argues that such an openness towards doubt can be learned from Socrates, Montaigne, and others; it might be possible to add Lacan to this list. In other words, doubt, which threatens our false certainties, can become the nodal point for another modernity that will respect the right to err. Scepticism contrary to a widespread error, makes everything possible again: questions and dialogue of course, as well as faith, science, knowledge, criticism, morality, society, only differently...things unsuspected and incongruous, with the tolerance based and rooted in the ultimate certainty of error. (Beck, 1997:163) In that sense, what is at stake in our current theoretico-political terrain is not the central categories or projects of modernity per se (the idea of critique, science, democracy, etc.), but their ontological status, their foundation. The crisis of their current foundations, weakens their absolutist character and creates the opportunity to ground them in much more appropriate foundations (Laclau, 1988a). Doubts liberate; they make things possible. First of all the possibility of a new vision for society. An anti- utopian vision founded on the principle ‘Dubio ergo sum’ (Beck, 1997:162) closer to the subversive doubtfulness of Montaigne than to the deceptive scepticism of Descartes. Although Lacan thought that in Montaigne scepticism had not acquired the form of an ethic, he nevertheless pointed out that Montaigne is truly the one who has centred himself, not around scepticism but around the living moment of the aphanisis of the subject. And it is in this that he is fruitful, that he is an eternal guide, who goes beyond whatever may be represented of the moment to be defined as a historical turning-point. (XI:223–4) This is a standpoint which is both critical and self-critical: there is no foundation ‘of such a scope and elasticity for a critical theory of society 97 ENCIRCLING THE POLITICAL (which would then automatically be a self-critical theory) as doubt’ (Beck, 1997:173). Doubt, the invigorating champagne of thinking, points to a new modernity ‘more modern than the old, industrial modernity that we know. The latter after all, is based on certainty, on repelling and suppressing doubt’ (ibid.: 173). Beck asks us to fight for ‘a modernity which is beginning to doubt itself, which, if things go well, will make doubt the measure and architect of its self-limitation and self-modification’ (ibid.: 163). He asks us, to use Paul Celan’s phrase, to ‘build on inconsistencies’. This will be a modernity instituting a new politics, a politics recognising the uncertainty of the moment of the political. It will be a modernity recognising the constitutivity of the real in the social. A truly political modernity (ibid.: 5). In the next two chapters I will try to show the way in which Lacanian political theory can act as a catalyst for this change. The current crisis of utopian politics, instead of generating pessimism, can become the starting point for a renewal of democratic politics within a radically transformed ethical framework.

link: demands

Impossible demands maintain the status quo—we can passionately play the role of radicals without risking actual change. 

Zizek 2  (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis,  Welcome to the Desert of the Real: Five Essays on September 11 and Related Dates, “Passions of the Real, Passions of Semblance”, p. 59-61) MH

In a strict Lacanian sense of the term, we should thus posit that 'happiness' relies on the subject's inability or unreadiness fully to confront the consequences of its desire: the price of happiness is that the subject remains stuck in the inconsistency of its desire. In our daily lives, we (pretend to) desire things  which we do not really desire, so that, ultimately, the worst thing that can happen is for us to get what we 'officially' desire. Happiness is thus inherently hypocritical: it is the happiness of dreaming about things we do not really want. When today's Left bombards the capitalist system with demands that it obviously cannot fulfil (Full employment! Retain the welfare state! Full rights for immigrants!), it is basically playing a game of hysterical provocation, of addressing the Master with a demand which will be impossible for him to meet, and will thus expose his impotence. The problem with this strategy, however, is not only that the system cannot meet these demands, but that, in addition, those who voice them do not really want them to be realized. For example when, 'radical' academics demand full rights for immigrants and opening of the borders, are they aware that the direct implementation of this demand would, for obvious reasons, inundate developed Western countries with millions of newcomers, thus provoking a violent working-class racist backlash which would then endanger the privileged position ofthese very academics? Of course they are, but they count on the fact that their demand will not be met - in this way, they can hypocritically retain their clear radical conscience while continuing to enjoy their privileged position. In 1994, when a new wave of emigration from Cuba to the USA was on the cards, Fidel Castro warned the USA that if they did not stop inciting Cubans to emigrate, Cuba would no longer prevent them from doing it - which the Cuban authorities in effect did a couple of days later, embarrassing the USA with thousands of unwanted newcomers.... Is this not like the proverbial woman who snapped back at a man who was making macho advances to her: 'Shut up, or you'll have to do what you're boasting about!' In both cases, the gesture is that of calling the other's bluff, counting on the fact that what the other really fears is that one will fully comply with his or her demand. And would not the same gesture also throw our radical academics into a panic? Here the old '68 motto 'Soy0ns realistes, demandons l'impossible!' acquires a new cynical and sinister meaning which, perhaps, reveals its truth: 'Let's be realists: we, the academic Left, want to appear critical, while fully enjoying the privileges the system offers us. So let's bombard the system with impossible demands: we all know that these demands won't be met, so we can be sure that nothing will actually change, and we'll maintain our privileged status!' If someone accuses a big corporation of particular financial crimes, he or she is exposed to risks which can go right up to murder attempts; if he or she asks the same corporation to finance a research project into the link between global capitalism and the emergence of hybrid postcolonial identities, he or she stands a good chance of getting hundreds ofthousands of dollars. 
link: narratives 

Narratives are politicall disempowering because they prevent understanding the broader underpinnings of the injustice 

McGowan 4 PhD from Ohio State English Department (Todd, 2004, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis after Marx”, End of Dissatisfaction? Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment”, p. 98-9) MH

However, as we can see in the passage from Laclau and Mouffe, there is some slippage between the impossibility of universality and the call for a prohibition against “the discourse of the universal.” In other words, they begin by claiming that universality is no longer possible, that the universal position “has been eradicated,” and then they insist that we must renounce universality. By making universality seem to be a possibility that we must avoid, Laclau and Mouffe cover over their insight into the evanescent nature of universality today. There is no need to avoid or renounce universality, precisely because we are no longer capable of it. And we are no longer capable of it insofar as we experience our subjectivity as one of, in Laclau and Mouffe’s terms, “a polyphony of voices, each of which constructs its own irreducible discursive identity.” For Laclau and Mouffe, as for much of the contemporary Left, this turn from universality to particularity is a turn away from domination and from the violence of trying to speak for others. What they miss, however, is what is lost along with the loss of universality.  When we can no longer take up a universalizing perspective, we can no longer escape our isolated position in order to understand the social order as a totality.  Without the universal, we lose the ability to interpret the events occurring in our everyday lives—we lose the ability to find meaning—because it is only the universal that makes interpretation possible. Interpretation operates by relating the particular to the universal, by taking a seemingly isolated event and seeing its larger importance. The universal provides the framework of meaning through which the particular acquires whatever sense it will acquire. Without the possibility of a reference to the universal, particular events lose their connection to the whole and thus take on the appearance of contingency. We can see this phenomenon at its most egregious in the contemporary attitude toward crime. People fear crime today in large part because it always threatens to take them by surprise. Rather than being the product of definite sociohistorical conditions, the criminal seems to emerge out of nowhere, strike, and then return to anonymity. As the victim (or potential victim) of the crime, I experience it as a wholly random act, disconnected with the functioning of the social order as a whole.  What I experience most forcefully is the fact that the crime could have happened to anyone— that it could have happened to someone else just as easily as it happened to me. Certainly it is never anything that I did that triggered the crime—or at least such is my experience. Crimes appear, in other words, in almost every instance as particular acts without any link to the universal, without any connection to the social order in which they exist. One might have a theory about crime—blaming it on “liberal judges,” for instance—but when crime actually strikes, it seems random and irreducibly singular. Hence, it becomes impossible to interpret crime, to grasp particular crimes within their universal significance.9 But nonetheless crime does have a universal significance, and it does emerge from localizable conditions, despite its appearance of isolation and particularity. In fact, one could convincingly argue that crime should be easier to understand within the current context of global capitalism than ever before in human history, simply because never before have those who live in squalor been bombarded on a daily basis with nonstop images of opulence. Making connections like this is increasingly difficult today, however, because subjects increasingly view their experience as an isolated, essentially private experience.10 

Individual experiences are not relevant to the political—we need to find universal issues in social justice, not personal stories. 

McGowan 4 PhD from Ohio State English Department (Todd, 2004, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis after Marx”, End of Dissatisfaction? Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment”, p. 99) MH

In addition to fostering paranoia about crime, this contemporary failure to recognize the universal—and the inability to interpret that it produces— renders subjects unable to see any way out of the isolated particularity that engulfs them. A sense of claustrophobia sets in: without the possibility of universality, I have no means through which I might escape my insular, private world. From this perspective, one can understand yet another reason for the appeal of fundamentalism today. In addition to promising a return of transcendence (as we saw in the previous chapter), fundamentalism (grounded in religion, ethnicity, nation, etc.) provides the subject with a way out of his or her private world, a way of rediscovering the possibility of the universal. It assures us that there is a universal frame of reference that holds for everyone and that isn’t subject to the variegations of our relativistic world.  Whereas traditional religions today make allowances for other religions (other particularities) and thus tend to eschew universalizing, fundamentalism has no such qualms. The subject in the society of enjoyment feels incapable of universality, and fundamentalism comes along to provide an avenue through which it can be attained and experienced. As long as subjects continue to feel themselves isolated within their particularity, fundamentalism will continue to have an appeal. It provides the missing universal framework that allows us to make sense of our particular situation, to discover its meaning. Fundamentalism, however, is not the only path to universality. In fact, the turn toward it is based upon a misperception involved in the experience of late capitalist subjectivity.  Though subjects don’t recognize the existence of the universal today, they nonetheless continue to exist under its sway. As speaking beings, we are all the time employing the universal, discussing a particular situation through the vehicle of the universal. From the moment that we use words at all, we have moved from the level of the particular to that of the universal. This is the point that Hegel insists upon in the first chapter of the Phenomenology: Of course, we do not envisage the universal This or Being in general, but we utter the universal; in other words, we do not strictly say in this sense-certainty what we mean to say. But language, as we see, is the more truthful; in it, we ourselves directly refute what we mean to say, and since the universal is the true [content] of sense-certainty and language expresses this true [content] alone, it is just not possible for us ever to say, or express in words, a sensuous being that we mean.11 Hegel’s claim here is that though we may intend to communicate a particular content when we speak, the very act of speaking itself—using words— necessarily implies that we are dealing with universals, not particulars. Whatever words we use to describe the particular that we are trying to describe will be universals—words that describe other particularities as well. Hence, we cannot speak that particular that we are trying to speak. As Hegel puts it, “the sensuous This that is meant cannot be reached by language, which belongs to consciousness, i.e., to that which is inherently universal.”12 Rather than speaking about particulars, we are always involved with the universal while we inhabit the world of language, the symbolic order. The point, then—and this is what the fundamentalist misses—is that we haven’t lost the universal, that the universal continues to persist despite the current difficulties we have in discerning it. Though our experience seems bereft of the universal, it is nonetheless there, providing the frame through which we encounter the particulars of our everyday lives. The key to interpretation today is the ability to grasp this silent functioning of the universal.We can continue to interpret—we can continue to move from the particular to the universal—because the universal persists. Interpretation becomes, however, more difficult and, at the same time, more exigent. In the face of the seeming absence of the universal, we must interpret all the more, because without interpretation our experience is simply a series of randomly arranged events, wholly without significance. 

Narratives of suffering play into the hands of the existing order.  They cannot challenge the fundamental components of the political fantasy because they are focused on victimization, not real political challenges. 

Žižek 1 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Interview with Christopher Hanlon, Ph.D. from UMass-Amherst, “Psychoanalysis and the Post-Political: An Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” New Literary History, 32.1, 1-21, Project Muse). 

SZ: Well, I don't think that . . . OK, Cornel West did say that. But I nonetheless don't think that he perceives us as the main opponent. Because this very reproach that you mention is not a reproach that can be addressed specifically to Lacan. My idea is the old marxist idea that this immediate reference to experience, practice, struggle, etcetera, usually relies on the most abstract and pure theory, and as an old philosopher I would say, as you said before, that we simply cannot escape theory. I fanatically oppose this turn which has taken place in social theory, this idea that there is no longer time for great theoretical projects, that all we can do is narrativize the experience of our suffering, that all various ethnic or sexual groups can ultimately do is to narrate their painful, traumatic experience. I think this is a catastrophe. I think that this fits perfectly the existing capitalist order, that there is nothing subversive in it. I think that this fits perfectly today's ideology of victimization, where in order to legitimize, to gain power politically, you must present yourself, somehow, as the victim. 

Narratives create social apartheid—if only individuals can relate their own experiences, it means that only they truly understand the situation and it relives the rest of us of any responsibility for their suffering. 

Žižek 2 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/Žižek.html). 


My opponent here is the widely accepted position that we should leave behind the quest for universal truth — that what we have instead are just different narratives about who we are, the stories we tell about ourselves. So, in that view, the highest ethical injunction is to respect the other story. All the stories should be told, each ethnic, political, or sexual group should be given the right to tell its story, as if this kind of tolerance towards the plurality of stories with no universal truth value is the ultimate ethical horizon. I oppose this radically. This ethics of storytelling is usually accompanied by a right to narrate, as if the highest act you can do today is to narrate your own story, as if only a black lesbian mother can know what it's like to be a black lesbian mother, and so on. Now this may sound very emancipatory. But the moment we accept this logic, we enter a kind of apartheid. In a situation of social domination, all narratives are not the same. For example, in Germany in the 1930s, the narrative of the Jews wasn't just one among many. This was the narrative that explained the truth about the entire situation. Or today, take the gay struggle. It's not enough for gays to say, "we want our story to be heard." No, the gay narrative must contain a universal dimension, in the sense that their implicit claim must be that what happens to us is not something that concerns only us. What is happening to us is a symptom or signal that tells us something about what's wrong with the entirety of society today. We have to insist on this universal dimension.

link: visual 

Prioritizing the visual plays makes us vulnerable to totalitarianism because we are far less critical of images and its non verbal nature means that it is an individual, not shared experience. 

McGowan 4 PhD from Ohio State English Department (Todd, 2004, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis after Marx”, End of Dissatisfaction? Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment”, p. 65) MH

This belief in the truth of the image leaves us especially vulnerable to ideological coercion (which is not to say, of course, that the image cannot be subversive as well). The image, much more than the word, inspires trust, and this trust is precisely what ideology hopes to engender. This is why fascists rely so heavily on imagery. In fact, cultural theorist Paul Gilroy links the rise of the image to the rise of fascism in the mid-twentieth century.  According to Gilroy: The application of image-building and image-maintaining techniques has created a condition in which icons severely qualify and often dominate the vivid authority of the spoken word in ways that recall the operations of fascist propaganda. The power of speech, already substantially reduced by the imperative to supply empty but memorable sound bites, has declined even further since Hitler’s innovations.17 In valuing the image over the word, we fall victim to the image’s appearance of full revelation.Whereas the word prompts suspicion and questioning, the image produces belief and devotion. It is in this sense that Gilroy sees a latent fascism in the contemporary elevation of the image. The image today signifies the possibility of a completely successful process of manipulation. According to Postman, however, the great danger of this epistemological transition—toward faith in the image—is not the possibility for manipulation but the inescapability of distraction. The flow of images in contemporary society serves to keep subjects constantly entertained and distracted. We are amused, but we are also isolated and docile. In the final pages of his treatise, Postman articulates this danger in dramatic terms: “When a population becomes distracted by trivia, when cultural life is redefined as a perpetual round of entertainments, when serious public conversation becomes a form of baby-talk, when, in short, people become an audience and their public business a vaudeville act, then a nation finds itself at risk; culture-death is a clear possibility.”18 What Postman labels “culture-death” is the breakdown of symbolic mediation, the inability of language to link subjects to each other. There is no symbolic authority demanding that subjects leave the imaginary realm and enter into the social world.Without this authority, subjects remain within the private world of the image, confined to what Jean Baudrillard calls “the hell of the same.” 

link: utopianism
 “Harmony” as the affirmative constructed it is impossibleand will require the extermination of those who are blamed for the inevitable failure of utopia.  

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, Lacan and the Political, “The Lacanian Object” p.63-5)MH

Mac Arthur, Odum and Clements, like Isaac Newton, ‘had tried to make nature into a single, coherent picture where all the pieces fitted firmly together’. All of them tried to reduce the disorderliness or the unknown qualities of nature to a single all-encompassing metaphysical idea (Worster, 1994:400). Even conceptions of nature stressing the element of conflict, such as the Darwinian one, sometimes feel the need to subject this non-perfect image to some discernible goal of nature (for example the ‘constantly increasing diversity of organic types in one area’—Worster, 1994:161) which introduces a certain harmony through the back door. What constantly emerges from this exposition is that when harmony is not present it has to be somehow introduced in order for our reality to be coherent. It has to be introduced through a fantasmatic social construction. 19 One should not get the impression though that this is a mere philosophical discussion. In so far as our constructions of reality influence our behaviour—and this is what they basically do—our fixation on harmony has direct social and political consequences. Reality construction does not take place on a superstructural level. Reality is forced to conform to our constructions of it not only at the spiritual or the intellectual, but also at the material level. But why does it have to be forced to conform? This is due, for instance, to the gap between our harmonious fantasmatic constructions of nature and nature itself, between reality and the real. Our constructions of reality are so strong that nature has to conform to them and not they to nature; reality is conceived as mastering the real. But there is always a certain leftover, a disturbing element destabilising our constructions of nature. This has to be stigmatised, made into a scapegoat and exterminated. The more beatific and harmonious is a social fantasy the more this repressed destabilising element will be excluded from its symbolisation—without, however, ever disappearing. In this regard, a vignette from the history of nature conservation can be revealing. As is well known nature conservation was developed first in the United States; what is not so well known is that ‘a major feature of the crusade for resource conservation was a deliberate campaign to destroy wild animals—one of the most efficient, well-organized, and well-financed such efforts in all of man’s history’ (Worster, 1994:261). All this, although not solely attributable to it, was part of a ‘progressive’ moralistic ideology which conceived of nature together with society as harbouring ruthless exploiters and criminals who should be banished from the land (Worster, 1994:265). The driving force behind this enterprise was clearly a particular ethically distinctive construction of nature articulated within the framework of a conservation ideology. According to this construction what ‘was’ had to conform to what ‘should be’ and what ‘should be’, that is to say nature without vermin (coyotes and other wild predators), was accepted as more natural—more harmonious—than what ‘was’: ‘These conservationists were dedicated to reorganizing the natural economy in a way that would fulfil their own ideal vision of what nature should be like’ (Worster, 1994:266). This construction was accepted by the Roosevelt administration in the USA (1901-9) and led to the formation of an official programme to exterminate vermin. The job was given to a government agency, the Bureau of the Biological Survey (BBS) in the Department of Agriculture, and a ruthless war started (in 1907 alone, 1,700 wolves and 23,000 coyotes were killed in the National Parks and this policy continued and expanded for years) (Worster, 1994:263). What is this dialectic between the beatific fantasy of nature and the demonised vermin doing if not illustrating the Lacanian dialectic between the two sides of fantasy or between fantasy and symptom? Since we will explore the first of these two Lacanian approaches to fantasy in Chapter 4, we will concentrate here on the fantasy/symptom axis. 20 As far as the promise of filling the lack in the Other is concerned, fantasy can be better understood in its relation to the Lacanian conception of the symptom; according to one possible reading, fantasy and symptom are two inter-implicated terms. It is the symptom that interrupts the consistency of the field of our constructions of reality, of the object of identification, by embodying the repressed jouissance, the destabilising part of nature excluded from its harmonious symbolisation. The symptom here is a real kernel of enjoyment; it is the repressed jouissance that returns and does not ever ‘stop in imposing itself [on us]’ (Soler, 1991:214). If fantasy is ‘the support that gives consistency to what we call reality’ (Žižek, 1989:49) on the other hand reality is always a symptom (Žižek, 1992). Here we are insisting on the late Lacanian conception of the symptom as sinthome. In this conception, a signifier is married to jouissance, a signifier is instituted in the real, outside the signifying chain but at the same time internal to it. This paradoxical role of the symptom can help us understand the paradoxical role of fantasy. Fantasy gives discourse its consistency because it opposes the symptom (Ragland-Sullivan, 1991:16). Hence, if the symptom is an encounter with the real, with a traumatic point that resists symbolisation, and if the discursive has to arrest the real and repress jouissance in order to produce reality, then the negation of the real within fantasy can only be thought in terms of opposing, of stigmatising the symptom. This is then the relation between symptom and fantasy. The self-consistency of a symbolic construction of reality depends on the harmony instituted by fantasy. This fantasmatic harmony can only be sustained by the neutralisation of the symptom and of the real, by a negation of the generalised lack that crosses the field of the social. But how is this done? If social fantasy produces the self-consistency of a certain construction it can do so only by presenting the symptom as ‘an alien, disturbing intrusion, and not as the point of eruption of the otherwise hidden truth of the existing social order’ (Žižek, 1991a:40). The social fantasy of a harmonious social or natural order can only be sustained if all the persisting disorders can be attributed to an alien intruder. To return to our example, the illusory character of our harmonious construction of nature is shown in the fact that there is a part of the real which escapes its schema and assumes a symptomatic form (vermin, etc.); in order for this fantasy to remain coherent, this real symptom has to be stigmatised and eliminated. It cannot be accepted as the excluded truth of nature; such a recognition would lead to a dislocation of the fantasy in question. When, however, the dependence of fantasy on the symptom is revealed, then the play—the relation—between the symptom and fantasy reveals itself as another mode of the play between the real and the symbolic/imaginary nexus producing reality. 

The drive to master the globe is the ultimate in the politics of utopia.  Rather than admitting that the world is beyond our control we contruct a fanatsy of total mastery of the planet.  

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  p 81-82 ). 

The fantasmatic support If political reality is a symbolic construction produced through metaphoric and metonymic processes and articulated around points de capiton and empty signifiers, it nevertheless depends on fantasy in order to constitute itself. This dimension must have become evident from our argumentation so far. It is useful however to present one more example in which this dimension is illustrated with clarity.

Fantasies of mastery, especially mastery of knowledge, have direct political significance. Thomas Richards, in his book The Imperial Archive: Knowledge and the Fantasy of the Empire, explores the importance of fantasy in the construction of the British empire. There is no doubt that no nation can close its hand around the whole of the world. In that sense an empire is always, at least partly, a fiction. Absolute political control is impossible due to a variety of reasons, such as the lack of information and control in distant parts of the imperial territory. This gap in knowledge (in the symbolic constitution of the empire) and control, was covered over by the fantasy construction of the imperial archive, ‘a fantasy of knowledge collected and united in the service of state and empire’. In that sense ‘the myth of imperial archive brought together in fantasy what was breaking apart in fact’ and was thus shared widely; it even had an impact in policymaking (Richards, 1993:6). This imperial archive was not a real museum or a real library, it was not a building or a collection of texts, but a fantasy of projected total knowledge: it constituted a ‘collectively imagined junction of all that was known or knowable, a fantastic representation of an epistemological master pattern, a virtual focal point for the heterogeneous local knowledge of metropolis and empire’ (Richards, 1993:11). In this utopian space, disorder was transformed to order, heterogeneity to homogeneity and lack of political control and information to an imaginary empire of knowledge and power.

Such a fantasmatic support is, however, discernible in all the examples we have already presented. This is because all ideological formations, all constructions of political reality, although not in the same degree or in the same way, aspire to eliminate anxiety and loss, to defeat dislocation, in order to achieve a state of fullness. Thus ‘what Thatcherism as an ideology does, is to address the fears, the anxieties, the lost identities, of a people.... It is addressed to our collective fantasies, to Britain as an imagined community, to the social imaginary’ (Hall, 1988:167). The same applies to nationalism, to millenarian redemption, as well as to Disraeli’s ‘One Nation’ and to Blairism. This fantasmatic element is crucial for the desirability of all these discourses, in other words for their hegemonic appeal. All political projects to reconstitute society as a well-ordered and harmonious ensemble aim at this impossible object which reduces utopia to a fantasmatic screen. If, according to Laclau’s Lacanian dictum, ‘society does not exist’ (as a harmonious ensemble), this impossible existence is all the time constructed and reconstructed through the symbolic production of discourse and its fantasmatic investment, through the reduction of the political to politics.

When we try create global harmony, we come up against its impossibility. To maintain faith in the fantasy, we will try to violently eliminate components that do not fit, turning the case.   

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages 100-101). 

In order to answer these questions it is crucial to enumerate the conditions of possibility and the basic characteristics of utopian thinking. First of all it seems that the need for utopian meaning arises in periods of increased uncertainty, social instability and conflict, when the element of the political subverts the fantasmatic stability of our political reality. Utopias are generated by the surfacing of grave antagonisms and dislocations in the social field. As Tillich has put it ‘all utopias strive to negate the negative...in human existence; it is the negative in that existence which makes the idea of utopia necessary’ (Tillich in Levitas, 1990:103). Utopia then is one of the possible responses to the ever-present negativity, to the real antagonism which is constitutive of human experience. Furthermore, from the time of More’s Utopia (1516) it is conceived as an answer to the negativity inherent in concrete political antagonism. What is, however, the exact nature of this response? Utopias are images of future human communities in which these antagonisms and the dislocations fuelling them (the element of the political) will be forever resolved, leading to a reconciled and harmonious world—it is not a coincidence that, among others, Fourier names his utopian community ‘Harmony’ and that the name of the Owenite utopian community in the New World was ‘New Harmony’. As Marin has put it, utopia sets in view an imaginary resolution to social contradiction; it is a simulacrum of synthesis which dissimulates social antagonism by projecting it onto a screen representing a harmonious and immobile equilibrium (Marin, 1984:61). This final resolution is the essence of the utopian promise.

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

Lacanian theory is a source of liberation from the strait-jacket of the politics of harmony—Lacanian theory can help us to develop a more radically democratic society.  

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages 4...9-10). 

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

The crisis identified by the affirmative is an opportunity to turn away from the politics of utopia and create a new order designed around accepting antagonism.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  135-136). 

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

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

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

(Laclau, 1994:4)

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

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

(Žižek, 1989:147)

This suspension of sedimented political reality, this opening to the moment of the political, presupposes the institutionalisation both of the external antagonism between competing political forces and, most importantly, of the internal split marking the identity of all these forces (Žižek’s pure antagonism), since the repetition of the moment of elections inscribes deep in our political culture the recognition that none of these forces can sublate its internal split; if we need elections every once in a while it is because we accept that the hegemonic link between a concrete content and its incarnation of fullness has to be continuously re-established and renegotiated. This is one of the ways in which democracy identifies with the symptom (the constitutive antagonism of the social which is usually presented as a mere epiphenomenon) and traverses the fantasy of a harmonious social order: by instituting lack at the place of the principle of societal organisation.9

The politics of utopia are responsible for the worst acts of violence—the failure of the fantasy to be fully relaized causes us to project that failure on an alien intruder—justifying persecution and massacres.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  101-102). 

In order to realise the problematic character of the utopian operation it is necessary to articulate a genealogy of this way of representing and making sense of the world. The work of Norman Cohn seems especially designed to serve this purpose. What is most important is that in Cohn’s schema we can encounter the three basic characteristics of utopian fantasies that we have already singled out: first, their link to instances of disorder, to the element of negativity. Since human experience is a continuous battle with the unexpected there is always a need to represent and master this unexpected, to transform disorder to order. Second, this representation is usually articulated as a total and universal representation, a promise of absolute mastery of the totality of the real, a vision of the end of history. A future utopian state is envisaged in which disorder will be totally eliminated. Third, this symbolisation produces its own remainder; there is always a certain particularity remaining outside the universal schema. It is to the existence of this evil agent, which can be easily localised, that all persisting disorder is attributed. The elimination of disorder depends then on the elimination of this group. The result is always horrible: persecution, massacres, holocausts. Needless to say, no utopian fantasy is ever realised as a result of all these ‘crimes’—as mentioned in Chapter 2, the purpose of fantasy is not to satisfy an (impossible) desire but to constitute it as such. What is of great interest for our approach is the way in which Cohn himself articulates a genealogy of the pair utopia/demonisation in his books The Pursuit of the Millennium and Europe’s Inner Demons (Cohn, 1993b, 1993c). The same applies to his book Warrant for Genocide (Cohn, 1996) which will also be implicated at a certain stage in our analysis.

These books are concerned with the same social phenomenon, the idea of purifying humanity through the extermination of some category of human beings which are conceived as agents of corruption, disorder and evil. The contexts are, of course, different, but the urge remains the same (Cohn, 1993b:xi). All these works then, at least according to my reading, are concerned with the production of an archenemy which goes together with the utopian mentality.

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

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

(Tertullian in Cohn, 1993b:14)

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

link: critiques 

Small acts of subversion (such as armchair ideological distance) make us more comfortable and therefor more invested in the political status quo. 

McGowan 4 PhD from Ohio State English Department (Todd, 2004, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis after Marx”, End of Dissatisfaction? Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment”, p. 124-6)  MH
In response to the command to enjoy, contemporary cynicism is an effort to gain distance from the functioning of power, to resist the hold that power has over us. Hence, the cynic turns inward and displays an indifference to external authorities, with the aim of self-sufficient independence. Symbolic authority—which would force the subject into a particular symbolic identity, an identity not freely chosen by the subject herself—is the explicit enemy of cynicism. To acknowledge the power of symbolic authority over one’s own subjectivity would be, in the eyes of the cynic, to acknowledge one’s failure to enjoy fully, making such an acknowledgment unacceptable. In the effort to refuse the power of this authority, one must eschew all the trappings of conformity. This is why the great Cynical philosopher Diogenes made a show of masturbating in public, a gesture that made clear to everyone that he had moved beyond the constraints of the symbolic law and that he would brook no barrier to his jouissance. By freely doing in public what others feared to do, Diogenes acted out his refusal to submit to the prohibition that others accepted. He attempted to demonstrate that the symbolic law had no absolute hold over him and that he had no investment in it. However, seeming to be beyond the symbolic law and actually being beyond it are two different—and, in fact, opposed— things, and this difference becomes especially important to recognize in the contemporary society of enjoyment. In the act of making a show of one’s indifference to the public law (in the manner of Diogenes and today’s cynical subject), one does not gain distance from that law, but unwittingly reveals one’s investment in it. Such a show is done for the look of the symbolic authority. The cynic stages her/his act publicly in order that symbolic authority will see it. Because it is staged in this way, we know that the  cynic’s act—such as the public masturbation of Diogenes—represents a case of acting-out, rather than an authentic act, an act that suspends the functioning of symbolic authority. Acting-out always occurs on a stage, while the authentic act and authentic enjoyment—the radical break from the constraints of symbolic authority—occur unstaged, without reference to the Other’s look.9 In the History of Philosophy, Hegel makes clear the cynic’s investment in symbolic authority through his discussion of Plato’s interactions with Diogenes: In Plato’s house [Diogenes] once walked on the beautiful carpets with muddy feet, saying, “I tread on the pride of Plato.” “Yes, but with another pride,” replied Plato, as pointedly.  When Diogenes stood wet through with rain, and the bystanders pitied him, Plato said, “If you wish to compassionate him, just go away. His vanity is in showing himself off and exciting surprise; it is what made him act in this way, and the reason would not exist if he were left alone.10 Though Diogenes attempts to act in a way that demonstrates his self-sufficiency, his distance from every external authority, what he attains, however, is far from self-sufficiency. As Plato’s ripostes demonstrate, everything that the cynic does to distance himself from symbolic authority plays directly into the hands of that authority.11 Here we see how cynicism functions symptomatically in the society of enjoyment, providing the illusion of enjoyment beyond social constraints while leaving these constraints completely intact. We don’t have to look twenty-five hundred years in the past for an example of cynicism’s hidden investment in symbolic authority: this investment is even more fully present in contemporary cynicism. It is especially clear in the cynicism of the antiauthority, discontented hacker working at a new internet company. The hacker is able to eschew all of the trappings of the traditional office labor: she/he can make her/his own hours, wear what she/he wants, listen to a walkman, and, in general, be her/his own boss. But nonetheless, this rejection of authority is wholly amenable to the functioning of the internet company. In fact, such a company thrives on it. It is not uncommon for internet companies to fire hackers when they lose their rebelliousness and become part of the corporate structure. Such companies want edgy product development that only a rebellious hacker can provide. The cynical worker works all the more effectively for the company—for the authority—in the guise of an opposition to structures of authority. Imagining her/himself as a rebel against tradition allows the hacker to become more creative, to spur the company on toward greater and greater profits. Contemporary cynicism at large works much like it does in the case of the hacker. The cynic rejects authority at the same time she/he devotes all of her/his energies to helping it along. The contemporary cynic’s rebellion is,  in this way, not a brake upon the functioning of late capitalism, but its engine. The cynicism among subjects today thus indicates the extent to which the society of enjoyment leaves subjects bereft of the actual enjoyment that would break from the prevailing symbolic authority. 

So-called radical acts of subversion allow us to ignore our roles in the system.  We need to embrace our responsibility by identitfying with oppressive power, not making empty gestures against it.  

McGowan 4 PhD from Ohio State English Department (Todd, 2004, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis after Marx”, End of Dissatisfaction? Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment”, p. 192-4)  MH
The problem with the school uniform movement, as well as all of the other calls for a return to prohibition, is that, as the previous chapters have sought to demonstrate, widespread disobedience is not the problem. The problem with the society of commanded enjoyment—what constitutes its danger for us—is not the enjoyment that it unleashes, but the barrier that it proves to enjoyment. Rather than being beset by disobedience and transgressive enjoyment, our society has become replete with obedience, with subjects who are wholly committed to sustaining their symbolic identity, their status within the prevailing social order. This obedience predominates precisely because it successfully disguises itself as its opposite—as rebellion, radicality, and difference. The most difficult obstacle to overcome today is the sense that one is radical or subversive, precisely because this sensibility is so pervasive, even among—or especially among—the most conservative subjects. In fact, convincing subjects that they are radical has become the primary function of ideology today. If I believe that I am already radical while I am following the dictates of the social order, I am not likely to challenge those dictates. Already in the nineteenth century Marx and Engels saw that life under capitalism tended to offer subjects a sense of their own freedom (i.e., their own radicality and distance from the big Other) combined with an increase in actual unfreedom. They say, “in imagination, individuals seem freer under the dominance of the bourgeoisie than before, because their conditions of life seem accidental; in reality, of course, they are less free, because they are to a greater extent governed by material forces.”2 The situation that Marx and Engels describe here has grown exponentially today. Existing in the isolation of her/his imaginary enclave, the contemporary subject tends to feel certain of her/his freedom and distance from the social order. Phenomenologically, today’s subject is a radical and independent subject, but this experience of radicality is the fundamental manifestation of contemporary ideology.3 It is in this way that global capitalism—the hegemonic power of our time—secures its domination throughout the world. Ironically, despite all of the claims of radicality being made today, very few call into question the functioning of global capitalism.  We can see an illuminating example of the tacit acceptance of global capitalism in the docu- mentary Trekkies (1999), which chronicles the fanatical devotion that Star Trek has inspired. The film shows the extreme lengths to which people go out of love for Star Trek and all that it represents. One woman wears her Star Fleet uniform to work every day; a dentist transforms his office into a simulation of the Enterprise; and a man considers having his ears surgically altered in order to resemble those of Mr. Spock. According to these fans and the many others interviewed, there is something special about the Star Trek universe that inspires this kind of devotion.When pressed for details, they mention its fairness, its equality, its diversity, its tolerance, and its ethic of nonviolence. However, not a single fan depicted in the film, out of hundreds that are interviewed, mentions the fact that the Star Trek economy is a wholly socialist one, that this universe is so far from our prevailing capitalist one that its subjects don’t even have money. Trekkies find themselves drawn to Star Trek’s radicality— or so they claim—and yet, they completely miss the aspect of the show that most challenges our contemporary existence—its blatant rejection of capitalism as the sine qua non of modern life. Though Star Trek doesn’t hide its rejection of capitalism, Trekkies don’t see it because global capitalism has become a fundamental horizon of our thought. Though we are skeptical about the functioning of almost everything else, we trust fully in the staying power of global capitalism. The alternatives, which once seemed to be just around the corner, have become unimaginable today. The universe of global capitalism is, or so we think, here to stay, and we best not do anything to risk our status within it. Hence, we pledge our allegiance to it, and we put our trust in it. This is the fundamental mode of contemporary obedience to authority. Only by coming to understand this obedience to the dictates of global capitalism as obedience can we hope to break out of it. Global capitalism seems an unsurpassable horizon simply because we have not properly recognized our own investment in sustaining it. We see it as unsurpassable because we don’t want to lose it—and the imaginary satisfaction that it provides. The society of enjoyment works to convince subjects that they exist outside this society, in independent isolation. It thus becomes increasingly difficult to grasp oneself within the universal. One feels and lives like an outsider. But this in no way hampers the functioning of the universal. It works through us all the more effectively insofar as we fail to recognize it. In the society of enjoyment, the most difficult task becomes recognizing our own role as an integral part of this society—what keeps it going. The great temptation today lies in proclamations of one’s radicality, expressions of a refusal to conform to the social order. But any subversive display today plays in the prevailing demand for enjoyment. The key to transcending the society of enjoyment— and the global capitalism with which it works hand-in-hand—lies in reconciling ourselves to this society, in grasping our fundamental investment in it. When we recognize ourselves as the subjects of the society of enjoyment and the subjects of global capitalism rather than as subjects existing in marginality or in isolation, we take a leap beyond this society. The limits of the society of enjoyment are daunting limits precisely because we cannot recognize them as such. In recognizing these limits—in recognizing the extent of our obedience— we find a way out of this obedience. As Hegel puts it in the Encyclopedic Logic, “No one knows, or even feels, that anything is a limit or defect, until he is at the same time above and beyond it.”4 The act of recognition is, at the same time, the act of transcendence. To recognize one’s failure to enjoy is already to begin to enjoy. 

The 1ac presents a subversive performance that is a wishful fantasy. We briefly snatch away a small part of the power structure, leaving most forms of oppression intact.  We produce enjoyment in the act of snatching, so that we come to love oppression.

Zizek 97  (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, The Plague of Fantasies, p. 45-48)

In short, the right-wing intellectual is a knave, a conformist who refers to the mere existence of the given order as an argument for it, and mocks the Left on account of its `utopian' plans, which necessarily lead to catastrophe; while the left-wing intellectual is a fool, a court jester who publicly displays the lie of the existing order, but in a way which suspends the performative efficiency of his speech. Today, after the fall of Social​ism, the knave is a neoconservative advocate of the free market who cruelly rejects all forms of social solidarity as counterproductive sentimen​talism, while the fool is a deconstructionist cultural critic who, by means of his ludic procedures destined to `subvert' the existing order, actually serves as its supplement.`' What psychoanalysis can do to help us to break this vicious cycle of fool-knave is to lay bare its underlying libidinal economy - the libidinal profit, the 'surplus-enjoyment', which sustains each of the two positions…{original upon request}… So: if the conservative knave is not unlike the gypsy, since he also, in his answer to a concrete complaint (Why are things so horrible for us ... /gays, blacks, women/?'), sings his tragic song of eternal fate ('Why are things so bad for us people, 0 why?') - that is, he also, as it were, changes the tonality of the question from concrete complaint to abstract acceptance of the enigma of Fate - the satisfaction of the progressive fool, a `social critic', is of the same kind as that of the poor Russian peasant, the typical hysterical satisfaction of snatching a little piece of jouissance away from the Master. If the victim in the first joke were a fool, he would allow the monkey to wash his balls in the whisky yet another time, but would add some dirt or sticky stuff to his glass beforehand, so that after the monkey's departure he would be able to claim triumphantly: 'I duped him! His balls are now even dirtier than before!' It is easy to imagine a much more sublime version of the reversal performed by the gypsy musician - is not this same reversal at work in the subjective position of castrati singers, for example? They are made to `cry :o Heaven': after suffering a horrible mutilation, they are not supposed .o bemoan their worldly misfortune and pain, and to look for the culprits responsible for it, but instead to address their complaint to Heaven itself. In a way, they must accomplish a kind of magic reversal and exchange all their worldly complaints for a complaint addressed to Divine Fate itself - this reversal allows them to enjoy their terrestrial life to the fullest. This is (the singing) voice at its most elementary: the embodiment of 'surplus ​enjoyment' in the precise sense of the paradoxical `pleasure in pain'. That is to say: when Lacan uses the term plus-de jouir, one has to ask a naive but crucial question: in what does this surplus consist? Is it merely a qualitative increase of ordinary pleasure? The ambiguity of the French term is decisive here: it can mean `surplus of enjoyment' as well as `no more enjoyment' - the surplus of enjoyment over mere pleasure is generated by the presence of the very opposite of pleasure, that is, pain. Pain generates surplus-enjoyment via the magic reversal-into-itself by means of which the very material texture of our expression of pain (the crying voice) gives rise to enjoyment - and is not this what takes place towards the end of the joke about the monkey washing his balls in my whisky, when the gypsy transforms my furious complaint into a self​satisfying melody? What we find here is a neat exemplification of the Lacanian formula of the fetishistic object (minus phi under small a): like the castrato's voice, the objet petit a - the surplus-enjoyment - arises at the very place of castration. And does not the same go for love poetry and its ultimate topic: the lamentation of. the poet who has lost his beloved (because she doesn't return his love, because she has died, because her parents do not approve of their union, and block his access to her ...)? Poetry, the specific poetic jouissance, emerges when the very symbolic articulation of this Loss gives rise to a pleasure of its own.' Do we not find the same elementary ideological gesture inscribed into Jewish identity? Jews `evacuate the Law of jouissance', they are `the people of the Book' who stick to the rules and allow for no ecstatic experience of the Sacred; yet, at the same time, they do find an excessive enjoyment precisely in their dealings with the Text of the Book: the `Talmudic' enjoyment of how to read it properly, how to interpret it so that we can none the less have it our own way. Is not the tradition of lively debates and disputes which strike foreigners (Gentiles) as meaningless hairsplitting a neat example of how the very renunciation of the Thing jouissance pro​duces its own jouissance (in interpreting the text)? Maybe Kafka himself, as the Western `Protestant' Jew, was shocked to discover this obscene aspect of the Jewish Law' - is not this jouis-sense in the Letter clearly discernible in the discussion between the priest and K at the end of The Trial, after the parable on the door of the Law? What strikes one here is the `senseless' detailed hairsplitting which, in precise contrast to the Western tradition of metaphorical-gnostic reading, undermines the obvious meaning not by endeavouring to discern beneath it layers of `deeper' analogical meanings, but by insisting on a too-close, too-literal reading ('the man from the country was never ordered to come there in the first place', etc.). Each of the two positions, that of fool and that of knave, is thus sustained by its own kind of jouissance: the enjoyment of snatching back from the Master part of the jouissance he stole from us (in the case of the fool); the enjoyment which directly pertains to the subject's pain (in the case of the knave). What psychoanalysis can do to help the critique of ideology is precisely to clarify the status of this paradoxical jouissance as the payment that the exploited, the servant, receives for serving the Master. This jouissance, of course, always emerges within a certain phan​tasmic field; the crucial precondition for breaking the chains of servitude is thus to `traverse the fantasy' which structures our jouissance in a way which keeps us attached to the Master - makes us accept the framework of the social relationship of domination.
link: suffering

Narratives of suffering play into the hands of the existing order.  They cannot challenge the political fantasy because they are focused on victimization, not real politics. 

Zizek, (University of Ljubljana), 1 (Slavoj, Interview with Christopher Hanlon, Ph.D. from UMass-Amherst, “Psychoanalysis and the Post-Political: An Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” New Literary History, 32.1, 1-21, Project Muse). 

SZ+: Well, I don’t think that . . . OK, Cornel West did say that. But I nonetheless don’t think that he perceives us as the main opponent. Because this very reproach that you mention is not a reproach that can be addressed specifically to Lacan. My idea is the old marxist idea that this immediate reference to experience, practice, struggle, etcetera, usually relies on the most abstract and pure theory, and as an old philosopher I would say, as you said before, that we simply cannot escape theory. I fanatically oppose this turn which has taken place in social theory, this idea that there is no longer time for great theoretical projects, that all we can do is narrativize the experience of our suffering, that all various ethnic or sexual groups can ultimately do is to narrate their painful, traumatic experience. I think this is a catastrophe. I think that this fits perfectly the existing capitalist order, that there is nothing subversive in it. I think that this fits perfectly today’s ideology of victimization, where in order to legitimize, to gain power politically, you must present yourself, somehow, as the victim.

link: reforming capitalism

Claims to reform capitalism are a re-nevtment in the politics of utopia—excesses are blamed on alien intruders which must be eliminated so that we can return to a harmonious balance; hiding the fact that the excesses are inherent to capitalism. 

Zizek 93  (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Tarrying with the Negative, p. 210-211)

Let us take the ideological edifice of fascist corporatism: the fascist dream is simply to have capitalism without its "excess," without the antagonism that causes its structural imbalance. Which is why we have, in fascism, on one hand, the return to the figure of the Master-Leader-who guarantees the stability and balance of the social fabric, i.e., who again saves us from society's structural imbalance; while, on the other hand, the reason for this imbalance is attributed to the figure of the Jew whose "excessive" ac​cumulation and greed are the cause of social antagonism. Thus the dream is that, since the excess was introduced from outside, i.e., is the work of an alien intruder, its elimination would enable us to obtain again a stable social organism whose parts form a harmonious corporate body, where, in con​trast to capitalism's constant social displacement, everybody would again occupy his own place. The function of the Master is to dominate the excess by locating its cause in a clearly delimited social agency: "It is they who steal our enjoyment, who, by means of their excessive attitude, introduce im​balance and antagonism." With the figure of the Master, the antagonism inherent in the social structure is transformed into a relationship of power, a struggle for domination between us and them, those who cause antagonistic imbalance. Perhaps this matrix also helps us to grasp the reemergence of nationalist chauvinism in Eastern Europe as a kind of "shock-absorber" against the sudden exposure to the capitalist openness and imbalance. It is as if, in the very moment when the bond, the chain preventing free development of capitalism, i.e., a deregulated production of the excess, was broken, it was countered by a demand for a new Master who will rein it in. What one demands is the establishment of a stable and clearly defined social body which will restrain capitalism's destructive potential by cutting off the “excessive" element; and since this social body is experienced as that of a nation, the cause of any imbalance "spontaneously" assumes the form of a “national enemy."

Millions of lives are sacrificed by capitalism but we do not dwell on the very real possibility of planetary extinction because we are soothed by hopes for new politics that can fix the problem. 
Zizek 2k  (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, p. 321-326)

First, let me emphasize what these lines mean: they mean, in effect, that today, one cannot even imagine a viable alternative to global capitalism - the only option for the Left is `the introduction of state regulation and dem​ocratic control of the economy so that the worst effects of globalization are avoided' (EL, p. 206), that is, palliative measures which, while resign​ing themselves to the course of events, restrict themselves to limiting the damaging effects of the inevitable. .... A series of `irrationalities' imme​diately comes to mind: the result of the breathtaking growth of productivity in the last few decades is rising unemployment, with the long-term perspective that developed societies will need only 20 percent of their workforce to reproduce themselves, with the remaining 80 per cent reduced to the status of a surplus from a purely economic point of view; the result of decolonization is that multinationals treat even their own country of origin as just another colony; the result of globalization and the rise of the `global village' is the ghettoization of whole strata of the population; the result of the much-praised `disap​pearance of the working class' is the emergence of millions of manual workers labouring in the Third World sweatshops, out of our delicate Western sight ... The capitalist system is thus approaching its inherent limit and self-cancellation: for the majority of the population, the dream of the virtual 'frictionless capitalism' (Bill Gates) is turning into a night​mare in which the fate of millions is decided in hyper-reflexive speculation on futures..... The second answer should be a clear line of distinction between utopia and ideology: ideology is not only a utopian project of social transfor​mation with no realistic chance of actualization; no less ideological is the anti-utopian stance of those who `realistically' devalue every global proj​ect of social transformation as `utopian', that is, as unrealistic dreaming and/or harbouring `totalitarian' potential -- today's predominant form of ide​ological `closure' takes the precise form of mental block which prevents us from imagining a fundamental social change, in the interests of an allegedly `realistic' and `mature' attitude. In his Seminar on the Ethics of Psychoanalysis, Lacan developed an opposition between `knave' and `fool' as the two intellectual attitudes: the right-wing intellectual is a knave, a conformist who considers the mere existence of the given order as an argument for it, and mocks the Left for its `utopian' plans, which necessarily lead to catastrophe; while the left-wing intellectual is a fool, a court jester who publicly displays the lie of the existing order, but in a way which suspends the performative efficiency of his speech. In the years immediately after the fall of Socialism, the knave was a neoconservative advocate of the free market who cruelly rejected all forms of social solidarity as counterproductive sentimentalism; while the fool was a deconstructionist cultural critic who, by means of his ludic procedures destined to `subvert' the existing order, actually served as its supplement. Today, however, the relationship between the couple knave-fool and the political opposition Right/Left is more and more the inversion of the standard figures of Rightist knave and Leftist fool: are not the Third Way theoreticians ultimately today's knaves, figures who preach cynical resignation, that is, the necessary failure of every attempt actually to change something in the basic functioning of global capitalism? And are not the conservative fools - those conservatives whose original modern model is Pascal and who as it were show the hidden cards of the ruling ideology, bringing to light its underlying mechanisms which, in order to remain operative, have to be repressed - far more attractive? Today; in the face of this Leftist knavery, it is more important than ever to hold this utopian place of the global alternative open, even if it remains empty, living on borrowed time, awaiting the content to fill it in. I fully agree with Laclau that after the exhaustion of both the social democratic welfare state imaginary and the 'really-existing-Socialist' imaginary, the Left does need a new imaginary (a new mobilizing global vision). Today, however, the outdatedness of the welfare state and social​ist imaginaries is a cliche - the real dilemma is what to do with - how the Left is to relate to -- the predominant liberal democratic imaginary. It is my contention that Laclau's and Mouffe's `radical democracy' comes all too close to merely `radicalizing' this liberal democratic imaginary, while remaining within its horizon. Laclau, of course, would probably claim that the point is to treat the democratic imaginary as an `empty signi​fier', and to engage in the hegemonic battle with the proponents of the global capitalist New World Order over what its content will be. Here, however, I think that Butler is right when she emphasizes that another way is also open: it is not `necessary to occupy the dominant norm in order to produce an internal subversion of its terms. Sometimes it is important to refuse its terms, to let the term itself wither; to starve it of its strength'. This means that the Left has a choice today: either it accepts the predominant liberal democratic horizon (democ​racy, human rights and freedoms ...), and engages in a hegemonic battle within it, or it risks the opposite gesture of refusing its very terms, of flatly rejecting today's liberal blackmail that courting any prospect of radical change panes the way for totalitarianism. It is my firm conviction, my politico-existential premiss, that the old '68 motto Soyons realistes, demandons l'impossible! still holds: it is the advocates of changes and resignifications within the lib​eral-democratic horizon who are the true utopians in their belief that their efforts will amount to anything more than the cosmetic surgery that will give us capitalism with a human face. 
link: prohibitions

All fantasies operate within constraints of prohibition and desire.  The problem is that the pleasure derived from those prohibitions help to sustain the fantasy itself.  

Zizek 97 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, The Plague of Fantasies, p. 26-27).

We are now in a position to specify the distinction between the Foucauldian interconnection between Power and resistance, and our notion of `inherent transgression'. Let us begin via the matrix of the possible relations between Law and its transgression. The most elementary is the simple relation of externality, of external opposition, in which transgression is directly opposed to legal Power, and poses a threat to it. The next step is to claim that transgression hinges on the obstacle it violates: without Law there is no transgression; transgression needs an obstacle in order to assert itself. Foucault, of course, in Volume I of The History of Sexuality, rejects both these versions, and asserts the absolute immanence of resistance to Power. However, the point of `inherent transgression' is not only that resistance is immanent to Power, that power and counter-power generate each other; it is not only that Power itself generates the excess of resistance which it can no longer dominate; it is also not only that - in the case of sexuality - the disciplinary `repression' of a libidinal investment eroticizes this gesture of repression itself, as in the case of the obsessional neurotic who derives libidinal satisfaction from the very compulsive rituals destined to keep the trau​matic jouissance at bay. This last point must be further radicalized: the power edifice itself is split from within: in order to reproduce itself and contain its Other, it has to rely on an inherent excess which grounds it - to put it in the Hegelian terms of speculative identity, Power is always-already its own transgression, if it is to function, it has to rely on a kind of obscene supplement. It is therefore not enough to assert, in a Foucauldian way, that power is inextricably linked to counter-power, generating it and being itself conditioned by it: in a self-reflective way, the split is always​ already mirrored back into the power edifice itself, splitting it from within, so that the gesture of self-censorship is consubstantial with the exercise of power. Furthermore, it is not enough to say that the `repression' of some libidinal content retroactively eroticizes the very gesture of `repression' - this 'eroticization' of power is not a secondary effect of its exertion on its object but its very disavowed foundation, its `constitutive crime', its founding gesture which has to remain invisible if power is to function normally. What we get in the kind of military drill depicted in the first part of Full MetalJacket, for example, is not a secondary eroticization of the disciplinary procedure which creates military subjects, but the constitutive obscene supplement of this pro​cedure which renders it operative. Judith Butler' provides a perfect example of, again, Jesse Helms who, in his very formulation of the text of the anti-pornography law, displays the contours of a particular fantasy - an older man who engages in sadomasochistic sexual activity with another, younger man, preferably a child - which bears witness to his own perverted sexual desire. Helms thus unwittingly brings to light the obscene libidinal foundation of his own crusade against pornography.

link: decreasing discrimination

The problem with the left is that we take a stance against discrimination and congratulate ourselves on poltically correct progress, without ever disturbing the fundamental fantasy that makes oppression function. Small acts of transgression are part of what makes the fantasy possible.  

Zizek 93  (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Tarrying with the Negative, p. 211-214)

And yet in spite of this self-reflective incorporation of the liberal, "socially conscious" ingredients, the fantasy remains thoroughly the same, its efficiency in structuring our space of desire intact. The truly radical critique of ideology should therefore go beyond the self-congratulatory "social analy​ses" which continue to participate in the fantasy that sustains the object of their critique and to search for ways to sap the force of this underlying fantasy-frame itself-in short, to perform something akin to the Lacanian "going-through the fantasy." The general lesson to be drawn from it with reference to how ideology works concerns the gap that separates ideology qua discursive formation from its fantasy-support: an ideological edifice is of course submitted to incessant retroactive restructurations, the symbolic​differential value of its elements shifting all the time, but fantasy designates the hard kernel which resists symbolic "perlaboration," i.e., which as it were anchors an ideology in some "substantial" point and thus provides a constant frame for the symbolic interplay. In other words, it is on account of fantasy that an ideology cannot be reduced to a network of elements whose value wholly depends on their respective differential position within the symbolic structure. The positive expression of this ambivalence toward the other's fantasma​tic enjoyment is the obsessive attitude that one can easily detect in what is usually referred to as "PC," political correctness: the compulsive effort to uncover ever new, ever more refined forms of racial and / or sexual violence and domination (it is not PC to say that the president "smokes a peace-pipe" since this involves a patronizing irony toward Native Americans, etc., etc.). The problem, here, is simply "how can one be a white, heterosexual male and still retain a clear conscience"? All other positions can affirm their spec​ificity, their specific mode of enjoyment, only the white-male-heterosexual position must remain empty, must sacrifice its enjoyment. The weak point of the PC attitude is thus the weak point of the neurotic compulsion: the problem is not that it is too severe, too fanatic, but quite on the contrary that it is not severe enough. That is to say, at first glance, the PC attitude in​volves the extreme self-sacrifice, the renunciation of everything that sounds sexist and racist, the unending effort to unearth traces of sexism and racism in oneself, an effort not unworthy of the early Christian saint who dedi​cated his life to discovering in himself ever new layers of sin." Yet all this effort should not dupe us; it is ultimately a stratagem whose function is to conceal the fact that the PC type is not ready to renounce what really matters: "I'm prepared to sacrifice everything but that" -but what? The very gesture of self-sacrifice. In other words, the Pc attitude implies the same antagonism between the enunciated content and the position of enunciation that Hegel denounced apropos of the ascetic self-humiliation: it conceals a patronizing elevation over those whose injuries from discrimi​nation are allegedly compensated. In the very act of emptying the white​male-heterosexual position of all positive content, the Pc attitude retains it as a universal form of subjectivity. As such, the PC attitude is an exem​plary case of the Sartrean mauvaise foi of the intellectuals: it provides new and newer answers in order to keep the problem alive. What this attitude really fears is that the problem will disappear, i.e., that the white-male​heterosexual form of subjectivity will actually cease to exert its hegemony. The guilt displayed by the PC attitude, the apparent desire to get rid of "incorrect" elements, is therefore the form of appearance of its exact opposite: it bears witness to the inflexible will to stick to the white-male ​heterosexual form of subjectivity. Or, to put it in clear, old-fashioned politi​cal terms: far from being a disguised expression of the extreme Left, the PC attitude is the main ideological protective shield of the bourgeois liberalism against a genuine leftist alternative."
link: critiques of the state

Intellectual discussions about the ills of the state are the flip side of totalitarianism. Public authority and private protest are mutually supportive of one another. 

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

One must therefore take a step further and consider that there is no way to simply step aside from ideology. The private indulgence in cynicism and the obsession with private pleasures are all precisely how totalitarian ideology operates in nonideological everyday life. It is how this life is determined by ideology, how ideology is "present in it in the mode of absence," if we may resort to this syntagma from the heroic epoch of structuralism. The depoliticization of the private sphere in late Socialist societies is "compulsive," marked by the fundamental prohibition of free political discussion; for that reason, such depoliticization always functions as the evasion of what is truly at stake. This accounts for the most immediately striking feature of Kundera's novels: the depoliticized private sphere in no way functions as the free domain of innocent pleasures; there is always something damp, claustrophobic, inauthentic, even desperate, in the characters' striving for sexual and other pleasures. In this respect, the lesson of Kundera's novels is the exact opposite of a naive reliance on the innocent private sphere; the totalitarian socialist ideology vitiates from within the very sphere of privacy to which we take refuge. This insight, however, is far from conclusive. Another step is needed to deal with Kundera's even more ambiguous lesson. Notwithstanding the dampness of the private sphere, the fact remains that the totalitarian situation gave rise to a series of phenomena attested by numerous chronicles of everyday life in the socialist East. In reaction to totalitarian ideological domination, not only a cynical escape into the "good life" of private pleasures took place, but also an extraordinary flourishing of authentic friendship, of paying visits at home, of shared dinners, and of passionate intellectual conversations in closed societies - features which usually fascinated visitors from the West. The problem, of course, is that there is no way to draw a clear line of separation between the two sides; they are the front and the back of the same coin, which is why, with the advent of democracy, they both get lost. It is to Kundera's credit that he does not conceal this ambiguity: the spirit of "Middle Europe" - of authentic friendship and intellectual sociability - survived only in Bohemia, Hungary, and Poland as a form of resistance to totalitarian ideological domination. Perhaps yet another step is to be ventured here; the very subordination to the socialist order brought about a specific enjoyment: not only the enjoyment provided by an awareness that people were living in a universe absolved of uncertainty (since the system possessed, or pretended to possess, an answer to everything), but above all the enjoyment of the very stupidity of the System - a relish in the emptiness of the official ritual, in the worn-out stylistic figures of the predominating ideological discourse.

link: infinite obligation

Infinite demands on behalf of the excluded are so overhelming that they are designed to fail. Completely unreasonable demands are therefore in the service of the existing order.

Zizek, 99  (Slavoj, The Ticklish Subject, p.229-230, plus footnote 54)

The pathetic assertion `We are all [Jews, Blacks, gays, residents of Sarajevo ...]' can thus work in an extremely ambiguous way: it can also induce a hasty claim that our own predicament is in fact the same as that of the true victims, that is, a false metaphoric universalization of the fate of the excluded. Soon after the publication of Solzhenitsyn's Gulag trilogy in the West, it became fashionable in some `radical' leftist circles to emphasize how `our entire consumerist Western society is also one gigantic Gulag, in which we are imprisoned by the chains of the ruling ideology - and our position is even worse, since we are unaware of our true predicament'. In a recent discussion about clitoridectomy, a `radical' feminist pathetically claimed that Western women are in a way also thoroughly circumcised, having to undergo stressful diets, rigorous body training and painful breast- or face​lifting operations in order to remain attractive to men.... Although, of course, there is in both cases, an element of truth in the claims made, there is none the less something fundamentally faked in the pathetic statement of a radical upper-middle-class student that `the Berkeley cam​pus is also a gigantic Gulag. Is it not deeply significant that the best​known example of such a pathetic identification with the outcast/victim is J.F. Kennedy's 'Ich bin ein Berliner' from 1963 - a statement which is definitely not what Ranciere had in mind (and, incidentally, a statement which, because of a grammatical error, means, when retranslated into English, `I am a doughnut')? The way out of this predicament seems easy enough: the measure of the authenticity of the pathetic identification lies in its sociopolitical efficiency. To what effective measures does it amount? In short, how does this political stance of singulier universel affect what Ranciere calls the police structure? Is there a legitimate distinction between two `polices (orders of being)': the one which is (or tends to be) self-contained, and the one which is more open to the incorporation of properly political demands: Is there something like a `police of politics'? Of course, the Kantian answer (shared even by Badiou) would be that any direct identification of police (the Order of Being) with politics (the Truth-Event), any pro​cedure by means of which the Truth posits itself directly as the constitutive structuring principle of the sociopolitical Order of Being, leads to its opposite, to the `politics of the police', to revolutionary Terror, whose exemplary case is the Stalinist desastre. The problem is that the moment we try to provide the pathetic identification with the symptom, the assertion of the universel singulier, with a determinate content (What do protesters who pathetically claim `We are all immigrant workers!' actually want? What is their demand to the Police Power?), the old contrast between the radical universalism of egaliberte and the `postmodern' assertion of particular identities reappears with a vengeance, as is clear from the deadlock of gay politics, which fears losing its specificity when gays are acknowledged by the public discourse: do you want equal rights or specific rights to safeguard your particular way of life? The answer, of course, is that the pathetic gesture of singulier universel effectively functions as a hysterical gesture made to avoid the decision by postponing its satisfaction indefinitely. That is to say: the gesture of singulier universel flourishes on bombarding the Police/Power edifice with impossible demands, with demands which are `made to be rejected'; its logic is that of `In demand​ing that you do this, I am actually demanding that you do not do it, because that's not it.' The situation here is properly undecidable: not only is a radical political project often `betrayed' by a compromise with the Police Order (the eternal complaint of revolutionary radicals: once the reformists take over, they change only the form and accommodate them​selves to the old masters), there can also be the opposite case of pseudo​radicalization, which fits the existing power relations much better than a modest reformist proposal.54 Footnote 54: 54. Therein lies the grain of truth of Richard Rorty's recent polemics against `radical' cultural studies elitists (see Richard Rorty, Achieving Our America, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1998): under the pretence of radically questioning the mythical spectre of Power, they perfectly fit the reproduction of the existing power relations, posing no threat to them whatsoever - or, to paraphrase Walter Benjamin's thesis, their declared attitude of radical opposition to the existing social relations coexists with their perfect functioning within these relations, rather like the proverbial hysteric who perfectly fits the network of exploita​tion against which he complains, and effectively endorses its reproduction.

link: ethics

Universal ethical principles ignore the crucial Lacanian insight that desire cannot simply be ignored.  Trying to renounce all desire in favor of ethics turns us into perpetual Hamlets—frozen in indecision with catastrophic results all around.  

Donahue 1 (Brian, Department of English, Gonzaga University, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse) 
Žižek specifies this crucial opposition between symbolic law and superego explicitly in terms of the movement from permission to obligation, from possibility based on clearly defined universal prohibition to necessity based on radical contingency. Paradoxically, in the absence of prohibition, where one might expect the free flow of libidinal energy, superego intervenes to require what is already permitted: Law is the agency of prohibition which regulates the distribution of enjoyment on the basis of a common, shared renunciation (the "symbolic castration"), whereas superego marks a point at which permitted enjoyment, freedom-to-enjoy, is reversed into obligation to enjoy--which, one must add, is the most effective way to block access to enjoyment. (For They 237). It is because of this obscene, harsh, punitive quality of the superego that the subject can never settle accounts with it. There is always more that can be sacrificed, Žižek explains, which is why Lacanian psychoanalytic ethics is based explicitly on opposing the coercion of the superego, in contrast to the ordinary association of superego with "conscience" or the moral sense guiding ethical behavior: Lacan's maxim of the ethics of psychoanalysis ("not to compromise one's desire") is not to be confounded with the pressure of the superego.... Lacan takes seriously and literally the Freudian "economical paradox" of the superego--that is, the vicious cycle that characterizes the superego: the more we submit ourselves to the superego imperative, the greater its pressure, the more we feel guilty. According to Lacan, this "feeling of guilt" is not a self-deception to be dispelled in the course of the psychoanalytic cure--we really are guilty: superego draws the energy of the pressure it exerts upon the subject from the fact that the subject was not faithful to his desire, that he gave it up. Our sacrificing to the superego, our paying tribute to it, only corroborates our guilt. For that reason our debt to the superego is unredeemable: the more we pay it off, the more we owe. (Metastases 67-68) Indeed, Lacan's ethical imperative must be taken as explicitly opposed to the concept of conventional morality with its focus on maximizing the Good, which functions as the arbiter of all action, since this model ultimately leads to a psychological paralysis arising from infinite consideration of ramifications, a process that turns the subject into a perpetual Hamlet, standing behind Claudius but unable to decide whether killing him or not killing him would be the better option. The interminable process of trying to decide which course of action leads to the "greater Good" entails its own kind of choice (that is, to "compromise one's desire" by default) with its own kind of psychic consequences for the subject. Žižek explains this ethical-moral distinction through a Greimasian semiotic square based on the four possible arrangements of the positive and negative versions of these terms and the figures corresponding to the four pairings--moral, ethical (Saint); immoral, unethical (Scoundrel); immoral, ethical (Hero); and moral, unethical (superego)--and endorses the Lacanian championing of Hero over superego (Metastases 67). Žižek also anticipates the anxious objection that this Lacanian ethical attitude is too radical in its practical implications: is it reasonable to propose that everyone unrelentingly pursue his or her own desire and renounce all other considerations? Don't "ordinary" people need an "ethics of the 'common Good,'... despicable as it may appear in the eyes of the suicidal heroic ethics advocated by Lacan?" (Metastases 69). But he concludes that this concern--"What if everyone were to do the same as me?"--is simply another way of introducing the "pathological consideration of the consequences of our act in reality" and therefore functions as a way of imposing superego injunctions, restraints, and cycles of guilt through the insistence that we renounce our desire precisely because it cannot be universalized (69).

The search for universal ethical principles is a version of the impossible quest for the big Other and an impossible state of harmony.  

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  127-129 ). 

In the first place Lacan’s suggestion that the status of the Freudian conception of the unconscious is ethical (XI:33) and that Freud’s initial central intuition is ethical in kind might seem strange. However, his seminar of 1959–60 devoted to The Ethics of Psychoanalysis proves the importance he attributed to the question of ethics. Moreover, he was to return again and again to the problematic of the Ethics seminar, starting from the seminar of the following year (Transference) up to Encore (1972–3) which starts with a reference to the seminar on The Ethics of Psychoanalysis. In fact, it is in Encore where Lacan states that his Ethics seminar was the only one he wanted to rewrite and publish as a written text (XX:53)—for someone accused of logocentrism this is a very important statement. However, it is not the place here to embark on an analysis or even a presentation of Lacan’s seminar; instead I will use some of the insights developed there as a starting point in order to articulate an ethical position relevant to the discussion on democracy articulated in the previous section of this chapter.

Psychoanalytic ethics is clearly not an ethics of the ideal or the good as is the case with traditional ethics. The ideal, as master signifier, belongs to the field of the ideological or even the utopian: ‘A sensitive subject such as ethics is not nowadays separable from what is called ideology’ (VII:182). For Lacan, the ‘ethics of the good’ or the ideal is no more a real philosophical possibility (Rajchman, 1991:46). This is clearly shown in his seminar on The Ethics of Psychoanalysis where the good is definitely the most important issue in question. But Lacan makes clear from the beginning that he is going to speak about the good from a bizarre point of view: ‘I will speak then about the good, and perhaps what I have to say will be bad in the sense that I don’t have all the goodness required to speak well of it’ (VII:218, my emphasis). In Lacan’s view, ‘the good as such—something that has been the eternal object of the philosopher’s quest in the sphere of ethics, the philosopher’s stone of all the moralities’ is radically denied by Freud (VII:96). This is because ‘the Sovereign good, which is das Ding, which is the mother, is also the object of incest, is a forbidden good, and [because]...there is no other good. Such is the foundation of the moral law as turned on its head by Freud’ (VII:70). Generalising from his analysis one can argue that almost the whole of the history of Western philosophy and ethical thought is an unending but always doomed quest for harmony based on successive conceptions of the good: I have emphasized this since the beginning of the year: from the origin of moral philosophy, from the moment when the term ethics acquired the meaning of man’s reflection on his condition and calculation of the proper paths to follow, all mediation on man’s good has taken place as a function of the index of pleasure. And I mean all, since Plato, certainly since Aristotle, and down through the Stoics, the Epicureans, and even through Christian thought itself in St Thomas Aquinas. As far as the determination of different goods is concerned, things have clearly developed along the paths of an essentially hedonist problematic. It is only too evident that all that has involved the greatest of difficulties, and that these difficulties are those of experience. And in order to resolve them, all the philosophers have been led to discern not true pleasures from false, for such a distinction is impossible to make, but the true and false goods that pleasure points to.

(VII:221)

This is also the case with the majority of ethical standpoints in everyday life. The clear aim of all these attempts is to reinstate the big Other, the symbolic system, the field of social construction, as a harmonious unified whole by referring it to a single positive principle; the same applies to the subject— maybe primarily to the subject which, according to traditional ethics, can be harmonised by being subjected to the ethical law. It is evident that an ethical view based on the fantasy of harmony applied both to the subject and to the social is not compatible with democracy, rather it can only reinforce ‘totalitarianism’ or ‘fragmentation’. Instead of a harmonious society democracy recognises a social field inherently divided; in a sense it is founded on the recognition of the lack in the Other. Instead of harmonising subjectivities democracy recognises the division of the citizens’ identities and the fluidity of their political persuasions. In fact it points to the lack in the subject, to a conception of subjectivity which is not unified by reference to a single positive principle. Thus the intervention of psychoanalysis in the field of this antithesis between traditional ethics and democracy is of the utmost importance.

In the course of history the search for the proper ideal, for the ‘real’ good, has led to numerous distinctions between true and false goods. This enterprise of ethical thought aims at the fantasmatic reduction of all impossibility, at the elimination of the intervention of t??? in human life. A certain idea of the good is instituted at the place of the constitutive aporia of the human life. But this is a dead end; the successive failures of all these attempts not only put into question the particular ideas of the good that have been dislocated but this whole strategy:

the question of the Sovereign Good is one that man has asked himself since time immemorial, but the analyst knows that that is a question that is closed. Not only doesn’t he have that Sovereign Good that is asked of him, but he also knows there isn’t any.

(VII:300)
All efforts to organize humanity under a single ethical principle have failed. Only recognizing the impossibility of this quest can bring about liberatory politics. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   129-131). 

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

The real stands at the heart of the Lacanian ethics of psychoanalysis:

As odd as it may seem to that superficial opinion which assures any inquiry into ethics must concern the field of the ideal, if not of the unreal, I, on the contrary, will proceed instead from the other direction by going deeply into the notion of the real. The question of ethics is to be articulated from the point of view of the location of man in relation to the real.

(VII:11)

As we have repeatedly mentioned in this book, the real here is the impossible, that is to say, impossible to represent in any imaginary way or inscribe in any symbolic system. It is the impossible jouissance—an enjoyment beyond any limit, any barrier—the link between death and the libido. It is this same Thing that escapes from the mediation of discourse; it escapes its representation and symbolisation and returns always to its place to show their limits. It is the constitutivity of the real that reveals the subject as a subject of lack. It is the constitutivity of the real that creates the lack in the Other; it is the constitutivity and irreducibility of the impossible real that splits the social field. The erection of the good or the ideal of traditional ethics aimed at mastering this structural impossibility of the real. Its failure opens the road to a different strategy, that of recognising its centrality and irreducibility.

The ethics of psychoanalysis is an ethics without an ideal (Miller, 1987:9). The possibility of such a discourse is based on the psychoanalytic idea that there can be an ethically satisfactory (though not necessarily ‘satisfying’) position to be achieved in encircling the real, the lack, the béance as such (Lee, 1990:98). Although the real in itself cannot be touched there are two strategies in confronting its structural causality. The first one is to defensively by-pass it—as traditional ethical discourse does—while the second is to encircle it (Lipowatz, 1995b:139). This later strategy entails a symbolic recognition of the irreducibility of the real and an attempt to institutionalise social lack.4 This attitude is what Žižek has called the ethics of the real. The ethics of the real calls us to remember the past dislocation, the past trauma: ‘All we have to do is to mark repeatedly the trauma as such, in its very “impossibility”, in its non-integrated horror, by means of some “empty” symbolic gesture’ (Žižek, 1991b:272). Of course we cannot touch the real but we can encircle it again and again, we can touch the tombstone which just marks the site of the dead. Žižek calls us not to give way: We ‘must preserve the traces of all historical traumas, dreams and catastrophes which the ruling ideology...would prefer to obliterate’. We ourselves must become the marks of these traumas. ‘Such an attitude...is the only possibility for attaining a distance on the [ideological] present, a distance which will enable us to discern signs of the New’ (Žižek, 1991b:

273). The ethics of the real breaks the vicious cycle of traditional ‘ideological’ or utopian ethics. The ultimate failure of the successive conceptions of the good cannot be resolved by identifying with a new conception of the good. Our focus must be on the dislocation of these conceptions itself. This is the moment when the real (through its political modality) makes its presence felt and we have to recognise the ethical status of this presence.

link: fear 

We create enemies and war as a means of controlling internal conflict.  Aggression is not inevitable but it a psychological construct. Only psychoanalytic reflection offers a way out of this cycle. 

Byles, (Professor English, University of Cyprus) 03 (Joanna Montgomery, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 208-213, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification).  

It is here of course that language plays an important role in imagining the other, the other within the self, and the other as self, as well as the enormously influential visual images each group can have of the other. In the need to emphasize similarity in difference, both verbal and visual metaphor can play a meaningful role in creating a climate for peaceful understanding, and this is where literature, especially the social world of the drama and of film, but also the more private world of poetry, can be immensely significant. Of course not all literature is equally transparent.

In conclusion, war, in all its manifestations, is a phenomenon put into action by individuals who have been politicized as a group to give and receive violent death, to appropriate the enemy's land, homes, women, children, and goods, and perhaps to lose their own. As we have seen, in wartime the splitting of the self and other into friend and enemy enormously relieves the normal psychic tension caused by human ambivalence when love and hate find two separate objects of attention. Hence the .soldier's and terrorist's willingness to sacrifice her/his life for "a just cause," which may be a Nation, a Group, or a Leader with whom he has close emotional ties and identity. I n this way s/he does not feel guilty: the destructive impulses, mobilised by her/his own superego, together with that of the social superego, have projected the guilt s/he might feel at killing strangers onto the enemy. In other words, the charging of the enemy with guilt by which the superego of the State mobilizes the individual's superego seems to be of fundamental importance in escaping the sense of guilt which war provokes in those engaged in the killing; yet the mobilization of superego activities can still involve the individual's self-punitive mechanisms, even though most of his/her guilt has been projected onto the enemy in the name of his own civilization and culture. As we all know, this guilt can become a problem at the end of a war, leading to varying degrees of misery and mental illness. For some, the killing of an enemy and a stranger cannot be truly mourned, and there remains a blank space, an irretrievable act or event to be lived through over and over again. This dilemma is poignantly expressed in Wilfred Owen's World War One poem "Strange Meeting" the final lines of which read as follows:  I am the enemy you killed, my friend.  I knew you in this dark: for so you frowned  Yesterday through me as you jabbed and killed.  I parried; but my hands were loath and cold.  Let us sleep now. ... (Owen 126) The problem for us today is how to create the psychological climate of opinion, a mentality, that will reject war, genocide, and terrorism as viable solutions to internal and external situations of conflict; to recognize our projections for what they are: dangerously irresponsible psychic acts based on superego hatred and violence. We must challenge the way in which the State superego can manipulate our responses in its own interests, even take away our subjectivities. We should acknowledge and learn to displace the vio lence in ourselves in socially harmless ways, getting rid of our fears and anxieties of the other and of difference by relating and identifying with the other and thus creating the serious desire to live together in a peaceful world. What seems to be needed is for the superego to regain its developmental role of mitigating omniscient protective identification by ensuring an intact, integrated object world, a world that will be able to contain unconscious fears, hatred, and anxieties without the need for splitting and projection. As Bion has pointed out, omnipotence replaces thinking and omniscience replaces learning. We must learn to link our internal and external worlds so as to act as a container of the other's fears and anxieties, and thus in turn to encourage the other to reciprocate as a container of our hatreds and fears.

If war represents cultural formations that in turn represent objectifications of the psyche via the super-ego of the individual and of the State, then perhaps we can reformulate these psychic social mechanisms of projection and superego aggression. Here, that old peace-time ego and the reparative component of the individual and State superego will have to play a large part. The greater the clash of cultural formations for example, Western Modernism and Islamic Fundamentalism the more urgent the need. "The knowledge now most worth having" is an authentic way of internalizing what it is we understand about war and international terrorism that will liberate us from the history of our collective traumatic past and the imperatives it has imposed on us. The inner psychic world of the individual has an enormously important adaptive role to play here in developing mechanisms of protective identification not as a means of damaging and destroying the other, but as a means of empathy, of containing the other, and in turn being contained. These changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual ratherthan speedy. Peace and dare I say it contentment are not just an absence of war, but a state of mind.

Furthermore, we should learn not to project too much into our group, and our nation, for this allows the group to tyrannize us, so that we follow like lost sheep. But speaking our minds takes courage because groups do not like open dissenters. These radical psychic changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual rather than speedy; however, my proposition that understanding the other so that we can reduce her/his motivation to kill requires urgent action. Peace is not just an absence of war, but a state of mind and, most importantly, a way of thinking.

Fear of the other is a form of collective psychosis which endangers everyone.

Gleisner 83  (John, consultant psychiatrist at the North Western Regional Health Authority in Greater Manchester,  new internationalist 121, March, http://www.newint.org/issue121/enemy.html).

Many were shocked to hear British people chant ‘nuke the Argies’ and to see how the Ministry of Defense and the media portrayed Argentina as a nation of international gangsters. It was a shock, but it should not have been. After all, governments and media throughout the world have perfected a psychological war machine which is highly efficient in fostering fear and hatred of ‘the enemy’. True, for us in the West the enemy these days is usually portrayed as toting a red flag and a fistful of nuclear missiles, but the fear and hatred are free-floating and can be attached, by skilful manoeuvering, to any object. Softened by centuries of insecurity, our minds are malleable clay for the psychological war machine. There have often been good grounds in the past for fearing the enemy, and the distinction between ‘them’ and ‘us’ was once necessary for survival. But nuclear weapons have changed everything. Today that ancient them us distinction threatens the survival of them and us. As Einstein once said: ‘The unleashed power of the atom has changed everything except our way of thinking. . . we need an essentially new way of thinking if mankind is to survive.’ The old them-us thinking is dangerous because it leads us to accept the unacceptable. And the reasoning goes something like this: ‘The Russians are basically different from us. They are wicked bullies who intend to take over the world. We can stop them only by threatening them because bullies only respond to threats. And because they are basically different from us it is alright to destroy them if necessary. Nuclear weapons are terrible but it may be that the Russians cannot be stopped by any other means. Although nuclear war would be horrible, we have a reasonable chance of surviving. And anyway life under Russian rule would be far worse than death.’ If any individual spoke about another using logic like this they would be diagnosed as paranoid. And, indeed, them-us thinking is a time-honored symptom of psychosis (a psychotic being someone who can no longer distinguish between events in the world and events taking place in their imagination), characterised by what psychologists call ‘denial’ and ‘projection’. ‘Denial’ is refusing to acknowledge one’s own unpleasant motives. ‘Projection’ is attaching these unacknowledged motives onto someone else and then rejecting them. It is the perfect way of having your cake and eating it too: of indulging your own bad motives and criticising them at the same time. Our media and governments depict the Russians as aggressive expansionists bent on our destruction. A powerful perception of threat is created to soften up the public for yet more ‘defence’ spending, And in the Soviet Union precisely the same tricks are used to persuade Soviet citizens to make the necessary ‘sacrifices’ for protection against us. Most of us have never met a Russian. Yet there are few of us without opinions about how dangerous they are. We tend to see our own country as conciliatory, just, trustworthy, rational, legitimate. Theirs is aggressive, unjust, untrustworthy, irrational and illegitimate. Yet anyone travelling in the Soviet Union is soon struck not only by the Soviets’ strong belief in their own peacefulness, but also by their surprise and puzzlement at the fact that foreigners do not view them in the same light. They fear us — for precisely the same reasons that we fear them.

impact: case turn—war

We create enemies and war as a means of controlling internal conflict.  Aggression is not inevitable but it a psychological construct. Only psychoanalytic reflection offers a way out of this cycle. 

Byles 3 (Joanna Montgomery, Professor English, University of Cyprus Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 208-213, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification).  

 Of course, I am not arguing that there are not some important aspects of the social superego that are beneficial, for example the ethical and moral laws which shape society and protect its citizens; nevertheless, in wartime and its most recent manifestation, international terrorism, it is precisely these civilizing aspects of the social superego that are ignored or repressed. It seems to me that the failure of civilization historically to control the aggression, cruelty, and hatred that characterize war urgently requires a psychoanalytic explanation. Of course, I am speaking of psychic, not biological (survival of the fittest), aggression. In wartime the externalized superego of the state sanctions killing and violence that is not allowed in peacetime (in fact, such violence against others during peacetime would be considered criminal)—sanctions, in fact, the gratification of warring aggression, thus ensuring that acts of violence need not incur guilt. Why do we accept this? Psychoanalysis posits the idea that aggression is not behavioral but instinctual; not social but psychological. To quote Volkan, who follows Freud, "It is man's very nature itself." Obviously, it is vital that humanity find more mature, less primitive ways of dealing with our hatred and aggression than war, genocide, and international terrorism. The most characteristic thing about this kind of violence and cruelty is its collective mentality: war requires group co-operation, organization, and approval. Some theorists argue that one of the primary cohesive elements binding individuals into institutionalized human association is defence against psychotic anxiety. In Group Psychology Freud writes that "in a group the individual is brought under conditions which allow him to throw off the repressions of his unconscious instinctual impulses. The apparently new characteristics he then displays are in fact the manifestation of this unconscious, in which all that is evil in the human mind is contained as a predisposition" (74). Later in the same essay, when speaking of the individual and the group mind, Freud quotes Le Bon : "Isolated, he may be a cultivated individual; in a crowd, he is a barbarian—that is, a creature acting by instinct. He posseses the spontaneity, the violence, the ferocity, and also the enthusiasm and heroism of primitive beings" (77). War is a collective phenomenon that mobilizes our anxieties and allows our original sadistic fantasies of destructive omnipotence to be re-activated and projected onto "the enemy." Some critics have argued that we "need" enemies as external stabilizers of our sense of identity and inner control. It has also been argued that the militancy a particular group shows toward its enemies may partly mask the personal internal conflicts of each member of the group, and that they may therefore have an emotional investment in the maintenance of the enmity. In other words, they need the enemy and are unconsciously afraid to lose it. This fits in with the well-known phenomenon of inventing an enemy when there is not one readily available. 

War has a psychoanalytic root because it is a misguided attempt at national therapy.  We translate internal anxiety into real external danger so as to control it.  Psychoanalysis is necessary to understanding why wars happen and how to stop them. 

Byles 3 (Joanna Montgomery, Professor English, University of Cyprus, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 208-213, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification).   

The problem of warfare which includes genocide, and its most recent manifestation, international terrorism, brings into focus the need to understand how the individual is placed in the social and the social in the individual, Psychoanalytic theories of superego aggression, splitting, projection, and projective identification may be useful in helping us to understand the psychic links involved. It seems vital to me writing in the Middle East in September 2002 that we examine our understanding of what it is we understand about war, including genocide and terrorism. Some psychoanalysts argue that war is a necessary defence against psychotic anxiety (Fornari xx: Vulkan), and Freud himself first advanced the idea that war provided an outlet for repressed impulses. ("Why War'" 197). The problematic of these views is the individual \ need to translate internal psychotic anxieties into real external dangers so as to control them. It suggests that culturally warfare and its most recent- manifestation, international terrorism and the so-called "war on terrorism," may he a necessary object for internal aggression and not a patholn . Indeed, Fornari suggests that "war could be seen as an attempt at therapy, carried out by a social institution which, precisely by institutionalizing war, in-creases to gigantic proportions what is initially an elementary defensive mechanism of the ego iii the schizo-paranoid phase" (xvii-xviii). In other words, the history of war might represent the externalization and articulation of shared unconscious fantasies. This idea would suggest that the culture of war, genocide, and  international terrorism provides objects of psychic need. If this is so, with. what can we replace them? 

alt solves war

Psychoanalytic reflection allows us to reformulate psychic social mechanisms so as to allow for a genuine  peace. 

Byles 3 (Joanna Montgomery, Professor English, University of Cyprus, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 208-213, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification).   

The problem for us today is how to create the psychological climate of opinion. a mentality, that will reject war, genocide, and terrorism as viable solutions to internal and external situations of conflict; to recognize our projections for what they are-dangerously irresponsible psychic acts based on superego hatred and violence. We must challenge the way in which the State superego can manipulate our responses in its own interests, even take away our subjectivities. We should acknowledge and learn to displace the violence in ourselves in socially harmless ways, getting rid of our fears and anxieties of the other and of difference by relating and identifying with the other and thus creating the serious desire to live together in a peaceful world. What seems to be needed is for the superego to regain its developmental role of mitigating omniscient projective identification by ensuring an intact, integrated object world, a world that will be able to contain unconscious fears, hatred, and anxieties without the need for splitting and projection. As Rion has pointed out, omnipotence replaces thinking and omniscience replaces learning. We must learn to link our internal and external worlds so as to act as a container of the other's fears and anxieties, and thus in turn to encourage the other to reciprocate as a container of our hatreds and fears. If war represents cultural formations that in turn represent objectifications of the psyche via the super-ego of the individual and of the State, then perhaps we can reformulate these psychic social mechanisms of projection and superego aggression. Here, that old peace-tine ego and the reparative component of the individual and State superego will have to play a large part. The greater the clash of cultural formations-for example, Western Modernism and Islamic Fundamentalism-the more urgent the need. "The knowledge now most worth having" is an authentic way of internalizing what it is we under. rand about war and inter-national terrorism that will liberate us from the history of our collective traumatic past and the imperatives it has imposed on us. The inner psychic world of the individual has an enormously important adaptive role to play here in developing mechanisms of projective identification not as a means of damaging and destroying the other, but as a means of empathy, of containing the other, and in turn being contained. Furthermore, we should learn not to project too much into our group, and our nation, for this allows the group to tyrannize us, so that we follow like lost sheep. But speaking our minds takes courage because groups do nor like open dissenters. These radical psychic changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual rather than speedy: however, my proposition that understanding the other so that we can reduce her/his motivation to kill requires urgent action. Peace is not just an absence of war, but a state of mind-and, most importantly, a way of thinking. 

Psychoanalysis is the key to stopping war because it addresses the roots of violence—understanding our individual roles in sustaining a culture of violence is more important than examining the state.

Byles 3 (Joanna Montgomery, Professor English, University of Cyprus, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.2 (2003) 208-213, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification).   
 As already mentioned, analysts such as Volkan and Erikson have written about the processes by which an enemy is dehumanized so as to provide the distance a group needs from its perceived enemy. First the group becomes preoccupied with the enemy according to the psychology of minor differences. Then mass regression occurs to permit the group to recover and reactivate more primitive methods. What they then use in this regressed state tends to contain aspects of childish (pre-oedipal) fury. The enemy is perceived more and more as a stereotype of bad and negative qualities. The use of denial allows a group to ignore the fact that its own externalizations and projections are involved in this process. The stereotyped enemy may be so despised as to be no longer human, and it will then be referred to in non-human terms. History teaches us that it was in this way that the Nazis perceived the Jews as vermin to be exterminated. As I write, Al Qaeda terrorist groups view all Americans as demons and infidels to be annihilated, and many Americans are comforted by demonizing all of bearded Islam. Many Israelis consider most Palestinians as dirt beneath their feet—sub-human—and most Palestinians think of most Israelis as despoilers of the land they are supposed to share. In other words, the problem of the mentality of war and of terrorism mobilizes our anxieties in such a way so as to prevent critical reality testing. If we could learn the enormously difficult and painful task of re-introjection, of taking back our projections, our hatreds, anxieties, and fears of the other and of difference, long before they harm the other, there might be a transition, a link, from the state sanctioned violence of war back to individual violence. We might learn to subvert negative projective identification into a positive identification as a means of empathizing with the other and thus containing difference. The violence of the individual could then be contained and sublimated in peaceful ways, such as reconciling and balancing competing interests by asking what exactly these opposing interests are and exploring what the dynamics, conscious and unconscious, are for the hatred of deep war-like antagonisms. In other words, we would need to change our relationship with the other, giving up the dangerously irresponsible habit of splitting, projective identification, and exclusivity by recognizing difference not antagonistically but through an inclusive process that recognises the totality of human relationships in a peaceful world. We might substitute for the libidinal object-ties involved in projective identification the re-introjection of the object into the ego, and thus reach a common feeling of sharing, of being part of the other, of empathy, in short. As Freud pointed out, the ego is altered by introjection, as suggested by his memorable formulation: "The shadow of the object has fallen on the ego."
alt solves otherization

Fully embracing the Other wil fail as a political strategy.  Alienation is inevitable.  Only the Lacanian alternative can cope with this reality. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages 34-35). 

What should be stressed at this point is that what is at stake here is not only subjective identification but the constitution of reality itself: ‘in order for there to be reality, adequate access to reality, in order for the sense of reality to be a reliable guide, in order for reality not to be what it is in psychosis, the Oedipus complex has to have been lived through’ (III:198). As we shall see in Chapter 2, reality is symbolically constructed and articulated in language. Once again, linguistic articulation presupposes a certain loss, the exclusion of something through an act of decision: power is revealed as an inherent element of the logic of the signifier.24 There is no society and social reality without exclusion; without it the world collapses into a psychotic universe. But what is it exactly that is sacrificed in the world of language? We said that it is the mother, the maternal Thing. On a more general level, it is also our access to an unmediated level of need relating to all animal life. It is to the constitutivity of the symbolic in human life that we owe the fact that need becomes demand and instinct becomes drive and then desire. What is happening in all these transformations is the loss of a primordial level of the real. What is lost is all unmediated access to this real. Now we can only try to encounter the real through symbolisation. We gain access to reality, which is mainly a symbolic construct, but the signified of the signifier ‘reality’, the real itself, is sacrificed for ever.25 No identification can restore it or recapture it for us. But it is exactly this impossibility that forces us to identify again and again. We never get what we were promised but that’s exactly why we keep longing for it.

In other words, any identity resulting from identification is always an unstable identity, a split or even non-identity, since every identification is marked by an alienating dimension. As argued earlier, although imaginary identification offers the subject a sense of identity it also entails a radical ambiguity, it introduces a certain antagonistic tension. The same alienation is characterising symbolic identification: in The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, Lacan refers to a lack which ‘emerges from the invasion of the symbolic, by the fact that the subject depends on the signifier but the signifier is first of all in the field of the Other’ (XI:204–5). Here we are confronted with an ambivalence similar to the one that led to the failure of imaginary identification. What belongs to the socio-symbolic Other can never become totally ours; it can never become us: it will always be a source of ambivalence and alienation and this gap can never be bridged. The ultimate result of symbolic identification is a further alienation in language, in the social world: ‘The paradox of the Word is therefore that its emergence resolves the tension of the pre-symbolic antagonism, but at a price: the Word...involves an irretrievable externalization-alienation’ (Žižek, 1997a: 42). To recapitulate our argument so far, both imaginary and symbolic identification fail to provide us with a stable identity. A lack is continuously re-emerging where identity should be consolidated. All our attempts to cover over this lack of the subject through identifications that promise to offer us a stable identity fail, this failure brings to the fore the irreducible character of this lack which in turn reinforces our attempts to fill it. This is the circular play between lack and identification which is marking the human condition; a play that makes possible the emergence of a whole politics of the subject.

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

The desire to be re-joined with the Other, to create a state of harmony, is utterly impossible.  Language can never fully represent the real or the Other and we will always be alienated.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   52-53). 

What is, however, the exact political significance of the fantasmatic promise? From millenarianism to the Communist Manifesto and up to Green ideology, we know that every political promise is supported by a reference to a lost state of harmony, unity and fullness, a reference to a pre-symbolic real which most political projects aspire to bring back. Once again, the constant presence of this idea of a lost past is not revealing anything about the true nature of such a state; it is a retroactive projection conditioned by the intervention of symbolic lack. If social reality is lacking, if enjoyment is only partial, then the pre-symbolic state we long for has to be a state of fullness, a state without limits; ‘jouissez sans entrants’ was one of the slogans of les événements of May 1968 as it is revealed in the famous photograph taken by Cartier-Bresson. The attributes of this state as articulated in political fantasy are a retroactive effect of symbolisation: symbolisation makes us believe that what is impossible was prohibited and thus can also be recaptured. Psychoanalysis, as we shall see, recognises the importance of such fantasies without affirming their empirical plausibility or sanctioning their imaginary projections. In that sense, although Freud’s ‘pre-civilisation state of happiness’, characteristic of the primal horde, goes against all available ethnographic and archaeological material (Leledakis, 1995:175), it is a ‘necessary fiction’, a myth bringing to the fore the utopian structure of human fantasy. This state of happiness, embodying the lost/impossible jouissance, has to be posited as lost (and thus as pre-existing our current state) if our life in the socio-symbolic world is to have any meaning; without it no desire for social and political identification would arise. This does not mean, of course, that psychoanalysis accepts the possibility of an adequate embodiment of this pre-symbolic real.12

To summarise my argument so far in this chapter, this is then the paradox of the human condition in Lacan. The field of discursive representation, a field extending from the linguistic to the social in general, is constitutive in all our doomed attempts to achieve a perfect identity with ourselves. But the central feature of language, of the symbolic, is discontinuity: something is always missing in language, the symbolic itself is lacking. Words can never capture the totality of the real, they can never fully represent us. As Lacan points out in Television (1973), language cannot say the whole truth. The words to do it are missing; it is materially impossible (these are Lacan’s exact words) to achieve it and this is a source of alienation in which what emerges is the lack in every representation. This is also why entering into the field of linguistic representation permits the development of our desire and a certain structuration of our identity; but this identity can never be full since the symbolic is never full. Entering into language entails a loss of immediacy, the loss of a direct unmediated fulfilment of need. It entails symbolic castration. We are forced to approach the real through its symbolisation, by attempting to represent it, but thus we loose it for ever. Entering into the social world entails a loss of this register of the real, it entails the emptying out of jouissance from the body. ‘And what is the agent of this castration?’ asks Darian Leader, ‘What creates lack that in turn gives rise to creative efforts to suture lack?’ asks Ellie Ragland-Sullivan: ‘the symbolic register as such, language. The organisms passage through and into language is castration, introducing the idea of loss and absence into the world’ (Leader, 1996:148). It is language that murders the referent, things as full presence (Ragland-Sullivan, 1991:4). This is the meaning of the Lacanian dictum ‘there is no Other of the Other’ (E: 316). The Other cannot offer what we demand from him, that is to say our lost/impossible jouissance; precisely because the Other is structured around the prohibition, the sacrifice of this jouissance. Jouissance is forbidden, this is the Law of the Other. It is foolish to believe that this absence is due to the particular social and political configuration (E: 317). Alas, it is a structural irreducible feature of the Other, of the symbolic as such: ‘We must insist that jouissance is forbidden to him who speaks as such’ says Lacan (E: 319).

Utopian harmony with the other is impossible.  A more effective strategy is to accept that we will never resolve all tensions and try to create political stratgies based around that lack.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages 139). 

First, it is certain that this text shares with both Connolly and Critchley the aspiration to articulate an ethics of ‘disharmony’ in order to enhance the prospects of democracy. Our difference is that they both think that an ethics founded on a recognition of Otherness and difference is enough. Connolly’s argumentation is developed along the polarity identity/difference with the ethical sting being a recognition of Otherness. For Critchley also, what seems to be at stake in deconstruction is the relation with ‘The Other’—although this Other is not understood in exactly the same terms as the Lacanian Other (Critchley, 1992:197). Drawing on Levinasian ethics where the ethical is related to the disruption of totalising politics, he contends that: ‘any attempt to bring closure to the social is continually denied by the non-totalisable relation to the Other’ (Critchley, 1992:238). Thus, the possibility of democracy rests on the recognition of the Other: ‘The community remains an open community in so far as it is based on the recognition of difference, of the difference of the Other’ (Critchley, 1992:219). Moreover, political responsibility in democracy has ‘its horizon in responsibility for the Other’ (ibid.: 239). This is also Touraine’s position: democracy entails the ‘recognition of the other’ (Touraine, 1997:192). The problem with such an analysis is that it presupposes the Other as a unified totality or, even if this is not always the case, it seems to be offering a positive point of identification remaining thus within the limits of traditional ethical strategies or, in any case, not undermining them in a radical way. What has to be highlighted is that it is precisely this relation—the identification with the Other—that attempts to bring closure to the social. In order to have a non-totalisable relation to the Other we must relate—identify—with the lack in the Other and not with the Other per se. This is the radical innovation of Lacanian ethics. And this is what democracy needs today.

alt key to politics

Traversing the fantasy is critical to a new form of politics --- much like the Nazis scapegoated the Jews, the affirmative is a false act that externalizes violence onto an other. 

Zizek 2k – prof @ University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, 124-127, ZR)

Now I can also answer the obvious counter-argument to this Lacanian notion of the act: if we define an act solely by the fact that its sudden emergence surprises/transforms its agent itself and, simultaneously, that it retroactively changes its conditions of (im)possibility, is not Nazism, then, an act par excellence? Did Hitler not ‘do the impossible', changing the entire field of what was considered `acceptable' in the liberal democratic universe? Did not a respectable middle-class petit bourgeois who, as a guard in a concentration camp, tortured Jews, also, accomplish what was considered impossible, in his previous ‘decent’ existence and acknowledge his ‘passionate attachment’ to sadistic torture? It is here that the notion of ‘traversing the fantasy’, and - on a different level - of transforming the constellation that generates social symptoms becomes crucial. An authentic act disturbs the underlying fantasy, attacking it from the point of `social symptom' (let us recall that Lacan attributed the invention of the notion of symptom to Marx!). The so-called `Nazi revolution', with its disavowal/displacement of the fundamental social antagonism ('class struggle' that divides the social edifice from within) - with its projection/externalization of the cause of social antagonisms into the figure of the Jew, and the consequent reassertion of the corporatist notion of society as an organic Whole - clearly avoids confrontation with social. antagonism; the ‘Nazi revolution’ is the exemplary case of a pseudo-change, of a frenetic activity in the course of which many things did change – ‘something was going on al1 the time’ - so that, precisely, something.- that which really matters - would not change; so that things would fundamentally 'remain the same'.

In short, an authentic act is not simply external with regard to the hegemonic symbolic field disturbed by it: an act is an act only with regard to some symbolic field, as intervention into it. That is to say: a symbolic field is always and by definition in itself 'decentred', structured around a central void/impossibility (a personal life-narrative, say, is a bricolage of ultimately failed attempts to come to terms with some trauma; a social edifice is an ultimately failed attempt to displace/obfuscate its constitutive antagonism); and an act disturbs the symbolic field into which it intervenes not out of nowhere, but precisely from the standpoint of this inherent impossibility, stumbling block, which is its hidden, disavowed structuring principle. In contrast to this authentic act which intervenes in the constitutive void, point of failure - or what Alain Badiou has called the 'symptomal torsion’ of a given constellation - the inauthentic act legitimizes itself through reference to the point of substantial fullness of a given contellation (on the political terrain: Race, True Religion, Nation...): it aims precisely at obliterating the last traces of the 'symptomal torsion' which disturbs the balance of that constellation.

One palpable political consequence of this notion of the act that has to intervene at the `symptomal torsion' of the structure (and also a proof that our position does not involve `economic essentialism') is that in each concrete constellation there is one touchv nodal point of contention which decides where one 'truly stands'. For example, in the recent struggle of the so-called `democratic opposition' in Serbia against the Milosevic regime, the truly touchy topic is the stance towards the Albanian majority in Kosovo: the great majority of the `democratic opposition' unconditionally endorse Milosevic’s anti-Albanian nationalist agenda, even accusing him of making compromises with the West and `betraying' Serb national interests in Kosovo. In the course of the student demonstrations against Milosevic's Socialist Party falsification of the election results in the winter of 1996, the Western media which closely followed events, and praised the revived democratic spirit in Serbia, rarely mentioned the fact that one of the demonstrators' regular slogans against the special police was `Instead of kicking us, go to Kosovo and kick out the Albanians!'. So - and this is my point - it is theoretically as well as politically wrong to claim that, in today's Serbia, 'anti-Albanian nationalism' is simply one among the `floating signifiers' that can be appropriated either by Milosevic's power bloc or by the opposition: the moment one endorses it, no matter how much one 'reinscribes it into the democratic chain of equivalences', one already accepts the terrain as defined by Milosevic, one - as it were - is already `playing his game'. In today's Serbia, the absolute sine qua non of an authentic political act would thus be to reject absolutely the ideologico-political topos of the Albanian threat in Kosovo.

Psychoanalysis is aware of a whole series of `false acts': psychotic-paranoiac violent passage a l'acte, hysterical acting out, obsessional self-hindering, perverse self-instrumentalization – all these acts are not simply wrong according to some external standards, they are immanently wrong since they can be properly grasped only as reactions to some disavowed trauma that they displace, repress, and so on. What we are tempted to say is that the Nazi anti-Semitic violence was `false' in the same way: all the shattering impact of this large-scale frenetic activity was fundamentally `misdirected', it was a kind of gigantic passage a l'acte betraying an inability to confront the real kernel of the trauma (the social antagonism). So what we are claiming is that anti-Semitic violence, say, is not only `factually wrong' (Jews are `not really like that', exploiting us and organizing a universal plot) and/or ‘morally wrong’ (unacceptable in terms of elementary standards of decency, etc.), but also `untrue’ in the sense of an inauthenticity which is simultaneously epistemological and ethical, just as an obsessional who reacts to his [sic] disavowed sexual fixations by engaging in compulsive defence rituals acts in an inauthentic way. Lacan claimed that even if the patient's wife is really sleeping around with other men, the patient's jealousy is still to be treated as a pathological condition; in a homologous way, even if rich Jews `really' exploited German workers, seduced their daughters, dominated the popular press, and so on, anti-Semitism is still an emphatically `untrue', pathological ideological condition - why? What makes it pathological is the disavowed subjective libidinal investment in the figure of the Jew – the way social antagonism is displaced-obliterated by being 'projected' into the figure of the Jew.

So - back to the obvious counter-argument to the Lacanian notion of the act: this second feature (for a gesture to count as an act, it must 'traverse the fantasy') is not simply a further, additional criterion, to be added to the first ('doing the impossible', retroactively rewriting its own conditions): if this second criterion is not fulfilled, the first is not really met either - that is to say; we are not actually `doing the impossible', traversing the fantasy towards the Real. 
When faced with disharmony, we have a choice a) we can continue down the failed path of utopianism or b) we can accept that social antagonism is inevitable and try to design democratic institutions capable of accomodating competing political visions. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages 136-138). 

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

As I have tried to show the ethics of psychoanalysis moves beyond traditional ethics of the good, moves beyond the barrier of the fantasmatic ethics of harmony to come to terms with the impossible real, by recognising its ultimate irreducibility and its structural causality. As argued earlier in this chapter, the Lacanian real and lack have a thoroughly ethical dimension and both sublimation and identification with the symptom, by moving beyond traditional ethical identification with a certain imaginary conception of the good, attest to the ethicality of recognising and institutionalising them. In that sense, with the help of psychoanalysis, democracy can promote an ethical hegemony which is essential for its political survival and effectiveness11 while Lacanian theory and Lacanian ethics can find in democracy the field of an affinity which signals their relevance for socio- political analysis and political praxis. In that sense, achieving a better (but not a perfect) society, a more democratic and just society, is possible but such a project cannot depend on the ‘visions of the psychic imaginary’ as Whitebook insists. Only the fracture of imaginary utopian visions can create the chance of pursuing a democratic course, a course which is profoundly self-critical: ‘The just polity is one that actively maintains its own interruption or ironization as that which sustains it’ (Critchley, 1992:238). Such a standpoint seems to be at the antipodes of Whitebook’s view, according to which ‘without the input of the imaginary, any such debate [on achieving a better society]...is in danger of being empty’ (Whitebook, 1995:89). What Whitebook cannot realise is that it is exactly the emptiness of the Lacanian lack in the Other, the emptiness in the locus of democratic power in Lefort, that becomes the point of reference for the articulation of such a new political vision, a vision beyond imaginary lures.12

To avoid any possible confusion, it must be stressed, however, that democracy cannot be reduced to anarchy or chaos; it is a form of ‘order’. A principle of societal organisation exists. A society without a principle of organisation would be a meaningless society; it would not be able to constitute itself as such. It would amount to a state of pure anxiety insofar as, according to Lacan’s comments in Anxiety, the appearance of anxiety is the sign of the temporary collapse of all points of identificatory reference (seminar of 2 May 1962). As I have pointed out, the importance of the democratic invention is that, in a double movement, it provides a point of reference, a point de capiton for the institution of society, without reducing society to a positive content pertaining to this point of reference.13 This is achieved because the positive content of democracy is the acceptance of the constitutive lack and antagonism (and consequently hegemony) that splits every total representation of the social field. And the status of this lack, as an encounter with the real, is ethical. If democracy entails, as Niklas Luhmann argues, the principle of allowing opposition as a value-concept this means exactly that the lack acquires a certain ethical dimension. This is an ethics without ideals; the place of the ideal is occupied by the dividing line of opposition and by the undecidable moment of elections; in other words by the recognition of the real of our symptom, of the antagonistic nature of society. For Luhmann the place of the ideal is occupied by a pure difference; that between government and opposition. Thus ‘politics loses the possibility of [total] representation. It cannot presume to be—or even to represent— the whole within the whole’ (Luhmann, 1990:233). In the democratic vision the whole of society is lacking, it is crossed, barré by the impossible real.

They are just wrong about the nature of the political.  Political scientists like to pretend that they are neutral, thruthful and really in power.  But, if we are right that the political is a product of shared cultural fantasy, they we represent the true political act. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  71-73). 

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

But if reality in general can only make sense in its relation to a real which is always exceeding it, what can that real associated with political reality be? If reality cannot exhaust the real it must be also the case that politics cannot exhaust the political. Not surprisingly then, it is one of the most exciting

developments in contemporary political theory, and one promoted by theorists such as Laclau, Mouffe, Beck and Lefort, that the political is not reducible to political reality as we have been describing it:

The political cannot be restricted to a certain type of institution, or envisaged as constituting a specific sphere or level of society. It must be conceived as a dimension that is inherent to every human society and that determines our very ontological condition.

(Mouffe, 1993:3)

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

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

(Lefort, 1988:11)

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

at: annihilation

Threats of annihilation create a pure war mentality, creating conditions for personal and cultural death.  Psychoanalysis is key to finding a way out of this deadlock.

Borg 3 (Mark, Psychoanalyst Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.1 (2003), “Psychoanalytic Pure War: Interactions with the Post-Apocalyptic Unconscious” 57-67). 
Virilio and Lotringer gave the name "pure war" to the psychological condition that results when people know that they live in a world where the possibility for absolute destruction (e.g., nuclear holocaust) exists. As Virilio and Lotringer see it, it is not the technological capacity for destruction (that is, for example, the existence of nuclear armaments) that imposes the dread characteristic of a pure war psychology but the belief systems that this capacity sets up. Psychological survival requires that a way be found (at least unconsciously) to escape inevitable destruction—it requires a way out—but this enforces an irresolvable paradox, because the definition of pure war culture is that there is no escape. Once people believe in the external possibility—at least those people whose defenses cannot handle the weight of the dread that pure war imposes—pure war becomes an internal condition, a perpetual state of preparation for absolute destruction and for personal, social, and cultural death. The tragedy at the World Trade Center in New York City has given us a bitter but important opportunity to study the effects of the pure war condition on individuals. It allows us to look at how this all-encompassing state appears in psychoanalytic treatment and to observe its influence through the analysis of transference/countertransference dynamics. The pure war condition has been brought grimly to consciousness. In this paper, I will explore how it manifests itself in society, in character, and most specifically in the psychoanalytic treatment of one patient whose dynamics highlight significant aspects of the pure war state. How does treatment happen when, at some level, we perceive ourselves as already dead? Whatever our individual differences, our visions of the psychoanalytic endeavor arise out of the social defense of the culture within which we live and work (I have referred to this as "community character," cf. Borg 350). And whatever our individual differences, in a pure war situation the primary task is simply to sustain the dream of psychic survival. The case of Joyce, who saw the first explosion at the World Trade Center as she rode down Fifth Avenue in a bus after her session with me, exemplifies this task.  

at: cede the political

Academic radicals play the role of the actor who mistakes the play for the real thing.  They operate within a self-referential community that accomplishes nothing.  Attempts to go beyond that world are feeble and usually ignored.  

Gunnell, 84 (John,  Ph.D. University of California, Berkeley , What should political theory be now?, ed: Nelson, p. 351-352).

Radical or critical political theory is an idea, largely something that is talked about rather than practiced. It is an academic fantasy and a faint memory which long ago severed any real connection with the objects in their concern. Only a strange academic pretension produces the notion that finding the right philosophical ground​ing can make academic political theory into something more than it is. Only another pretension implies that depth of concern or other emotive attributes can make this academic practice, as either scholarly production or classroom education, a form of political action or some equivalent to it. Secured (or imprisoned) within structures of the university and profes​sion, self-ascribed academic radicals posture like actors on a stage. They only descend into the audience within the limits of certain avante-garde productions that would never, in the end, endanger their status as actors or propel the audience beyond the role of spectators. But even the audience consists primarily of other actors. Caught up in this academic theater, they come to believe after a while that the play is the most real thing, that acting is a more noble and efficacious endeavor than the actual practices of life, and that its purity must be maintained. In large measure, of course, this is rhetoric, but not the rhetoric of the street. Political myth is one thing, but mythical politics is another. While these actors have visions of the world which they wish to reproduce, they have long since lost touch with the concrete character of society, and their world is the product of a script written by others. Maybe the greatest irony is that, while their performances are dedicated to changing the world, they seldom address the specific world in which they reside. They are content to play in a theater whose management and financing is microcosm of the world which they wish to transform, but their vision is too prodigious to be directed toward such small objects. They may complain in passing about the way the players are hired and fired and about the lack of democracy in the company, but they are on the road too frequently to get involved deeply. And, after all, it is their sinecure as permanent members of the troupe that allows them to display their grand gestures without fear of contamination or reprisal. There are some, usually the more conservative players, who also think that society is a seamless web and that theater changes the world, and they become upset at stage histrionics whiff mock and criticize life. But much paranoia is surpassed only by the blind faith of those who believe that their performances transform the lives of those with whom they come into contact and that the theater is  so much a part of life that any real distinction is forced and analytic. It is difficult to know how many have a real passion for the life which they represent on stage or the extent to which their drama is a surrogate for what the world denies them or what they have denied themselves. Probably, many are just actors with feigned and rehearsed concern which they have acquired from their masters and   coaches. For them, the play is the thing. For a few, however, these scenes are a vehicle for higher purpose. Sadly society reserves the theater for their activity, putting them safely away where anything can be said, because everyone knows that it is just a play. Society knows that, in the end, the  demands of the profession will keep most from mixing their art with life. Of the few who escape to seek recognition outside the theater, it is safe to assume that they are too inexperienced in the way of the world to manipulate it and that the worst oppression is simply to ignore them.

at: rorty

To win the Rorty turn, they need to win that we have access to the Real.  Otherwise, Lacan’s indict of  rational subjects that communicate democratic interests is damning for Rorty’s conception of politics.  

Donahue 1 (Brian, Department of English, Gonzaga University, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse)

This Lacanian "hard kernel" that appears prominently in Žižek's work can have varying political valences. Its value for radical politics derives from its affirmation of the Lacanian notion of the inherent lack enabling subjectivity: the subject is constituted through, yet simultaneously split by, the object-cause of desire such that the "it" is always already there before the "I" can be recognized. This focus on that which cannot be made consciously transparent to the subject through linguistic symbolization counters a prevailing current of contemporary mainstream U.S. culture that denies or derides the unconscious as an invention of psychoanalysis in the same way that it denies or derides class struggle as an invention of Marxism, both treated as entirely discredited projects. The idea that rational linguistic processes can never achieve transparency and that subjects are unable to know fully their own motivations is corrosive to the basic assumptions of liberalism. If rational discourse is subtended by an unassimilable, extradiscursive Real, then the model of liberal politics--free, rational subjects representing their interests through transparent communication in an effort to achieve consensus--is called into question. "Freedom," "rationality," and "transparency" are shown to be ideological fictions draped over the Real, which is never fully covered by them. Such a model poses problems for, among other projects, the Habermasian social-democratic ideal of rational intersubjective communication as well as the American liberal neopragmatism promoted by Richard Rorty. 


Using the far Right as a scare tactic stifles the Left.  Fear drives out radical alternatives while the whole system drifts toward the Right. 

Žižek 2k (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, “Why we all love to hate Haider,”  New Left Review, March-April, http://www.newleftreview.net/NLR23603.shtml). 

 Plain to see, in fact, is the structural role of the populist  Right in the legitimation of current liberal-democratic hegemony. For what this  Right—Buchanan, Le Pen, Haider—supplies is the negative common denominator of  the entire established political spectrum. These are the excluded ones who, by  this very exclusion (their ‘unacceptability’ for governmental office), furnish  the proof of the benevolence of the official system. Their existence displaces  the focus of political struggle—whose true object is the stifling of any  radical alternative from the Left—to the ‘solidarity’ of the entire  ‘democratic’ bloc against the Rightist danger. The Neue Mitte  manipulates the Rightist scare the better to hegemonize the ‘democratic’ field,  i.e. to define the terrain and discipline its real adversary, the radical Left.  Therein resides the ultimate rationale of the Third Way: that is, a social  democracy purged of its minimal subversive sting, extinguishing even the  faintest memory of anti-capitalism and class struggle. The result is what one would expect. The populist Right moves to  occupy the terrain evacuated by the Left, as the only ‘serious’ political force  that still employs an anti-capitalist rhetoric—if thickly coated with a  nationalist/racist/religious veneer (international corporations are ‘betraying’  the decent working people of our nation). At the congress of the Front National  a couple of years ago, Jean-Marie Le Pen brought on stage an Algerian, an  African and a Jew, embraced them all and told his audience: ‘They are no less  French than I am—it is the representatives of big multinational capital,  ignoring their duty to France, who are the true danger to our identity!’ In New  York, Pat Buchanan and Black activist Leonora Fulani can proclaim a common  hostility to unrestricted free trade, and both (pretend to) speak on behalf of  the legendary  desaparecidos of our time, the proverbially vanished  proletariat. While multicultural tolerance becomes the motto of the new and  privileged ‘symbolic’ classes, the far Right seeks to address and to mobilize  whatever remains of the mainstream ‘working class’ in our Western societies. The consensual form of politics in our time is a bi-polar system  that offers the appearance of a choice where essentially there is none, since  today poles converge on a single economic stance—the ‘tight fiscal policy’ that  Clinton and Blair declare to be the key tenet of the modern Left, that sustains  economic growth, that allows us to improve social security, education and  health. In this uniform spectrum, political differences are more and more  reduced to merely cultural attitudes: multicultural/sexual (etc.) ‘openness’  versus traditional/natural (etc.) ‘family values’. This choice—between Social  Democrat or Christian Democrat in Germany, Democrat or Republican in the  States—recalls nothing so much as the predicament of someone who wants an  artificial sweetener in an American cafeteria, where the omnipresent  alternatives are Nutra-Sweet Equal and High&Low, small bags of red and  blue, and most consumers have a habitual preference (avoid the red ones, they  contain cancerous substances, or vice versa) whose ridiculous persistence  merely highlights the meaninglessness of the options themselves.

at: chomsky

Chomsky’s lack of theory causes two problems:

1. It results in factual inaccuracies because it ignores history.

2. It fails as a political strategy.  He writes books about the dirty details of US policies and people shrug and call him un-American. 
Žižek 2 (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/Žižek.html). 

Or take Chomsky. There are two problematic features in his work — though it goes without saying that I admire him very much. One is his anti-theorism. A friend who had lunch with him recently told me that Chomsky announced that he'd concluded that social theory and economic theory are of no use — that things are simply evident, like American state terror, and that all we need to know are the facts. I disagree with this. And the second point is that with all his criticism of the U.S., Chomsky retains a certain commitment to what is the most elemental ingredient of American ideology, individualism, a fundamental belief that America is the land of free individuals, and so on. So in that way he is deeply and problematically American. You can see some of these problems in the famous Faurisson scandal in France. As many readers may know, Chomsky wrote the preface for a book by Robert Faurisson, which was threatened with being banned because it denied the reality of the Holocaust. Chomsky claimed that though he opposes the book's content, the book should still be published for free speech reasons. I can see the argument, but I can't support him here. The argument is that freedom of the press is freedom for all, even for those whom we find disgusting and totally unacceptable; otherwise, today it is them, tomorrow it is us. It sounds logical, but I think that it avoids the true paradox of freedom: that some limitations have to guarantee it. So to understand what goes on today — to understand how we experience ourselves, to understand the structures of social authority, to understand whether we really live in a "permissive" society, and how prohibitions function today — for these we need social theory. That's the difference between me and the names you mentioned. BS: Chomsky and people like him seem to think that if we just got the facts out there, things would almost take care of themselves. Why is this wrong? Why aren't "the facts" enough? Žižek: Let me give you a very naive answer. I think that basically the facts are already known. Let's take Chomsky's analyses of how the CIA intervened in Nicaragua. OK, (he provides) a lot of details, yes, but did I learn anything fundamentally new? It's exactly what I'd expected: the CIA was playing a very dirty game. Of course it's more convincing if you learn the dirty details. But I don't think that we really learned anything dramatically new there. I don't think that merely "knowing the facts" can really change people's perceptions. To put it another way: Chomsky's own position on Kosovo, on the Yugoslav war, shows some of his limitations, because of a lack of a proper historical context. With all his facts, he got the picture wrong. As far as I can judge, Chomsky bought a certain narrative — that we shouldn't put all the blame on Milosevic, that all parties were more or less to blame, and the West supported or incited this explosion because of its own geopolitical goals. All are not the same. I'm not saying that the Serbs are guilty. I just repeat my old point that Yugoslavia was not over with the secession of Slovenia. It was over the moment Milosevic took over Serbia. This triggered a totally different dynamic. It is also not true that the disintegration of Yugoslavia was supported by the West. On the contrary, the West exerted enormous pressure, at least until 1991, for ethnic groups to remain in Yugoslavia. I saw [former Secretary of State] James Baker on Yugoslav TV supporting the Yugoslav army's attempts to prevent Slovenia's secession. The ultimate paradox for me is that because he lacks a theoretical framework, Chomsky even gets the facts wrong sometimes.

at: impossible demands good (Žižek)

Impossible demands maintain the political status quo.  We have clear consciences when we demand things like open borders but we speak from a position of privilege that is not really threatened by our demands.  

Žižek 2 (Slavoj,  International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Welcome to the Desert of the Real, p.59). 

In a strict Lacanian sense of the term, we should thus posit that ‘happiness’ relies on the subject’s inability or unreadieness fully to confont the consequences of its desire: the price of happiness is that the subject remains stuck in the inconsistency of its desire.  In our daily lives, we (pretend to) desire things which we do not really desire, so that, ultimately the worst thing that can happen is for us to get what we ‘officially’ desire.  Happiness is thus inherently hypocritical: it is the happiness of dreaming about things we do not really want.  When today’s Left bombardes the capitalist system with demands that it obviously cannot fulfill (Full employment! Retain the welfare state! Full rights for immigrants!), it is basically playing a game of hysterical provocation, of addressing the Master with a demand which will be impossible for him to meet, and will thus expose his impotence.  The problem this strategy, however, is not only that the system cannot meet these demands, but that, in addition, those who voice them do not really want them to be realized.  For example, when’radical’ academics demand full rights for immigrants and opening of the borders, are they aware that the direct implementation of this demand would, for obvious reasons, inundate developed Western countries with millions of newcomers, thus provoking a violent working-class racist backlash which would then endanger the privleged position of these very academics?  Of course they are, but they count on the fact their demand will not be met—in this way, they can hypocritically retain their clear radical conscience while continuing to enjoy their priveleged position.  In 1994, when a new wave of emigration from Cuba to the USA was on the cards, Fidel Castro warned the USA that if they did not stop inciting Cubans to emigrate, Cuba would no longer prevent them from doing it—which the Cuban authorities in effect did a couple of days later, embarrassing the USA with thousands of unwanted newcomers....Is this not like the proverbial woman who snapped back at a man who was making macho advances to her: ‘Shut up, or youll have to do what you’re boasting about!’ In both cases, the gesture is that of calling the other’s bluff, counting on the fact that what the other really fears is that one will fully comply with his or her demand.  And would not the same gesture also throw our radical academics into a panic?  Here the old ’68 motto ‘Soyons realistes, demandons l’impossible!’ acquires a new cynical and sinister meaning which, perhaps, reveals its truth: ‘Let’s be realists: we, the academic Left, want to appear critical, while fully enjoying the priveleges the system offers us.  So let’s bombard the system with impossible demands: we all know that these demands won’t be met, so we can be sure that nothing will actually change, and we’ll maintain our privileged status!’ If someone accuses a big corporation of particular financial crimes, he or she is exposed to risks which can go right up to murder attempts; if he or she asks the same corporation to finance a research project into the link between global capitalism and the emergence of hybrid postcolonial identities, he or she stands a good chance of getting hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

at: Žižek has no political theory (at: homer, gigante)

Žižek is explicitly political—he advocates an anti-capitalist agenda as an aspect of a radically democratic state. 
Donahue 1 (Brian, Department of English, Gonzaga University, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse)

This conception of Žižek as a political cipher is perhaps understandable on a first reading of a text like Looking Awry or even The Sublime Object of Ideology and on a hasty categorization of him as a "poststructuralist psychoanalytic theorist" (a categorization that would require considerable elaboration). But in light of careful analysis of a wide selection of his writings, it would be difficult to insist on Žižek's political inscrutability. On the contrary, his work evinces a general ideological commitment to a radical democracy that is critical of both the globalizing capitalism of the present and the bureaucratic state socialism of the recent past. Thus, he advocates an (admittedly somewhat nebulous) "third way" for the future while acknowledging the need for nation-states in the present as a counter both to the increasing transnationalism of capital and to the dialectically co-determined phenomenon of increasing ethnic and religious "fundamentalist" violence and racism. While Žižek does not frequently perform detailed analysis of specific policy issues, he does write consistently from within the broad ideological framework I have described above--contrary to the effort of Gigante to build an entire argument on the premise that Žižek's "subjective transparency is precisely his point" (154) and of Homer to chastise him for failing to draw connections between his critical writing and the political sphere. Indeed, the following passage provides a clear statement of his ideas about at least one major topic of recent political philosophy, the "civil society" of late capitalism: People have this ethics of the bad state and good civic, independent structures. But sorry, in Slovenia I am for the state and against civil society! In Slovenia, civil society is equal to the right-wingers. In America, after the Oklahoma bombing, they suddenly discovered that there are hundreds of thousands of jerks. Civil society is not this nice social movement but a network of moral majority conservatives and nationalist pressure groups, against abortion, for religious education in schools: a real pressure from below. ("Japan," par. 24) As for his stance with respect to political economy, it is clear that a major aim of Žižek's work is a critique of capitalism in an effort to contribute to the building of an anti-capitalist agenda in the realm of the political, where struggles for hegemony are constantly engaged and renewed. Following the general thrust of post-Gramscian Marxism, he stresses that this hegemonizing process of "winning consent" is always at work, even at the supposedly objective level of the economy. 

Turn: the fact that these articles are written about Žižek proves that his strategy of over-identification with the system is working. This discomfort IS the point because it forces us to take a personal stand.  Instead of just buying into empty political rhetoric, we are forced to become our own analyst. 

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

 In the process of the disintegration of socialism in Slovenia, the postpunk group Laibach staged an aggressive inconsistent mixture of Stalinism, Nazism, and Blut und Boden ideology. The first reaction of the enlightened leftist critics in Slovenia was to conceive of Laibach as the ironic imitation of totalitarian rituals. However, their support of Laibach was always accompanied by an uneasy feeling: "What if they really mean it? What if they truly identify with the totalitarian ritual?" Or, a more cunning version of it, transferring their own doubt onto the Other: "What if Laibach overestimates its public?" "What if the public takes seriously what Laibach mockingly imitates, so that Laibach actually strengthens what it purports to undermine?" Their uneasy feeling is fed on the assumption that ironic distance is automatically a subversive attitude. What if, on the contrary, the dominant attitude of the contemporary "postideological" universe is precisely the cynical distance towards public values? What if this distance, far from posing any threat to the system, designates the supreme form of conformism, since the normal functioning of the system required cynical distance? In this case, the strategy of Laibach appears in a new light: it frustrates the system (the ruling ideology) precisely insofar as it is distanced from its ironic imitation; but over identification with it, by bringing to light the obscene superego underside of the system, suspends its efficiency. The ultimate expedient of Laibach is their deft manipulation of transference; their public (especially intellectuals) is obsessed with the "desire of the Other" - whether Laibach's actual position is truly totalitarian or not. They address Laibach with a question and expect an answer, failing to notice the crucial fact that Laibach itself does not function as an answer but as a question. By means of the elusive character of their desire, the indecision regarding where they actually stand, Laibach compels us to take a position and decide upon our desire. Laibach actually accomplishes here the reversal that defines the psychoanalytic cure. At the outset of the cure is transference: the transferential relationship is put in force as soon as the analyst appears in the guise of the subject who is supposed to know the truth about the patient's desire. When, in the course of the psychoanalysis, the patient complains that he does not know what he wants, the complaint is addressed to the analyst, with the implicit supposition that the analyst already knows it. In other words, insofar as the analyst stands for the big Other, the analyst's illusion lies in reducing his ignorance about his desire to an "epistemological" incapacity: the truth about his desire already exists, it is registered somewhere in the big Other, and one has only to bring it to light and his desiring will run smoothly. The end of psychoanalysis, dissolution of transference, designates the moment when the question that the patient aimed at the analyst turns back towards the patient himself. First, the patient's (hysterical) question addressed an analyst who was supposed to possess the answer; now, the analyst is forced to acknowledge that he is merely a reflective question mark addressed back to the patient. Here, one can explain Lacan's thesis that an analyst is authorized only by himself: the patient becomes the analyst upon assuming that his desire has no support in the Other, that the authorization of his desire has no support in the Other, and that the authorization of his desire can come only from himself. Insofar as this reversal defines drive, one can explain Lacan's thesis that what takes place at the end of psychoanalysis is the shift from desire to drive. 

at: Žižek is a totalitarian 

Žižek does not advocate literally repeating Leninist politics—he only means that Lenin found revolutionary way out of an ideological deadlock and that we need to look for one as well. 

Žižek 2 (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis , inteview with Bad Subjects, “I am a Fighting Atheist: Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” Bad Subjects, Issue #59, February, http://eserver.org/bs/59/Žižek.html). 
Žižek: I am careful to speak about not repeating Lenin. I am not an idiot. It wouldn't mean anything to return to the Leninist working class party today. What interests me about Lenin is precisely that after World War I broke out in 1914, he found himself in a total deadlock. Everything went wrong. All of the social democratic parties outside Russia supported the war, and there was a mass outbreak of patriotism. After this, Lenin had to think about how to reinvent a radical, revolutionary politics in this situation of total breakdown. This is the Lenin I like. Lenin is usually presented as a great follower of Marx, but it is impressive how often you read in Lenin the ironic line that "about this there isn't anything in Marx." It's this purely negative parallel. Just as Lenin was forced to reformulate the entire socialist project, we are in a similar situation. What Lenin did, we should do today, at an even more radical level. For example, at the most elementary level, Marx's concept of exploitation presupposes a certain labor theory of value. If you take this away from Marx, the whole edifice of his model disintegrates. What do we do with this today, given the importance of intellectual labor? Both standard solutions are too easy — to claim that there is still real physical production going on in the Third World, or that today's programmers are a new proletariat? Like Lenin, we're deadlocked. What I like in Lenin is precisely what scares people about him — the ruthless will to discard all prejudices. 

Totalitarianism is the product of utopian politics.  Stalin and Hitler could commit horrible acts of violence in the name of bringing about a harmonious new social order.

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   108-110). 

As Jerrold Post has pointed out, we are always bound to those we hate: ‘We need enemies to keep our treasured—and idealised—selves intact’ (Post, 1996:28–9). And this for ‘fear of being free’ (Sartre, 1995:27). The fantasy of attaining a perfect harmonious world, of realising the universal, can only be sustained through the construction/localisation of a certain particularity which cannot be assimilated but, instead, has to be eliminated. There exists then a crucial dialectic between the universal fantasy of utopia and the particularity of the—always local—enemy who is posited as negating it. The result of this dialectic is always the same: The tragic paradox of utopianism has been that instead of bringing about, as it promised, a system of final and permanent stability, it gave rise to utter restlessness, and in place of a reconciliation between human freedom and social cohesion, it brought totalitarian coercion. (Talmon, 1971:95) In that sense, as it was implicitly argued in Chapter 2, the notion of fantasy constitutes an exemplary case of a dialectical coincidentia opositorum.13 On the one hand, fantasy has a beatific side, a stabilising dimension, it is identical to ‘the dream of a state without disturbances, out of reach of human depravity’; on the other hand, we have fantasy as something profoundly ‘destabilising’: ‘And does the fundamental lesson of so-called totalitarianism not concern the co-dependence of these two aspects of the notion of fantasy?’ asks Žižek. All those who aspire fully to realise its first harmonious side have recourse to its other dark dimension in order to explain their failure: the foreclosed obverse of the Nazi harmonious Volksgemeinschaft returned in their paranoiac obsession with ‘the Jewish plot’. Similarly, the Stalinist’s compulsive discovery of ever-new enemies of socialism was the inescapable obverse of their pretending to realise the idea of the ‘New Socialist Man’. (Žižek, 1996a:116) For Žižek, these two dimensions ‘are like front and back of the same coin: insofar as a community experiences its reality as regulated, structured, by fantasy, it has to disavow its inherent impossibility, the antagonism in its very heart—and fantasy (the figure of the ‘conceptual Jew’ for example) gives body to this disavowal. In short, the effectiveness of fantasy is the condition for fantasy to maintain its hold’ (ibid.). Utopia is not that far from dystopia. What is at stake in the Lacanian conception of fantasy is, as we have already pointed out, enjoyment (jouissance). If the effects of the normative idealist or Enlightenment-style critique of racism are severely limited, if this critique is not enough (Lipowatz, 1995a:213), this is because, to use one of Sloterdijk’s formulations, it ‘has remained more naive than the consciousness it wanted to expose’ (Sloterdijk, 1988:3). In its rationality it has exhausted itself. In other words, it didn’t take into account that what is at stake here is not rational argumentation but the organisation and administration of enjoyment: The impotence of the attitude of traditional Enlightenment is best exemplified by the anti-racist who, at the level of rational argumentation, produces a series of convincing reasons against the racist Other, but is nonetheless clearly fascinated by the object of his critique—and consequently, all his defence disintegrates in the moment of real crisis (when ‘the fatherland is in danger’ for example). (Sloterdijk, 1988:3) Thus, the question of la traversée du fantasme, that is to say ‘of how to gain the minimum of distance from the fantasmatic frame that organises our enjoyment, of how to suspend its efficiency, is crucial not only for the concept of the psychoanalytic cure and its conclusion: today, in our era of renewed racist tensions, of universalised anti-Semitism, it is perhaps the foremost political question’ (Žižek, 1996a:117–18). In light of this, traversing the fantasy of utopian thought seems to be one of the most important political tasks of our age. The current crisis of utopia is not cause for concern but for celebration. But then why is the politics of today a politics of aporia? There can be only one plausible explanation: just because, in the ethical sphere, the fantasmatic ideal of harmony is still dominant. If we are situated today in a terrain of aporia and frustration it is because we still fantasise something that is increasingly revealed as impossible and catastrophic. Accepting this ultimate impossibility seems to be the only way out of this troubling state.

Totalitarianism is inherently tied to politics of utopia—we are the opposite. 

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  125). 
The uniqueness of democracy will be more clearly shown in its opposition to two trends that threaten it. These trends are defined by Touraine as the true external threats to democracy: democracy can be destroyed either from above, by authoritarian power, or from below, through chaos, violence and civil war’ (Touraine, 1994:2). The rise and electoral success today of neofascist parties and movements makes imperative the comparison between democracy and totalitarianism. Totalitarianism emerges when a particular party or political movement claims by its own nature to be different from all the other parties and forces. It destroys all opposition since it claims to represent the whole of society ‘and to possess a legitimacy that places it above the law’ (Lefort, 1988:13). If democracy recognises and institutionalises the division of the social, totalitarianism in contrast claims to understand the universal law of societal organisation and development which, applied to the social, can bring back the lost organic unity and eliminate any division and disharmony; with totalitarianism the dawn of ‘utopia’ is never too far away.2 Democracy, however, is not threatened only by universalist totalitarian tendencies attempting to reinstate a universal organic unity: ‘There is also a symmetrically opposite danger of a lack of all reference to this unity’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985:188). This is the danger of particularism and of the fragmentation of the social fabric into segments that deny the possibility of any meaningful articulation between them.

at: Žižek marxism is totalizing

Žižek does not deploy the vulagr Marxism of simple, totalizing class struggle.  Rather, Marxism calls upon us to see class as one aspect of ongoing and plural critique. 

Donahue 1 (Brian, Department of English, Gonzaga University, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse)

Slavoj Žižek 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, Žižek 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). Such characterizations, Žižek argues, overlook "the ultimate paradox of the notion of 'class struggle,'" which is that society is "held together" by the very antagonism, split, that forever prevents its closure in a harmonious, transparent, rational Whole--by the very impediment that undermines every rational totalization. Although "class struggle" is nowhere directly given as a positive entity, it none the less functions, in its very absence, as the point of reference enabling us to locate every social phenomenon not by relating it to class struggle as its ultimate meaning ("transcendental signified") but by conceiving it as an(other) attempt to conceal and "patch up" the rift of the class struggle, to efface its traces--what we have here is the typical structural-dialectical paradox of an effect which exists only in order to efface the causes of its existence; of an effect which in a way "resists" its own cause. (100) Here Žižek, like Jameson, rebuts condemnations of the maligned "closed, totalized system," claiming that Hegelian and Marxist dialectical theory never aimed at total closure in the first place and reasserting its methodological value in the face of postmodern criticisms by arguing that those criticisms are based on a generalized and mistaken conception of Hegelian and Marxist thinking in terms of absolute, total, and unified systems. In other words, even Hegel knew that Absolute Spirit's destiny of perfect, static self-contemplation was always already rendered impossible by the ineluctable necessity of movement, and, as Žižek writes, even Marx understood that the "'normal' state of capitalism is the permanent revolutionizing of its own conditions of existence," even though he sometimes proceeded "as if he [did] not know it, by describing the very passage from capitalism to socialism in terms of... vulgar evolutionist dialectics" (Sublime 52-53). While he does defend the dialectical tradition, Žižek does not simply revert to a "vulgar" Marxism (although Jameson has recently suggested that such a move might in fact be called for in the post-Cold War era5). I develop a more thorough discussion of his work below.

at: hurley (intrapsychic critique leaves no room for politics)

Lacanian psychoanalysis is the opposite of what the intrapsychic critics claim.  Rather than turning inward, to some personal struggle between the Symbolic and the Real, psychoanalysis is about cultural ideology—it is psychology turned outward and is therefore explicitly political.

Žižek 1 (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Interview with Christopher Hanlon, Ph.D. from UMass-Amherst, “Psychoanalysis and the Post-Political: An Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” New Literary History, 32.1, 1-21, Project Muse). 

CH: I want to ask about one common critique of your work, most recently voiced by James Hurley, that centers on what we might call your "intrapsychic" focus. 7  For you, of course, ideological coercion occurs at the libidinal level,  at the constitutive level of a subject who "is" a disjunction between  the Symbolic and the Real. But some commentators have expressed concern  that this intrapsychic focus has the effect of leaving us little to do  by way of intervening upon specifically institutional mechanisms  of coercion. Do such objections concern you?  SZ: No, because I think that such criticism misses the point of Freudian subjectivity. I think that the very term "intrapsychic" is misleading; I think that, at least for Lacan, who emphasizes this again and again, the proper dimension of the unconscious is not "deep inside." The proper dimension is outside, materialized in the state apparatuses. The model of split subjectivity, as later echoed by Louis Althusser, is not that there is something deep in me which is repressed; it's not this internal psychic conflict. What subverts my conscious attitudes are the implicit ideological beliefs externalized, embodied in my activity. For instance, I'm interested in this new fashion of Hollywood Holocaust comedy. Have you noticed how, starting with Life Is Beautiful, we have a new genre, repeated in Jakob the Liar, and so on? Apropos of this, I ask, "Why do Holocaust tragedies fail?" For me, Speilberg is at his lowest during a scene from Schindler's List, when the concentration-camp commander faces the Jewish girl and we have this internal monologue, where he is split between his attraction to the girl and his racist tract: you know, "Are you a rat? Are you a human being?" and so on. I think this split is false. I take here quite literally Lacan's dictum that psychoanalysis is not psychology, that the ultimate lesson of psychoanalysis is that when you analyze phenomena like Nazis or Stalinism, it is totally wrong to think that you will arrive at any pertinent result through so-called in-depth profiles of figures like Stalin or Hitler. Here there is a lesson to be learned from Hannah Arendt--though at a different level I disagree with her--about the banality of evil. The banality of evil means for me that the key is not, for example, the personality of Eichmann; there is a gap separating the acts of Eichmann from Eichmann's self-experience. But what I would add is that this doesn't mean that Eichmann was simply innocent in the sense that he was possessed by some kind of brutally objective logic. My idea is more and more that we are dealing with--to reference my eternal idea about canned laughter--what I am tempted to call a kind of canned hatred. In the same way that the TV set laughs for you, relieves you of the obligation to really laugh, Eichmann himself didn't really have to hate the Jews; he was able to be just an ordinary person. It's the objective ideological machinery that did the hating; the hatred was imported, it was "out there." CH: He even reported that he admired the Jews, that he used to literally vomit with disgust at the efficiency of the extermination . . .  SZ: Yes! So again, I would say that this reproach misses the point in the sense that the fundamental lesson of psychoanalysis is that the unconscious is outside, crystallized in institutional practices. 

at: derrida (the “big other” is a form of essentialization)

The claim that Lacan essentializes a “Big Other” is a misreading.  His point is that the desire for the other will always be frustrated because the “Big Other” does not properly exist—meaning that it is a cultural construct, not a fixed origin of meaning. 

Žižek, 1 (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis , Interview with Christopher Hanlon, Ph.D. from UMass-Amherst, “Psychoanalysis and the Post-Political: An Interview with Slavoj Žižek,” New Literary History, 32.1, 1-21, Project Muse). 

SZ: I would just like to make two points. First, I still think, as I first developed in Enjoy Your Symptom!, that "resistance" is the appropriate term here. In deconstructionist circles, you can almost feel it, this strong embarrassment about Lacan. So they can buy Lacan only, as it were, conditionally, only insofar as they can say he didn't go far enough. I claim that the truth is the exact opposite; the only way they can appropriate Lacan is to submit him to a radical misreading. You know, all the time we hear about the "phallic signifier," and so on, and so on, but the figure of Lacan they construct is precisely what Lacan was trying to undermine. For example, one of the standard criticisms of some deconstructionists here in the States is that Lacan elevates the "Big Other" into some kind of non-historical, a priori symbolic order . . . . My only, perhaps naïve answer to this is that the big Lacanian thesis from the mid-fifties is that "The Big Other doesn't exist." He repeats this again and again, and the point of this is precisely that there is no symbolic order that would serve as a kind of prototranscendental guarantor.

at: sokal ad bricmont (general)

Sokal and Bricmont do not have a well educated perspective on Lacan.  They are part of a vacuous pop culture backlash as French intellectuals.

Glynos & Stavrakakis 1 (Jason & Yannis,  Department of Government at the University of Essex “Postures and Impostures: On Lacan's Style and Use of Mathematical Science,” American Imago 58.3, 685-706, Project Muse).

No doubt such a Derridean response will have its effects. Our opinion, however, is that a different sort of intervention here was also important. It was important not because it promised to be intellectually rewarding in a substantive sense. We do not in this essay make any contributions to the understanding of psychoanalysis or philosophy of science. Such an intervention was important because the debate taps into a widespread sentiment characteristic of the current Zeitgeist, entailing a kind of reactionary backlash against psychoanalysis and poststructuralism in general. This backlash is epitomised by a kind of pathological reaction against the likes of Lacan. By pathological here we mean simply symptomatic from the perspective of a polity that imagines it is governed by principles of reasonableness and pluralism. That is to say, by pathology we mean only what you get when dismissive opinions about a person's work are taken seriously even if expressed by those who admit to their ignorance regarding that person's discipline, substituting sensationalized irony for intellectual rigor and relying--through mere association--on the crutch of the scientific establishment's institutional authority. The poor citizen who inhabits such a "polity of reasonableness" cannot but be horrified, struggling to offer what can only appear as an impotent response: "It is one thing for someone to disagree with Lacan, or to conclude that Lacan is too difficult to be worth the trouble, or to decide that Lacan is not one's 'cup of tea'; it is quite another to go out of one's way to invoke institutional faith to endorse and encourage cheap entertainment at the expense of authors whose work is not examined in any detail." It is clear that S&B's Intellectual Impostures owes its popularity not to any kind of sound scholarship, intellectual integrity, or literary erudition. How then to explain all the fuss surrounding it? Deconstructive commonsense suggests that its popularity comes not so much from the content between its covers as it does from the cultural and academic context in which it appears. We close with a Lacanian hypothesis, suggesting that its success is buoyed up by a satisfaction or enjoyment (jouissance) that has at least two sources: (1) the fun poked at French intellectuals who are difficult to understand; and (2) the fun poked at those who poke fun at French intellectuals. It is not so easy to steer clear of these two sources of satisfaction.

 
at: sokal and bricmont (lacan too dense)

The density of Lacan’s writing is not an indict of his theory.  In fact, the difficulty level is meant to encourage responsible, reflective understanding—it is a deliberate, ethical position for him as an author. 

Glynos & Stavrakakis 1 (Jason & Yannis,  Department of Government at the University of Essex “Postures and Impostures: On Lacan's Style and Use of Mathematical Science,” American Imago 58.3, 685-706, Project Muse).

Why should he go out of his way to caution his audience to resist understanding too quickly? Precisely because he is concerned that analysts are tempted to understand their patients too quickly. And what does "understand" mean? To understand something means to translate a term into other terms that we are already familiar with. This means, for Lacan, that in understanding the patient's discourse analysts understand only what they are already familiar with. Instead of accessing the patient in his or her uniqueness, instead of being open to something new and different, analysts effectively reinforce their own self-understanding. No doubt it is unsettling when we are confronted with something we cannot immediately understand. No doubt it is comforting to believe that we understand each other and that we all share certain aspirations and standards of morality. But, Lacan wants to claim, this comes at a price. The price we pay for an undue reliance on immediate understanding is an unthinking acceptance of premises we have come to rely on and that cease to elicit the need for justification. Think, for instance, of the ideal of pedagogy. This is often taken as an unquestioned ideal that requires no justification. Ultimately, Lacan's point is an ethical one, finding application not just in the clinic, but in theoretical work and quotidian life as well. It has to do with taking responsibility for one's understanding, rather than relying on a consensus of understanding. And the strategy he chose to adopt in this regard involved systematically creating a margin of nonunderstanding. He recognized in this strategy its potential productiveness-- productive in terms of generating a desire for responsible understanding and in terms of generating research. In short, Lacan is not celebrating misunderstanding. Rather, he is making an argument in favour of responsible understanding. 

at: sokal and bricmont (lacan uses math poorly)

Sokal and Bricmont attack a straw person when discuss Lacan and mathematics.  Lacan thoroughly discussed different possible interpretations of mathematical terms and does not use them in the sense they attack. 

Glynos & Stavrakakis 1 (Jason & Yannis,  Department of Government at the University of Essex “Postures and Impostures: On Lacan's Style and Use of Mathematical Science,” American Imago 58.3, 685-706, Project Muse).

No doubt S&B's hostility to Lacan's use of mathematics is also compounded by their particular understanding of the nature of mathematics. S&B take for granted, for example, that mathematical statements have unique meanings. But this view stems from only one possible perspective on the nature of mathematics. Admittedly, it is intuitively appealing and taps into commonsense ways about how we think of mathematics. But it is based on an underdeveloped analogy with an equally underdeveloped idea of linguistic meaning. It is worth noting, in this respect, that Lacan spent considerable time and effort articulating concepts such as analogy and meaning in relation to much literature on the philosophy of science and mathematics. According to Lacan, mathematics finds itself occupying a privileged locus at the limits of language. In this view, mathematics is essentially meaningless: "The mathematical formalization of signifiers runs counter to meaning. . . . In our times, philosophers of mathematics say 'it means nothing' concerning mathematics, even when they are mathematicians themselves, like Russell" (1975, 93). This, after all, is why identical squiggles on a piece of paper may acquire vastly different meanings depending on the domain of their application (and therefore interpretation). The fact that the physicist Richard Feynman (1963) emphasized that quantum mechanics cannot be understood is also relevant in this regard--it simply "works" (117).

at: essentialism

It is impossible to accuse Lacan of essentialism—his theory of the subject is the opposite—he claims that we are marked by the Lack.
Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, Lacan and the Political, “The Lacanian Subject” p.14-5) MH

 This is not the case only with poststructuralism. It seems that the Lacanian subject can fill a lot of lacks and that lacks are increasingly proliferating around us (or maybe today we are becoming more aware of their presence and alert to their persistence). To provide only a few examples, giving particular attention to those having some political relevance, Rosalind Coward and John Ellis point out that ‘Lacan’s subject is therefore this new subject of dialectical materialism…. The emphasis on language provides a route for an elaboration of the subject demanded by dialectical materialism’ (Coward and Ellis, 1977:93). Michele Barrett, for her part, argues that ‘psychoanalysis [and she is mainly referring to Lacan] is the place one might reasonably start to correct the lamentable lack of attention paid to subjectivity within Marxism’s theory of ideology’ (Barrett, 1991:118–19, my emphasis), while Mark Bracher concludes that ‘Lacanian theory can provide the sort of account of subjectivity that cultural criticism needs’ (Bracher, 1993:12). To sum up, the core idea of this argument is that Lacan is relevant for contemporary sociopolitical analysis because of his vision of the human subject. As FeherGurewich states à propos of social theory: ‘Lacan’s psychoanalytic approach is founded on premises that are in sharp contrast to the ones which have led to the failure of an alliance between psychoanalysis and social theory’. And what are these premises? ‘Lacan provides social theory with a vision of the human subject that sheds new light on the relations between individual aspirations and social aims’ (Feher-Gurewich, 1996:154). Simply put, the Lacanian conception of subjectivity is called to remedy the shortcomings or ‘supplement’—this term is not used here in its strictest Derridean sense, although a deconstructionist flavour is not entirely absent— poststructuralism, social theory, cultural criticism, theory of ideology, etc. But isn’t such a move a reductionist move par excellence? Although our own approach, as it will be developed in the following chapters, is clearly located beyond a logic of supplementation, it would be unfair to consider the Lacanian subject as the point of an unacceptable reduction. This would be the case only if the Lacanian notion of subjectivity was a simple reproduction of an essentialist subject, of a subject articulated around a single positive essence which is transparent to itself and fully representable in theoretical discourse. But this essentialist subject, the subject of the humanist philosophical tradition, the Cartesian subject, or even the Marxist reductionist subject whose essence is identified with her or his class interests, is exactly what has to be questioned and has been questioned; it cannot be part of the solution because it forms part of the initial problem. The Lacanian subject is clearly located beyond such an essentialist, simplistic notion of subjectivity. Not only is Lacan ‘obviously the most distant from those who operate with essentialist categories or simplistic notions of psychic cause or origin’ (Barrett, 1991:107), but the Lacanian subject is radically opposing and transcending all these tendencies without, however, throwing away the baby together with the bath water, that is to say, the locus of the subject together with its essentialist formulations. 

at: our impacts are true
It’s impossible to directly access reality -- traversing the fantasy is necessary for true engagement with the political

Zizek 2004 (Slavoj, Birkbeck Institite for the Humanities, Conversations with Zizek, Glyn Daly, 78-79)

Here I would agree with Laclau and Mouffe’s notion that society doesn’t exist: that there is no neutral space, no neutral reality that can be first objectively described and from which we then develop the idea of antagonism.  Again, this would be my idea of fantasy as constituting reality.  Of course Nazis are a real obstacle, but the question is why are they a real obstacle?  The answer is, because they are sustained by a certain fantasmatic universe.  That is to say that of course you can describe the way Nazis are a real threat, how they threaten social reality for Jews, but the reason they are a threat in reality has to do with fantasies about radical antagonism.  In this sense, the only thing I am claiming is that you cannot account for antagonism as Real in the terms of just a reflection or an effect of some conflicts in social reality. To return to the notion of the real Real and reality, the crucial point to bear in mind is that, again, the Lacanian Real is not some kind of a hard kernel: the true reality as opposed to only our symbolic fictions.  This is why the notion of the imaginary Real, which I evoked before, is so important.  I think that the Real is in a way a fiction; Real is not some kind of raw nature which is then symbolized.  You symbolize nature but in order to symbolize nature, in this very symbolization, you produce an excess or a lack symmetrically: and that’s the Real.  This is the crucial Lacanian lesson.  It’s not, as it is sometimes misrepresented, that you have—let’s call it naively pre-symbolic reality: you symbolize it and then something cannot be symbolized and that is the Real.  No, this is just a kind of stupid reality; we don’t even have an ontological name for it.  IT is, rather, that the very gesture of symbolization introduces a gap in reality.  It is this gap which is the Real and every positive form of this gap is constituted through fantasy. So again the crucial thing is to avoid any reification of the Real.  The Real can be considered almost as a topological term, a topological twist, and any substantialization of the Real is a kind of perspective illusion.  Real is a purely topological category.  With reference to the passage from special to general theory of relativity in Einstein, one could put in these terms: through symbolization space itself is curved, and the Real is the illusion that this curvature of the space is caused by some positive entity.  But the whole point about the Real is that the impossibility is not the result of some positive obstacle, but is purely inherent: the impossibility is produced as the very condition of symbolic space.  That is the ultimate paradox of the Real.  You cannot have it all, not because there is something opposing you, but because of this purely formal, structurally inherent, self-blockade.  

Objective reality is a myth—language can never fully represent the real so we use inevitably use cultural fantasy to cover over holes in our knowledge. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages p 54-55). 

At first it is indeed possible to confuse the anti-objectivist dimension of Lacanian theory with the standard social constructionist argumentation recently in vogue. Lacan suggests that social reality is not a stable referent, a depository of identity, but a semblance created by the play of symbolisation and fantasmatic coherence. Reality is lacking and, at the same time, attempting to hide this lack through the symbolic and imaginary means at its disposal. Social constructionism is also articulated on the basis of the critique of objectivist and essentialist conceptions of reality. If, in the past, it was thought possible to acquire an objective representation or symbolisation of reality, even of the deep essence of things, constructionism argues that the failure of all these attempts, the historical and social relativity of human representations of reality, show that this reality is always the result of a process of social construction. What we accept as (objective) reality is nothing but a social construction with limited duration. Reality is always constructed at the level of meaning and discourse.14

The importance of constructionism is very clearly shown in our representation of nature since nature is something we usually perceive as objectively real. Nature, in everyday discourse, refers to the idea of an objective externality which can be absolutely intelligible through the mediation of sensation and without the intervention of social meaning. This is a belief still widely shared by natural scientists, Green activists and lay people. But how natural is nature? In order to answer this question social constructionists focus their attention on the coexistence, in the same social terrain, of different, if not contradictory, representations of nature. It is obvious that in our societies a Green activist and an industrialist do not share the same conception of nature. Social constructionism is based on the recognition of this social relativity of knowledge. As Berger and Luckmann have pointed out, what is real for a Tibetan monk may not be real for an American businessman (Berger and Luckmann, 1967:15). The same applies to the level of diachrony. Our perception of reality is not only socially relative but also historically relative. As Collingwood and Kelsen have shown, the ancient Greek conception of nature differs from the Renaissance and the modern conception, while the primitive attitude towards nature is markedly different from modern scientific conceptions of nature (Collingwood, 1945; Kelsen, 1946).
What social constructionism concludes from the social and historical relativity of human knowledge is that reality is socially constructed; that it is impossible, for example, to pin down once and for all the essence of nature. For humans, reality comes to existence as a meaningful whole only within a network of meaning, within the level of discourse in which the elusive ‘objective’ reality is articulated with the meaning with which it becomes visible for us. This shift from a naturalist to a culturalist paradigm signifies a change of perspective: it is not social meaning that is reduced to nature but nature that is revealed as socially constructed at the level of meaning. Within the naturalist framework, real nature (as represented in the ‘objective’ discourse of the naturalist) is accepted as the signified of all social meaning. Social constructionism introduces an important reversal: nature is only a signifier and its signified is society, which sets the rules according to which we understand the world (Eder, 1996:31). Not only nature is a signifier and not an object or a signified, but its own signified, the signified of ‘nature’, is not reality (as a hard extra-discursive entity), but the level of construction, of the production of social meaning. The signified is itself a signifier; in a very Lacanian manner signification refers only to another signification, and so on and so forth. Today that social constructionism is hegemonising the terrain of the social sciences, it is standard textbook knowledge (normal science in Kuhn’s vocabulary) that ‘nature is increasingly being seen as a social construction. Social science can no longer suppose the objectivity of nature as an unchanging essence’ (Delanty, 1997:5).
External reality may exist but it is irrelevant because we do not have access to it. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex Lacan and the Political, “Encircling the Political”, p.86) MH
Let me illustrate this point by returning to one of the examples I used earlier, that of nature. The crucial question regarding our access to the natural world becomes now: how can we then, if in fact we can, approach nature before it becomes Nature, the real before it becomes reality, before its symbolisation? This is the question posed by Evernden: how can we return to things ‘before they were captured and explained, in which transaction they ceased to be themselves and became instead functionaries in the world of social discourse [?]’ (Evernden, 1992:110). How can we encounter the pre-symbolic Other in its radical otherness, an otherness escaping all our representations, if he is always ‘beyond’? (ibid.: 118). Well, in fact we can’t; what we can do, however, is acknowledge this failure, this constitutive impossibility, within our symbolisations. Trapped as we are within the world of social meaning, all our representations of reality are doomed to fail due to their symbolic character. Every attempt to construct what is impossible to be constructed fails due to our entrapment within the world of construction. The only moment in which we come face to face with the irreducible real beyond representation is when our constructions are dislocated. It is only when Nature, our construction of external reality, meets a stumbling block, something which cannot be symbolically integrated, that we come close to the real of nature. Nature, constructed Nature, is nothing but ‘a mode of concealment, a cloak of abstractions which obscures that discomforting wildness that defies our paranoid urge to delineate the boundaries of Being’ (Evernden, 1992:132). Only when these boundaries collapse, in that minute intermission before we draw new ones, can we sense the unheimlich of real nature. It is in that sense that— as argued in Chapter 2—Lacanian theory opens the road to a realist constructionism or a constructionist realism; it does so by accepting the priority of a real which is, however, unrepresentable, but, nevertheless, can be encountered in the failure of every construction. One final point before concluding this section: when applied to our own discourse isn’t this recognition introducing a certain ethical principle? Recognising at the same time the impossibility of mastering the real and our obligation to recognise this impossibility through the failure of our attempts to symbolise it, indeed seems to introduce a certain principle which cannot be by-passed. Of necessity this is a principle affecting the structure of knowledge and science in late modern societies. 

The capital T truth can never be accessed—only embracing the Lack, or that impossibility, allows for better understanding of the world. 

Stavrakakis 7 (Yannis, professor of Ideology and Discourse Analysis Program in the Department of Government at the University of Essex, The Lacanian Left, “Introduction: Locating the Lacanian Left”, p. 9-11) MH

But wait a minute, how can the paths of experience, belonging to what is impossible to be adequately represented in the domain of the symbolic (where theory is usually constructed and analysis practiced), the paths belonging to what Lacan names the real, acquire a place within a theory of psychoanalysis or within theory in general? Is not Lacan himself arguing that the real is radically incommensurable with our symbolic constructs? What is needed then is a reorientation of the way we construct our theories and conduct our analyses. Instead of repressing the recognition of their limits, of their ultimate failure to capture the real – this is the standard reductionist theoretical strategy – we can start incorporating this destabilising element within our theories. Instead of repressing the paradoxical relation, the tension between knowledge and experience that marks our lives, we would be probably better off acknowledging this tension, repeatedly inscribing the limits of theoretical discourse within its own symbolic fabric. In that sense, beyond the banality of normal science, a science which limits itself within the field of banal experience, Lacanian theory introduces the idea of a permanent scientific revolution. Furthermore, if epistemology can only be political – ‘epistemology and politics . . . are one and the same thing’, writes Latour (2004: 28) – this ethics of theorising has to be situated within its broader political background, one related to the legacy of the democratic revolution. But is this (thoroughly political) mode of theorising possible, and how is it possible? According to Lacan it is. This is exactly because, right from the start, the real, although incommensurable, is not alien to the symbolic.18 If the real is defined as that which resists symbolisation, this is because we can indeed experience the failure of symbolisation to master it. If the question is: ‘How do we know that the real resists symbolisation in the first place?’, the answer must be: ‘Exactly because this resistance, this limit of symbolisation, is shown within the level of symbolisation itself.’ Psychoanalysis is based on the idea that the real, the real of experience, is shown in certain effects persisting in representation, although it lacks any final positive representation per se. The limits of every discursive structure (of the conscious articulation of meaning, for example), the limits dividing the discursive from the extra-discursive, can only be shown in relation to this same discursive structure (through the subversion of its meaning). In Kuhn’s vocabulary, ‘anomaly appears only against the background provided by the paradigm’ (Kuhn 1996: 65). Hence Freud’s focus on the formations of the unconscious: dreams, slips of the tongue, symptoms, and the like – the places where ordinary conscious meaning is distorted or disrupted and negativity acquires a paradoxical and perplexing positive embodiment (both symbolic and affective). Furthermore, psychoanalysis argues that it is possible to enact the symbolic gestures, the modes of positivisation, that can encircle these moments of showing or resurfacing of the real; otherwise the ‘talking cure’ itself would have no effects at all. The question that remains open, of course, is what is the nature of these symbolic gestures. It is not so much a question of ‘if’ as a question of ‘how’. Now, it is clear that Lacan believes that, in the first instance, it is possible to escape from the illusion of theoretical closure and analytical reduction and approach the real by means of a study of paradox and bizarre representational structures such as those found in topology: the Borromean knot,19 for example, is capable of showing a certain real (XX: 133). In his 1972–3 seminar, Encore, he makes it clear that the real can only be inscribed on the basis of an impasse of formalisation (XX: 93). It is through the failures of symbolisation – the play of paradox, the areas of inconsistency and incompleteness – that it becomes possible to grasp ‘the limits, the points of impasse, of dead-end, which show the real yielding to the symbolic’ (Lacan in Lee 1990: 171). Lacan’s neologisms and statements like ‘The Woman does not exist’ or ‘There is no sexual relation’ attempt to reproduce this kind of paradoxical encircling of impossibility, this new orientation in theorising. As Nasio has put it, ‘Lacan’s formula “there is no sexual relation” is precisely an attempt to delineate the real, to trace or delimit the lack of the signifier of sex in the unconscious’. In that sense theoretical work is not reduced simply to stating ‘here is the real that is unknown’, but involves an attempt to delimit, to write the limits of, the real (Nasio 1998: 112). This is, then, the Lacanian position, which underlies the epistemological and theoretical orientation of the present book.20 Although we can never fully symbolise the real of experience in itself, it is possible to encircle (even in a metaphorical way) the limits it poses to signification and representation, the limits it poses to our theories. It is possible to become alert to the modes of positivisation these limits acquire beyond the fantasmatic reduction of negativity to positivity, of non-identity to identity, of the real to reality. Although it is impossible to touch the real, to master experience fully, it is possible to encircle this impossibility, exactly because this impossibility is always emerging within symbolisation, within a ‘theoretical’ terrain. This is not to say, of course, that such an encircling can ever be total; on the contrary, insofar as this strategy is also articulated at the symbolic level, it is doomed to fail. It remains, though, open to this failure, to the ontological trace of its own contingency. It assumes the responsibility of this limit, thereby highlighting the ethical dimension of the knowledge/experience dialectics. This has nothing to do, however, with some kind of nihilistic, even masochistic, acceptance of passivity and failure. Why? Not least because the registering of the limits of understanding allows for a better, or rather a different, type of understanding: ‘one of the things we must guard most against is to understand too much . . . it is on the basis of a kind of refusal of understanding that we push open the door of analytic understanding’ (II: 265). Only through the assumption of this failure can theory remain open to the truth of experience. The point, in other words, is not to endorse the absence of knowledge, nihilistically celebrating its disintegration, but rather to adopt a position of docta ignorantia, ‘a knowledge about the limits of knowledge, a profound awareness of the significance of not-knowing’ (Nobus and Quinn 2005: 25). Which brings us back to Lacan’s statement quoted earlier. It is impossible to speak the whole truth. Nevertheless, one needs to try. Not in the hope that he or she will eventually manage to say it all; on the contrary, fully assuming the failure of our own words to say it: it is through this very impossibility that truth holds onto the real. It is this solid orientation which, as we shall see throughout this text, underlies the continuous and often radical shifts marking Lacan’s trajectory – with regard to his views on affect, desire, and so on. 
Political fantasy is all we have—there is no access to the “really real” so all that we can do is play with pieces of the fantasy. 

Zizek 2  (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis,  Welcome to the Desert of the Real: Five Essays on September 11 and Related Dates, “Passions of the Real, Passions of Semblance”, p. 17-8) MH
 The fact that the September 11 attacks were the stuff of popular fantasies long before they actually took place provides yet another case of the twisted logic of dreams: it is easy to account for the fact that poor people around the world dream about becoming Americans - so what do the well-to-do Americans, immobilized in their well-being, dream about? About a global catastrophe that would shatter their lives - why? This is what psychoanalysis is about: to explain why, in the midst of wellbeing, we are haunted by nightmarish visions of catastrophes. This paradox also indicates how we should grasp Lacan's notion of 'traversing the fantasy' as the concluding moment of the psychoanalytic treatment. This notion may seem to fit perfectly the common-sense idea of what psychoanalysis should do: of course it should liberate us from the hold of idiosyncratic fantasies, and enable us to confront reality as it really is! However, this, precisely, is what Lacan does not have in mind - what he aims at is almost the exact opposite. In our daily existence, we are immersed in 'reality' (structured and supported by the fantasy), and this immersion is disturbed by symptoms which bear witness to the fact that another, repressed, level of our psyche resists this immersion. To 'traverse the fantasy' therefore, paradoxically, means fully identifying oneself with the fantasy - namely, with the fantasy with structures the excess that resists our immersion in daily reality; or, to quote a succinct formulation by Richard Boothby: 'Traversing the fantasy' thus does not mean that the subject somehow abandons its involvement with fanciful caprices and accommodates itself to a pragmatic 'reality,' but precisely the opposite: the subject is submitted to that effect of the symbolic lack that reveals the limit of everyday reality. To traverse the fantasy in the Lacanian sense is to be more profoundly claimed by the fantasy than ever, in the sense of being brought into an ever more intimate relation with that real core of the fantasy that transcends•lma•gmg. 10 Boothby is right to emphasize the Janus-like structure of a fantasy: a fantasy is simultaneously pacifying, disarming (providing an imaginary scenario which enables us to endure the abyss of the Other's desire) and shattering, disturbing, inassimilable into our reality. The ideologico-political dimension of this notion of 'traversing the fantasy' was dearly revealed by the unique role the rock group Top Lista Nadrealista (The Top List of'the Surrealists) played during the Bosnian war in the besieged town of Sarajevo: their ironic performances - which, in the midst of war and hunger, satirized the predicament of Sarajevo's population - acquired a cult status not only in the counterculture, but also among citizens of Sarajevo in general (the group's weekly TV show went on throughout the war, and was extremely popular). Instead of bemoaning the Bosnians' tragic fate, they daringly mobilized all the cliches about the 'stupid Bosnians' which were commonplace in Yugoslavia, fully identifying with them - the point thus made was that the path, of true solidarity leads through direct confrontation with the obscene racist fantasies which circulated in the symbolic space of Bosnia, through playful identification with them, not 10 Richard Boothby, Freud as Philosopher, New York: Routledge 2001, pp.275-6. through the denial of these obscenities because they do not represent people as they 'really are'.  This means that the dialectic of semblance and Real cannot be reduced to the rather elementary fact that the virtualization of our daily lives, the experience that we are living more and more in an artificially constructed universe, gives rise to an irresistible urge to 'return to the Real', to regain firm ground in some 'real reality'. The Real which returns has the status of another semblance: precisely because it is real, that is, on account of its traumatic / excessive character, we are unable to integrate it into (what we experience as) our reality, and are therefore compelled to experience it as a nightmarish apparition. This is what the compelling image of the collapse of the WTC was: an image, a semblance, an 'effect', which, at the same time, delivered 'the thing itself'. This 'effect of the Real' is not the same as what Roland Barthes, way back in the 1960s, called l’effet du reel: it is, rather, its exact opposite: l’effet de l'irreel. That is to say: in contrast to the Barthesian l’effet du reel, in which the text makes us accept its fictional product as 'real'.  Usually we say that we should not mistake fiction for reality - remember the postmodern doxa according to which 'reality' is a discursive product, a symbolic fiction which we misperceive as a substantial autonomous entity.  We should be able to discern, in what we experience as fiction, the hard kernel of the Real which we are able to sustain only if we fictionalize it. In short, we should discern which part of reality is 'transfunctionalized' through fantasy, so that, although it is part of reality, it is perceived in a fictional mode. (This, of course, brings us back to the old  Lacanian notion that, while animals can deceive by presenting what is false as true, only humans (entities inhabiting the symbolic space) can deceive by presenting what is true as false.) And this insight also allows us to return to the example of cutters: if the true opposite of the Real is reality, what if, then, what they are actually escaping from when they cut themselves is not simply the feeling of unreality, of the artificial virtuality of our lifeworld, but the Real itself which explodes in the guise of uncontrolled hallucinations which start to haunt us once we lose our anchoring in reality? 

at: nihilism
Recognizing the impossibility of resolving all social tensions does not slide into nihlism.  It the beginning of radically democratic politics. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  126-127). 

Simply put, modern societies are faced with an irreducible unbridgeable gap between a universal pole—the need for a force which acts in the name of the whole community—and the particularism of all social forces (Laclau, 1991:59). This gap is not produced by democracy; it precedes democracy. As a matter of fact it is exactly what makes democracy possible: ‘The recognition of the constitutive nature of this gap and its political institutionalisation is the starting point of modern democracy’ (Laclau, 1994:8). In that sense the irreducibility of this gap should not be viewed as a source of disappointment or resentment, feelings fuelling an aporia that can clearly lead to totalitarian or particularist identifications, the results of which can only be catastrophic. On the contrary, this gap should be viewed as opening the optimistic possibility of democracy as opposed to totalitarianism or radical fragmentation;3 a possibility that rests on the recognition of the constitutive character of this gap, this division, the inherent disharmony between universalism and particularism, community and individual, the government and the governed, etc. Democracy depends on an originary disharmony or disorder. The demos is at the same time the name of a community and of its division (Ranciere, 1992:3).

Up to now in this chapter I have tried to show that the historical specificity and uniqueness of modern democracy, its difference from totalitarianism and fragmentation and its potential efficacy in mediating between these two opposed tendencies that characterise modern societies, depends on the recognition and preservation of the emptiness in the locus of power, on the recognition of a gap—a constitutive division—at the heart of society and on the institutionalisation of this division. No one, however, can deny that such an understanding of democracy raises an important ethical issue. The goals of traditional ethical discourse are radically overturned; instead of a utopian harmony we are meant to legitimise disharmony and recognise division. Thus the disappointment with democracy is revealed as a deeply ethical problem. Democracy has to show that recognising division and institutionalising social lack, far from being detrimental and intolerable both at the subjective and the collective/objective level—this is a common misperception—is, in fact, opening an ethically satisfactory way beyond the barrier of traditional ethics. It is in that sense that Connolly asserts that what democracy needs is an ethics of disharmony—an ethics compatible with the anti-utopian ambiguities of democracy. Connolly seems to be in agreement here with Mouffe’s call for a democratic ethos. They are both also close to Touraine’s idea of the need for a new democratic culture beyond all ‘semi-modern’ (if we want to use Ulrich Beck’s vocabulary) or even anti-modern reoccupations of fantasmatic politics. It is this democratic ethos or culture that is associated with modernity because ‘real’ modernity is based on the disappearance of the One, on the elimination of all utopian principles used to define a unitary harmonious society (Touraine, 1997:147). In the rest of this chapter, I will argue that the ethics of psychoanalysis, Lacanian ethics, seem to be the most likely candidate for the job.
Our alternative is the opposite of political nihlism.  Institutionalizing the lack and abandoning utopianism allows for the creation of radically democratic politics.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  119-121 ). 

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

 ‘reoccupations’ and is consistent with psychoanalytic theory instead of deforming it. This is the possibility of a post-fantasmatic or less-fantasmatic politics. The best example is democratic politics.

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

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

(Chaitin, 1996:11)

Thus, a whole political project, the project of radical democracy, is based not on the futile fantasmatic suture of the lack in the Other but on the recognition of its own irreducibility.20 And this is a political possibility totally neglected by Homer.21

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

Accepting that utopianism is impossible is not nihilism.  It is the first step in creating a radically democratic politics. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   110-112). 

Does not, however, this acceptance of the impossibility of utopia entail the danger of a de facto legitimisation of the existing socio-ideological order? This seems to be Paul Ricoeur’s fear since for him ‘the judgement of ideology is always the judgement from a utopia’ (Ricoeur, 1986:172–3). Ricoeur, although critical of Mannheim’s inability to solve the problem of the contrast to a, more or less, objectively perceived reality, albeit a changing and relational one, builds on his idea to contrast utopia to ideology, and particularly on his idea that ideology serves a certain social order while utopia shatters it (Mannheim, 1991). According to this point of view, if the central function of ideology is integration, the preservation of the established status quo, the central function of utopia is exploring the possible. Utopian constructions question the present social order; utopia is an imaginative variation on

the nature of power, the family, religion, and so on. We are forced to experience the contingency of the social order.... The intention of utopia is to change—to shatter—the present order.... Here Ricoeur builds on a sentiment of Mannheim’s that the latter was not able to incorporate into his theory, that the death of utopia would be the death of society. A society without utopia would be dead, because it would no longer have any project, any prospective goals.

(Taylor, 1986:xxi)

With utopia, then, we experience the contingency of order. This is, for Ricoeur, the main value of utopias. At a certain historical period, when everything is blocked by systems which although failed seem unbeatable— this is his appreciation of the present—he sees utopia as our only recourse. For him, it is not only an escape, but also, and most importantly, an arm of critique (Ricoeur, 1986:300). In that sense, Ricoeur’s solution to the aporia of contemporary politics is the reinvigoration of the utopian operation. But such a reinvigoration entails the danger of producing new arch-enemies, new ‘Jews’. This seems to be a structural risk inscribed in the kernel of the utopian operation. In other words, what Ricoeur does not see is that utopia constitutes an ideological critique of ideology (Marin, 1984:196), providing no solution whatsoever to the misery and injustice entailed in our social arrangements and political orders.

What should not be neglected however in Ricoeur’s standpoint is the centrality of the element of hope. No doubt, a society without hope is a dead society. Yet, in reality, to eliminate the element of hope from human life is not only undesirable but also impossible. As Jacques Derrida has put it:

There is no language without the performative dimension of the promise, the minute I open my mouth I am in the promise. Even if I say ‘I don’t believe in truth’ or whatever, the minute I open my mouth there is a ‘believe me’ at work. Even when I lie, and perhaps especially when I lie, there is a ‘believe me’ in play. And this ‘I promise you that I am speaking the truth’ is a messianic a priori, a promise which, even if it is not kept, even if one knows it cannot be kept, takes place and qua promise is messianic.

(Derrida, 1996:82–3)

In addition, for Derrida, this element of hope is not necessarily utopian: ‘I would not call this attitude utopian. The messianic experience of which I spoke takes place here and now; that is the fact of promising and speaking is an event that takes place here and now and is not utopian’ (ibid.).

Is it then possible to retain this element of hope without incorporating it into a utopian vision? Can we have passion in politics without holocausts? Furthermore, is it possible to have a politics of hope, a politics of change without utopia? The experience of the democratic revolution permits a certain optimism. Democratisation is certainly a political project of hope. But democratic discourse is not (or should not be) based on the vision of a utopian harmonious society. It is based on the recognition of the impossibility and the catastrophic consequences of such a dream. What differentiates democracy from other political forms of society is the legitimisation of conflict and the refusal to eliminate it through the establishment of an authoritarian harmonious order. Within this framework the antagonistic diversity between different conceptions of the good is not seen as something negative that should be eliminated, but as something to be

valued and celebrated. This requires the presence of institutions that establish a specific dynamic between consensus and dissent...this is why democratic politics cannot aim towards harmony and reconciliation. To believe that a final resolution of conflict is eventually possible, even when it is envisaged as asymptotic approaching to the regulative idea of a free unconstrained communication, as in Habermas, is to put the pluralist democratic project at risk.

Democratic politics—and politics in general—can never eliminate conflict and dislocation, antagonism and division. The aim is rather to establish unity within an environment of conflict and diversity; to create a thoroughly doubtful society, beset by productive self-doubt, a society that traverses its utopian mirror image by identifying with its supposed enemy (Beck, 1997:169). In that sense, understanding and accepting the nature of democratic politics requires accepting the anti-utopian dimension of antagonism and dislocation, the constitutivity of the political qua encounter with the real. Today, the hegemonic appeal of this democratic anti-utopian hope depends on the creation of a democratic ethos: ‘the real issue is not to find arguments to justify the rationality and universality of liberal democracy...what is needed is the creation of a democratic ethos’.15 The emergence and maintenance of democratic forms of identity is a matter of identification with this democratic ethos, an ethos associated with the mobilisation of passions and sentiments, the multiplication of practices, institutions and language games providing the conditions of possibility for the radicalisation of democracy (Mouffe, 1996b:5–8).16 But this is not an identification with a utopian image, it is an identification entailing the acceptance of the impossibility of attaining such a goal, it is an identification with the symptom in the Lacanian sense of the word. Isn’t it something worth fighting for? Yet, before answering this question, before developing our argument for this psychoanalytic grounding of modern democracy, we have to deal with the argumentation put forward against this kind of confluence between Lacan and the political (democracy being an order based on the recognition and institutionalisation of the political par excellence).
Nihilism is the result of the continued failure of the politics of utopia.  Lacanian politics offers us a way out

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, Lacan and the Political, “Beyond the Fantasy of Utopia” p.99-100)MH

Our age is clearly an age of social fragmentation, political disenchantment and open cynicism characterised by the decline of the political mutations of modern universalism—a universalism that, by replacing God with Reason, reoccupied the ground of a pre-modern aspiration to fully represent and master the essence and the totality of the real. On the political level this universalist fantasy took the form of a series of utopian constructions of a reconciled future society. The fragmentation of our present social terrain and cultural milieu entails the collapse of such grandiose fantasies.1 Today, talk about utopia is usually characterised by a certain ambiguity. For some, of course, utopian constructions are still seen as positive results of human creativity in the sociopolitical sphere: ‘utopia is the expression of a desire for a better way of being’ (Levitas, 1990:8). Other, more suspicious views, such as the one expressed in Marie Berneri’s book Journey through Utopia, warn—taking into account experiences like the Second World War—of the dangers entailed in trusting the idea of a perfect, ordered and regimented world. For some, instead of being ‘how can we realise our utopias?’, the crucial question has become ‘how can we prevent their final realisation?…. [How can] we return to a non-utopian society, less perfect and more free’ (Berdiaev in Berneri, 1971:309).2 It is particularly the political experience of these last decades that led to the dislocation of utopian sensibilities and brought to the fore a novel appreciation of human finitude, together with a growing suspicion of all grandiose political projects and the meta-narratives traditionally associated with them (Whitebook, 1995:75). All these developments, that is to say the crisis of the utopian imaginary, seem however to leave politics without its prime motivating force: the politics of today is a politics of aporia. In our current political terrain, hope seems to be replaced by pessimism or even resignation. This is a result of the crisis in the dominant modality of our political imagination (meaning utopianism in its various forms) and of our inability to resolve this  crisis in a productive way.3 In this chapter, I will try to show that Lacanian theory provides new angles through which we can reflect on our historical experience of utopia and reorient our political imagination beyond its suffocating strait-jacket. Let’s start our exploration with the most elementary of questions: what is the meaning of the current crisis of utopia? And is this crisis a development to be regretted or cherished? In order to answer these questions it is crucial to enumerate the conditions of possibility and the basic characteristics of utopian thinking. First of all it seems that the need for utopian meaning arises in periods of increased uncertainty, social instability and conflict, when the element of the political subverts the fantasmatic stability of our political reality. Utopias are generated by the surfacing of grave antagonisms and dislocations in the social field. As Tillich has put it ‘all utopias strive to negate the negative…in human existence; it is the negative in that existence which makes the idea of utopia necessary’ (Tillich in Levitas, 1990:103). Utopia then is one of the possible responses to the ever-present negativity, to the real antagonism which is constitutive of human experience. Furthermore, from the time of More’s Utopia (1516) it is conceived as an answer to the negativity inherent in concrete political antagonism. What is, however, the exact nature of this response? Utopias are images of future human communities in which these antagonisms and the dislocations fuelling them (the element of the political) will be forever resolved, leading to a reconciled and harmonious world—it is not a coincidence that, among others, Fourier names his utopian community ‘Harmony’ and that the name of the Owenite utopian community in the New World was ‘New Harmony’. As Marin has put it, utopia sets in view an imaginary resolution to social contradiction; it is a simulacrum of synthesis which dissimulates social antagonism by projecting it onto a screen representing a harmonious and immobile equilibrium (Marin, 1984:61). This final resolution is the essence of the utopian promise. 

at: realism

Realism and deterrence fail because they do not account for psychological realities. 

Volkan 3 [Vamik D. — M.D., Professor Emeritus of Psychiatry University of Virginia, “PSYCHOANALYSIS IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS IN PSYCHOANALYSIS”, pdf, accessed July 7, 2011, ZR]

Obstacles to collaboration between psychoanalysis and diplomacy Given the pervasive influence of Realpolitik on governments, it is not surprising that politicians, diplomats or political scientists do not embrace psychoanalytic observations with open arms. Since Ludwig von Rochau (1853) introduced the concept of realpolitik, this idea has evolved, in general, to mean the rational evaluation and realistic assessment of the options available to one’s large group and its enemies without considering psychological processes. Following the spectacular success of Realpolitik practitioner Otto von Bismarck (1815-1898), first Chancellor and architect of the German Empire, realism dominated political thinking for the next century. The international relations scholar, John A. Vasquez (1986), suggested that Realpolitik’s tenacity in the twentieth century was a direct result of the failure of Woodrow Wilson and other “idealists” to prevent World War I:

[I]dealists were perceived as exaggerating the influence of reason by assuming a fundamental harmony of interests, when in fact, according to realists, there are often conflicts of interest that can only be resolved by a struggle for power (Vasquez, 1986, p. 2-3)

Though the idealist-realist debate persisted through the decades between the wars, the 1940s saw that dispute decisively resolved in favor of realism, which would dominate much Cold War-era theory and practice. Hans J. Morgenthau’s 1948 work, Politics Among Nations, is especially recognized as widely influential in this period.

The influence of Realpolitik gave birth to what became known, especially in the United States, as rational actor models of politics and diplomacy. Eventually, shortcomings of various rational actor models became evident. For example, on Yom Kippur (October 6, 1973), Anwar Sadat surprised both Israeli and U.S. military intelligence by launching a massive attack on Israel across the Suez Canal. Based on rational actor models, policy analysts did not believe that an Egyptian offensive could be launched before 1975, and so regarded the Egyptian troop movements reported in September 1973 as mere exercises. Thus Egyptian forces were able to overrun poorly manned Israeli defenses and drive deep into the Sinai, though Sadat’s army ultimately suffered heavy losses before a cease-fire was declared later that year. Israel’s air superiority and credible commitment to engage fully any attacker “should” have provided an effective deterrent, but Sadat was not deterred. Sadat’s personality organization played a key role in the initiation of the Yom Kippur War. Accordingly, in the late 1970s and early 1980s, some political scientists and even some government decision-makers and diplomats began to borrow concepts from cognitive psychology to explain “faulty” decision-making (Volkan, et al, 1998). Still, they did not look to psychoanalysis for insights. Exploration of shared, unconscious forces was avoided despite a long history of attempts to introduce psychoanalysis into politics and diplomacy, including the efforts of Harold Lasswell (1927, 1930), a pioneer in the study of psychosocial warfare.

Other difficulties that complicate collaboration between psychoanalysts and practitioners and scholars of politics and international relations come from psychoanalysis itself. I sensed these difficulties myself as I became more and more involved in collaborative work with scholars and practitioners of other disciplines. I noted that the difficulties within psychoanalytic discipline that hindered collaboration between psychoanalysis and diplomacy could be divided into various inter-related categories. As expected, at first it was difficult for me to realize these obstacles and define them. But slowly I was able to “free” myself from some established psychoanalytic assumptions.

at: robinson

Robinson only has it half right—Lacan does see utopian political projects as impossible.  But, he has the political implications backwards.  If a harmonious political order isimpossible, then only radically democratic politics can institutionalize the lack. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  94-95). 

Thus we are brought to the second difficulty. If the first difficulty was of an epistemological and theoretical nature the second is of an ethico-political nature. It is not concerned with the possibility of showing and encircling the real within the symbolic, but with the political desirability of such a move; is it desirable to encircle the political within politics? What changes in our political reality would such an attempt inspire? Are these changes ethically justified? This whole discussion has to do, first of all, with the supposedly reactionary nature of Lacan’s views. This criticism, reminiscent of Deleuze and Guattari’s critique of the reactionary character of psychoanalysis (both Lacanian and non-Lacanian) (Elliott, 1994:31), and staged, to give only a first example, by Anthony Elliott in his Social Theory and Psychoanalysis in Transition, is based on the fact that Lacan posits ‘an inevitable human condition which is the no-exit of lack and antagonism’ (Elliott, 1992:191). Hence, to move to another example from contemporary critical theorisation, due to his ‘pessimist’ account of the human condition Lacan has been accused of the ‘obscuring of political choices and the authoritarianism implicit in his anti-humanist stance’ (Frosh, 1987:271). Well, it is true; for Lacan there is no Aufhebung, there is no utopian solution to human suffering: ‘when one gives rise to two (quand un fait deux), there is never a return. They don’t revert to making one again, even if it is a new one. The Aufhebung is one of philosophy’s pretty little dreams’ (XX:86). The elimination of lack through a definite symbolisation of the real is impossible. Yet this is the condition of possibility of our freedom because it means that no order, no matter how repressive it might be, can acquire a stable character: ‘Lacan’s formulation of what might be termed a circular causality between the symbolic and the real makes it possible to account for the fact that individual subjects are produced by discourse and yet manage to retain some capacity for resistance’ (Bracher, 1994:1). Besides, the ethics of psychoanalysis, as formulated in the Lacanian tradition, point to the possibility and the ethical superiority of a symbolic recognition and institutionalisation of the political moment of real lack and this opens a huge field of creation of which the democratic revolution constitutes only one example—perhaps the most important.

Why then have attempts to demonstrate the centrality of the Lacanian problematic in the construction of an ethico-political project for our times— and I am mainly thinking of the work of Žižek and Laclau and Mouffe— generated so much criticism? Take the example of Bellamy, Butler and Lane. Bellamy’s concern is articulated at the subjective level: ‘Can certain forms of political compromise (a collective “we” that must be formed out of diversity and conflict) be usefully characterised as the overcoming of psychic conflict?’ (Bellamy, 1993:35). Butler’s concern is articulated at the social level. Her fear is that stressing the irreducibility and constitutivity of ‘antagonism’ (or, more properly, political ‘dislocation’ qua encounter with the real) may ‘preclude the very possibility of a future rearticulation of that boundary which is central to the democratic project that Žižek, Laclau and Mouffe promote’ (Butler, 1994:206–7). In a similar vein, Lane asks why does the left continue to advance contingency and alienation as if both were not simply a psychic condition par excellence but also a reason for celebration? Why does the argument that society is radically incomplete and now alarmingly fraying generate a certain optimism[?].

(Lane, 1996:115)

According to my reading, Bellamy, Butler and Lane are questioning the value of recognising the effects and the structural causality of the real in society; instead of the political they prioritise politics, in fact traditional fantasmatic politics. This seems to be the kernel of their argument: Even if this move is possible—encircling the unavoidable political modality of the real—is it really desirable, is it ethically and politically satisfactory?

The fear behind all these statements is common; it is that the stress on the political qua encounter with the real precludes the possibility of presenting a more or less stable (present or future) ground for ethics and democracy, that it undermines their universal character and the possibility of any final reconciliation at either the subjective or the social level. Frosh is summarising this fear à propos of the issue of human rights: ‘if humanism is a fraud [as Lacan insists] and there is no fundamental human entity that is to be valued in each person [an essence of the psyche maybe?], one is left with no way of defending the “basic rights” of the individual’ (Frosh, 1987:137). In the two final chapters of this book I shall argue that the reason behind all these fears is the continuing hegemony of an ethics of harmony. Against such a position the ethics of the real entails a recognition of the irreducibility of the real and an attempt to institutionalise social lack. Thus it might be possible to achieve an ethically and politically satisfactory institution of the social field beyond the fantasy of closure which has proved so problematic, if not catastrophic. In other words, the best way to organise the social might be one which recognises the ultimate impossibility around which it is always structured.

Their Robinson evidence begs the question—if we are right about the nature of the political, then we are the only means to create real change.  

Parker 4 [Ian—Professor in the Discourse Unit at Manchester Metropolitan University and author of books on psychoanalysis, discourse, politics and culture, SLAVOJ ZIZEK A Critical Introduction, p 62-63, ZR]

There is clearly a political aspect to this subversive role of psychoanaly- sis. There is a connection with radical politics – which the early psychoanalytic movement in Freud’s day had often made – and with a radical political understanding of the way contemporary institutions try to tame psychoanalysis. There is also a connection with what we could see as a radical personal politics of self-understanding and transformation that the analysand embarks upon. Lacanian psychoanalysis is the practice of that self-understanding and transformation, and that is why it avoids quick fixes, suggestion or the attempt to bring about identification between analysand and analyst.

This is why, although Lacanian psychoanalysis includes therapeutic moments, it goes far beyond the usual psychotherapeutic aims of developing coping strategies or recasting problems into opportunities by way of more positive thinking. Psychoanalysis is the space for ‘de- constructing’ how someone copes and how their problems are bound up with the way they think. For Zizek, another homologous space is that of cultural critique and political action. When Freudian concepts are embedded in language, psychoanalytic understanding of the relationship between what is forbidden, the truth and enjoyment can become a tool to tackle ideology. For Lacan in his later writing, for example, and for Zizek, the super-ego operates not only through prohibition but also through an obscene injunction to ‘enjoy’. It incites and contains jouissance, and it then functions as an incitement to ‘ironic distance’ that actually confirms the hold of the system upon individuals; thus the strategy of ‘overidentification’ elaborated by groups like Laibach in Slovenia is driven by a psychoanalytic under- standing of the way desire is structured in the service of ideology: ‘by bringing to light the obscene superego underside of the system, overiden- tification suspends its efficiency’.22

at: perm

The permutation is impossible.  Our alternative relies on admiting the failure of utopianism—to combine that with utopianism is to eliminate the radical potential of the alternative.

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   116-117). 

Since, however, Lacanian political theory aims at bringing to the fore, again and again, the lack in the Other, the same lack that utopian fantasy attempts to mask, it would be self-defeating, if not absurd, to engage itself in utopian or quasi-utopian fantasy construction. Is it really possible and consistent to point to the lack in the Other and, at the same time, to attempt to fill it in a quasi-utopian move? Such a question can also be posed in ethical or even strategic terms. It could be argued of course that Homer’s vision of a psychoanalytic politics does not foreclose the recognition of the impossibility of the social but that in his schema this recognition, and the promise to eliminate it (as part of a quasi-utopian regulative principle) go side by side;

that in fact this political promise is legitimised by the conclusions of psychoanalytic political theory. But this coexistence is nothing new. This recognition of the ‘impossibility of society’, of an antagonism that cross-cuts the social field, constitutes the starting point for almost every political ideology. Only if presented against the background of this ‘disorder’ the final harmonious ‘order’ promised by a utopian fantasy acquires hegemonic force. The problem is that all this schema is based on the elimination of the first moment, of the recognition of impossibility. The centrality of political dislocation is always repressed in favour of the second moment, the utopian promise. Utopian fantasy can sound appealing only if presented as the final solution to the problem that constitutes its starting point. In that sense, the moment of impossibility is only acknowledged in order to be eliminated. In Marx, for instance, the constitutivity of class struggle is recognised only to be eliminated in the future communist society. Thus, when Homer says that he wants to repeat Marx’s error today he is simply acknowledging that his psychoanalytic politics is nothing but traditional fantasmatic politics articulated with the use of a psychoanalytic vocabulary.

We cannot both accept that utopianism is impossible and endorse it.  The crisis highlighted by the affirmative is an opportunity to reject the fantasmic ideal of harmony.  

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages   109-110). 

What is at stake in the Lacanian conception of fantasy is, as we have already pointed out, enjoyment (jouissance). If the effects of the normative idealist or Enlightenment-style critique of racism are severely limited, if this critique is not enough (Lipowatz, 1995a:213), this is because, to use one of Sloterdijk’s formulations, it ‘has remained more naive than the consciousness it wanted to expose’ (Sloterdijk, 1988:3). In its rationality it has exhausted itself. In other words, it didn’t take into account that what is at stake here is not rational argumentation but the organisation and administration of enjoyment:

The impotence of the attitude of traditional Enlightenment is best exemplified by the anti-racist who, at the level of rational argumentation, produces a series of convincing reasons against the racist Other, but is nonetheless clearly fascinated by the object of his critique—and consequently, all his defence disintegrates in the moment of real crisis (when ‘the fatherland is in danger’ for example).

(Sloterdijk, 1988:3)

Thus, the question of la traversée du fantasme, that is to say ‘of how to gain the minimum of distance from the fantasmatic frame that organises our enjoyment, of how to suspend its efficiency, is crucial not only for the concept of the psychoanalytic cure and its conclusion: today, in our era of renewed racist tensions, of universalised anti-Semitism, it is perhaps the foremost political question’ (Žižek, 1996a:117–18).

In light of this, traversing the fantasy of utopian thought seems to be one of the most important political tasks of our age. The current crisis of utopia is not cause for concern but for celebration. But then why is the politics of today a politics of aporia? There can be only one plausible explanation: just because, in the ethical sphere, the fantasmatic ideal of harmony is still dominant. If we are situated today in a terrain of aporia and frustration it is because we still fantasise something that is increasingly revealed as impossible and catastrophic. Accepting this ultimate impossibility seems to be the only way out of this troubling state.

The permutation fails—the alternative depends upon maintaining distance from the fantasmic politics of utopia. 

Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Lacan and the Political, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, pages  118-119). 

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

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

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

(Beardsworth, 1996:19)

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

at: rationality good

It is not a question of whether rationality is good or not—Lacan simly points out that subjectivity based only on individualism and rationality is simply not how the world works.  
Stavrakakis, 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, Lacan and the Political, “The Lacanian Subject” p.15) MH

. For Lacan it is ‘true that the philosopher’s cogito is at the centre of the mirage that renders modern man so sure of being himself even in his uncertainties about himself’ (E: 165). But this essentialist fantasy, reducing subjectivity to the conscious ego, cannot sustain itself any more: ‘the myth of the unity of the personality, the myth of synthesis…all these types of organisation of the objective field constantly reveal cracks, tears and rents, negation of the facts and misrecognition of the most immediate experience’ (III:8). It is clear that the Freudian discovery of the unconscious, of an agency splitting the subject of this whole tradition, cannot be overlooked; it brings to the fore something that this tradition had to foreclose in order to sustain itself. As Lacan formulates it in the ‘Freudian Thing’, as a result of Freud’s discovery the very centre of the human being is no longer to be found at the place the humanist tradition had assigned to it (E: 114). It follows that, for Lacan, any project of asserting the autonomy of this essentialist free ego is equally unacceptable—which is not the same, of course, with promoting heteronomy as a general theoretical or political principle: ‘I designated that the discourse of freedom is essential to modern man insofar as he is structured by a certain conception of his own autonomy. I pointed out its fundamentally biased and incomplete, inexpressible, fragmentary, differentiated, and profoundly delusional character [which should not be confused with psychosis but, nevertheless, operates ‘in the same place’]’ (III:145). Lacan argues that Freud’s discovery of the unconscious is more radical than both the Copernican and the Darwinian revolutions in that they both left intact the belief in the identity between human subject and conscious ego. In his view, we owe to Freud the possibility of effecting a subversion of this conception of the subject. It is the subversion of the subject as cogito which, in fact, makes psychoanalysis possible (E: 296): psychoanalysis opposes ‘any philosophy issuing directly from the cogito’ (E: 1).2 

at: science good

Absolute knowledge, even through science, is a myth.  It is part of an ancient desire to be in total control of the world.  Lacanian politics asks us to accept this impossibility. 

Stavrakakis 99 (Yannis, Visiting Professor, Department of Government, University of Essex, Lacan and the Political, “Encircling the Political”, p.88-90)MH

In this regard, Lacan is extremely clear. Through this fantasy modern society returns to a state of myth:  How is one to return, if not on the basis of a peculiar (special) discourse, to a prediscursive reality? That is the dream—the dream behind every conception (idea) of knowledge. But it is also what must be considered mythical. There’s no such thing as a prediscursive reality. Every reality is founded and defined by a discourse. (XX:32) In opposition to such a ‘regressive’ attitude, Lacanian theory promotes a return to the founding moment of modernity. Recognising the irreducible character of impossibility, the constitutivity of the real as expressed primarily in the failure of our discursive world and its continuous rearticulation through acts of identification, far from being a postmodern move, reveals the truly modern character of the Lacanian project; instead of a postmodern mysticism it leads to a reorientation of science and knowledge. Recognising the constitutivity of the real does not entail that we stop symbolising; it means that we start trying to incorporate this recognition within the symbolic itself, in fact it means that since the symbolic entails lack as such, we abstain from covering it over with fantasmatic constructs—or, if one accepts that we are always trapped within the field of fantasy, that we never stop traversing it. The guiding principle in this kind of approach is to move beyond fantasy towards a self-critical symbolic gesture recognising the contingent and transient character of every symbolic construct. This is a scientific discourse different from the reified science of standard modernity. I take my lead, in this regard, from Lacan’s text ‘Science and Truth’ (it is the opening lecture of his 1965–6 seminar on The Object of Psychoanalysis). In this particular text, Jacques Lacan stages a critique of modern science as it has been articulated up to now, that is as a discourse constantly identifying the knowledge it produces with the truth of the real. If the constitutive, nonreducible character of the real introduces a lack into human reality, to our scientific constructions of reality for example, science usually attempts to suture and eliminate this gap. Lacan, for his part, stresses the importance of that which puts in danger this self-fulfilling nature of scientific axioms: the importance of the real, of the element which is not developing according to what we think about it. In that sense, science à la Lacan entails the recognition of the structural causality of the real as the element which interrupts the smooth flow of our fantasmatic and symbolic representations of reality. Within such a context, this real, the obstacle encountered by standard science, is not bypassed discretely but introduced within the theory it can destabilise. The point here is that truth as the encounter with the real is ‘encountered’ face to face (Fink, 1995a:140–1). It is in this sense that psychoanalysis can be described as a science of the impossible, a science that does not repress the impossible real. For Lacan, what is involved in the structuration of the discourse of science is a certain Verwerfung of the Thing which is presupposed by the ideal of absolute knowledge, an ideal which ‘as ENCIRCLING THE POLITICAL 90 everybody knows…was historically proved in the end to be a failure’ (VII: 131). In other words, we cannot be certain that definite knowledge is attainable. In fact, for Lacan, certainty is not something we should attribute to our knowledge of things. Certainty is a defining characteristic of psychosis. In Lacan’s view, it constitutes its elementary phenomenon, the basis of delusional belief (III:75). Opening up our symbolic resources to uncertainty is, on the other hand, the only prudent move we have left. What we can know has to be expressed within the structure of language but this structure has to incorporate a recognition of its own limits. This is not a development which should cause unease; as Nancy has put it What will become of our world is something we cannot know, and we can no longer believe in being able to predict or command it. But we can act in such a way that this world is a world able to open itself up to its own uncertainty as such…. Invention is always without a model and without warranty. But indeed that implies facing up to turmoil, anxiety, even disarray. Where certainties come apart, there too gathers the strength that no certainty can match. 
The “truthfulness” of scientific data is not relevant—the ways in which those conclusions are translated into politics are always mediated by culture and fantasy and are therefore just as open to critique as any other claim. 

Stavrakakis 7 (Yannis, professor of Ideology and Discourse Analysis Program in the Department of Government at the University of Essex, The Lacanian Left, “Introduction: Locating the Lacanian Left”, p. 5-8) MH

These last statements, which underlie the epistemological and methodological premises of this text, call for some elaboration. This is a book of theory and theoretically informed analysis; but what kind of theory? How can and how should theory position itself in relation to the experience it desires to analyse?10 And how should it relate to the desire that stands at its own root as an experience? Here, the starting point can only be the constitutive tension between knowledge and experience, a tension that is neither epiphenomenal nor accidental. On a fairly simple level, the main purpose of knowledge and theory construction seems to be to approach and account for experience and then direct our praxis, that is to say, canalise experience and guide action along ethically sound, truthful, and legitimate channels. This is a very simple – almost simplistic – and neutral statement. It is a widely shared belief that ‘the main reason for believing scientific theories is that they explain the coherence of our experience’. This is, in fact, a quotation from Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont’s now infamous book Intellectual Impostures (Sokal and Bricmont 1998: 55).11 The problem is, however, that theoretical inquiry and scientific discourse continuously fail to account for, and understand, the totality of our experience, let alone to predict and direct human praxis. Even in Sokal and Bricmont’s text, where the ‘holy’ integrity of science is defended at all cost, the aforementioned statement makes sense only when experience is reduced to scientific experiments and scientific theories to the ‘best-verified ones’; this is again a quotation (ibid.). The problem here is, however, that, instead of entailing an encounter with the real, scientific experiments are often limited within an already domesticated field of experience, a field of measurements that are already paradigm-determined – that is to say, contaminated by the same theory they are called to verify (Kuhn 1996: 126).12 Nevertheless, the verification they provide usually seems enough to sustain the fantasy ‘that the scientific community knows what the world is like’, the fantasy that ‘verified’ theories adequately represent the field of raw experience (p. 5). Besides, this is exactly what permits the word ‘totality’ to enter into the picture.  In this circularity of an already symbolised experience sustaining the fantasy of a closed and accurate order of theory is revealed the nature of what Thomas Kuhn calls ‘normal science’. Needless to say, the constitution of this order is a predominantly political issue; it is not a coincidence that Kuhn’s account of the historicity of science is articulated using a political vocabulary, thus revealing its direct relevance for political reflection. The fantasy of normal science rests ‘on the power given to those who can move back and forth’ between the reality of raw experience and our socio-political world. These subjects supposed to know, to use a Lacanian formulation13, ‘these few elect, as they themselves see it, are endowed with the most fabulous political capacity ever invented’. And what is this supposed capacity? ‘They can make the mute world speak, tell the truth without being challenged, put an end to the interminable arguments through an incontestable form of authority that would stem from things themselves’ (Latour 2004: 14). One has to agree with Latour that ‘we cannot pass this fairy tale off as a political philosophy like any other – and even less as superior to all others’ (p. 15). Why? For one reason – and here I am advancing a Lacanian line of reasoning – because the circularity of this play between theory and experience, knowledge and truth, can be sustained only when something is excluded; what remains outside the equation is the unsymbolised or rather the unsymbolisable part of experience, what always escapes symbolisation and theoretical representation – in short, the real as distinct from reality. Theory can only appear as a truthful representation or adequation of experience if the field of experience is reduced to that which is already symbolised, at best, to what is symbolisable according to the prevailing rules of symbolisation: if, in Lacanian terms, the ‘real’ is reduced to ‘reality’ (which, according to Lacan, is constructed the lacanian left at the symbolic and imaginary levels, through the signifier and the image). What is disputed here, then, is not that knowledge can be truthful to reality; of course it can. Only this will be a reality already produced through the scientific rules of symbolisation; an already theorised reality. Knowledge can be truthful to the reality of our experience and still miss – foreclose, repress or disavow – the real of experience, what falls outside the grasp of this reality. It is this exclusion that explains the banality of many scientific theories; and this is true in both natural and social sciences, provided one makes the appropriate ‘translations’ and modifications. The discourse of science is usually devoted to representing and accounting for this field of domesticated experience, the field of what could be called ‘banal experience’.14 One only has to go through a list of PhD titles and abstracts in our universities to become instantly aware of that. There are no surprises here, since the destabilising real is excluded: ‘only the anticipated and usual are experienced, even under circumstances where anomaly is later to be observed’ (Kuhn 1996: 64). Dealing with banal experience, with the rationalisations grafted on the automatism of natural and social reproduction, theory becomes part of the same banality. In fact, the more successful it is in representing reality – the reality of banal experience, the reality of what Latour calls ‘matters of fact’, risk-free objects which are supposed to have clear boundaries, a well-defined essence and properties (Latour 2004: 22) – the more banalised it becomes. Within the schema of normal science, all encounters with the real, with the ‘anomalous’ (what violates the paradigm-induced expectations governing normal science), are reduced to the ‘expected’ (Kuhn 1996: 55).15  This repression, however, can only be temporary. Sooner or later the real re-emerges and dislocates theory. Now ‘matters of fact’ become ‘matters of concern’, paradoxical objects which disturb any fantasy of absolute representation, control and predictability: asbestos, the perfect modernist substance, the magic material, turns into a nightmare of contamination; prions unexpectedly emerge to account for BSE where nothing of the sort was even imaginable in mainstream science (Latour 2004: 22–4). It is in such moments of disruption – of surprises and events (p. 79) – that experience qua ‘encounter with the real’, to use a Lacanian phrase, makes its presence felt. This can lead to a crisis of normal science and to a scientific revolution – although this dramatic impact is not always so visible, being retroactively absorbed by the various self-representations of scientific disciplines. In such encounters we come across a radical scientific  of anomaly [which] opens a period in which conceptual categories are adjusted until the initially anomalous has become [again] the anticipated’, initiating the hegemony of a new paradigm (Kuhn 1996: 64). It seems that ‘science, if one looks at it more closely, has no memory . . . it forgets the circuitous paths by which it came into being’ (E2006: 738). Even Prusiner, the heretic who put forward the revolutionary prion hypothesis to explain CJD and ‘mad cow disease’, was eventually awarded the Nobel prize and his theories gradually acquired the status of a new orthodoxy, becoming increasingly resistant to questioning and dispute. However, the restoration of normality does not mean that the new paradigm is now safe. The reason is simple: isn’t it founded on a similar banalisation of the real of experience? Isn’t the real always exceeding its normalised representation? If this is the case, normal science is never safe. According to Kuhn’s schema, it always remains susceptible to crises and scientific revolutions, to the forces of negativity and their partial positivisation/ sedimentation into ever-new orders of (scientific) discourse. The conclusion flows almost naturally: contrary to a popular unconditional Enlightenment optimism, knowledge in general is never adequate; something always escapes. It looks as if theory is a straightjacket unable to contain our vibrant and unpredictable field of real experience. Scientific analysis is revealed as unable to map its frontiers. The real seems to be a terra which wishes to remain incognita.16 Frustrated by its inability to articulate fully the truth of the real in knowledge, science prefers to forget its reliance on its traumatic encounter, it ‘does-not-want-to-know-anything about the truth as cause’ (E2006: 742). 

at: accepting lack bad
Failure to accept the lack causes us to pursue strategies of impossible control which culminate in warfare. 
Brennan 93 – lecturer in the Faculty of Social and Political Sciences @ Cambridge (Dr. Teresa Brennan, History After Lacan, p. 40-45)

From the beginning, Lacan had asserted that the ‘lure of spatial identification’ in the mirror-stage accounts for the méconnaissances that mark the ego in all its structures (Lacan 1949, pp. 4–6). The mirror-stage identification is an inverse one, in which the image is outside and opposed to the self; it is, so to speak, a ‘reversal’. This spatial lure is an energetic formation which also structures the subject as a rival within itself. Subsequently, its energetic aspect will implicitly, as ever with Lacan who is always implicit, bear on the link between the ego and the environment. Turning here to the mirror-stage as an internal rivalrous structure: the key point here is that this structure not only constitutes the subject-to-be’s identity. It is also a precondition for the subject’s Oedipal rivalry with the other. Note that this means that an internal structure prefigures a similar external one. A psychical reality, or fantasy, pre-dates its subsequent acting out. The narcissism of the mirror-stage is inextricably bound up with aggressiveness against this ‘other’, and is the locus of the master-slave struggle for recognition that binds the ego as master and the ego as slave one to another. In steps that are not clear (and to which I return) Lacan discusses this  bondage and the aggressiveness it generates in the first four theses of ‘On Aggressivity’. He introduces the fifth, final thesis by saying that Such a notion of aggressivity as one of the intentional co-ordinates of the human ego, especially relative to the category of space, allows us to conceive of its role in modern neurosis and in the ‘discontents’ of civilization. (Lacan 1948, p. 25) The fifth thesis is avowedly ‘social’. It is about aggression ‘in the present social order’ (ibid., p. 25). In it, Lacan indicates how the spatial dimensions of the environment and the ego intersect. He seems to be saying that aggression increases in the spatial restrictions of an urban environment. He explicitly refers to ‘the dialectic common to the passions of the soul and the city’ and to the effects of the ‘ever-contracting living space” in which human competition is becoming ever keener…’ (ibid., pp. 26–7).22 For Lacan the city’s spatial restrictions result in needs to escape on the one hand, and an increased social aggressiveness on the other. The apparent banality of Lacan’s statement that ‘overcrowding leads to aggressiveness’ is alleviated in that his account gestures to why overcrowding leads to aggressiveness, and as we shall see, to a territorializing imperative whereby the ego seeks to make the globe over in its own image. Aggressiveness motivates the drive to dominate not only the earth’s surface but outer space through ‘psycho-techniques’ (ibid.). It is also part of a competitive Darwinian ethic which ‘projected the predations of Victorian Society and the economic euphoria that sanctioned for that society the social devastation that it initiated on a planetary scale’ (ibid., p. 26). It is with Victorian imperialism that the ego’s era gathers steam. The Darwinian ethic, Lacan notes, presents itself as natural, although its true origins lie in the aggression generated by the masterslave dialectic. In its entirety, ‘On Aggressivity’ suggests a fundamental connection between the spatial dimension of the ego and the spatial environment. However, the precise nature of this egoic/environmental spatial dialectic needs to be constructed from Lacan’s allusions. There are some indications as to how this might be done. To begin explicating them, it is necessary to hark back to Lacan’s comment on anxiety, and its intersection with the spatial dimension. Lacan’s introduction of anxiety at that point in the text on aggressiveness appears somewhat ad hoc. Yet he has obliquely referred to anxiety earlier in the same text, through referring to Melanie Klein. Lacan’s text is dated 1948, a time when Klein’s name was associated with the view that anxiety and aggressiveness played a dominant part in very early psychical life.23 Lacan refers to Klein in ‘On Aggressivity’ when discussing the ‘paranoiac structure of the ego’ and the ‘especial delusion of the misanthropic belle âme, throwing back onto the world the disorder out of which his being is composed’ (Lacan 1948, p. 20). After referring to Klein’s work, Lacan turns to aggressiveness and its relation to narcissism (ibid., p. 21). I take this mention of the belle âme as a signpost to the formation of the modern ego, given that Lacan referred to the belle âme when saying that he had ‘indicated elsewhere’ how the modern ego takes on its form. Projection is a mechanism of the imaginary, and the subject who throws his disorder back into the world is engaging, evidently, in the act of projection. Klein was particularly concerned with the early operation of projection, whose force she linked to anxiety: for her, the extent of a subject’s persecutory anxiety not only affects its ability to link; it also determines the degree to which it projects ‘bad internal objects’. Projection is the mode for putting bad feelings and ‘bad internal objects’ (to which Lacan explicitly refers) (ibid., p. 21) outside the self: this projective process in turn generates feelings of persecution about bad objects returning, hence paranoia. This is not the only reference to this projective process in the text on aggressiveness. The projection of internal negativity is a mobilizing factor in war, as indeed is the need to dominate physical space (ibid., p. 28). Taking physical pressure, its ‘dialectical counterpart’ in the physical environment and the aggressive anxiety they trigger into account, there are grounds for setting out how a historical, spatial dynamic might work. If, as Lacan says, the more spatially constricted the environment is, the more anxiety and the aggressive desire to dominate space increase, then that desire and anxiety must increase as space becomes more constricted and more dominated. Yet as Lacan also says that this process produces an increase in aggressive competitiveness, his dialectic requires an economic, technological supplement. The supplement should illuminate the ego’s rigidity and desire for control. The rigidity, the basis of the ego’s ‘resistance to truth’, is first formed in the spatial positioning of the mirror-stage. I want to suggest here that, just as there is a dialectic between the spatial dimensions of the ego and of the environment, so too might the ego’s rigidity have a dialectical counterpart in the things the subject constructs. It is this dialectical counterpart which accounts for the temporal process at work in the foreclosure of the sense of time, and which explains why the sense of history is fading. As will be plain by Chapter 5, the ‘things’ constructed physically alter the perception of time. ‘Things’ means the whole technological apparatus by which the environment is controlled. The modern age ‘begins that way of being human which mans the realm of human capability as a domain given over to measuring and executing, for the purpose of gaining mastery over that which is as a whole’ (Heidegger 1949, p. 132). Apart from the fact that the construction of things is one expression of the desire to dominate space, it is also consistent with Lacan’s otherwise puzzling question as to whether the master-slave dialectic ‘will find its resolution in the service of the machine’. It fits, too, with his suspicion of reality-testing. If the construction of things is one expression of what Lacan elsewhere refers to as ‘the passionate desire peculiar to man to impress his image on reality’(Lacan 1948, p. 22) then reality-testing is suspect because the ego has constructed the reality it then proceeds to test. As the point of departure for this supplement on how the ego’s rigidity has a counterpart in the environment it constructs, it is worth recalling that Lacan ties both the ego’s rigidity and the social psychosis to paranoia. The ego, in part, has a paranoid dimension because both the ego and the ego’s objects are conceived of as fixed, and the ego wants them to stay fixed. Any unregulated movement or change in these objects poses a threat to the ego’s concept of itself as fixed, in that its own fixity is defined in relation to them. Here we can locate the need to control the environment in an attempt to predict and regulate changes within it, to subject the irregularity of living things to a form of domination in which the ego closes off to itself the truth about itself, by making its dream of fixation come true. That is to say, at the same time as it closes off the truth on which its psychical health depends, it also, and in a parallel manner, restricts the regeneration of the natural environment on which it depends to stay alive. This coupling of spatial shifts with technological expansion is repeated, although the emphasis is reversed in Marx’s account. For Marx, the division of town and country is at one and the same time the basis of the accumulation of capital, which accelerates and requires the technological expansion necessary for winning in the competition of the marketplace. This does not solve the problem of what triggers aggressive competitiveness in so far as Marx himself continued to seek, and was unhappy with, his own accounts of the cause of the accumulation of capital; he sought them in a variety of places, from the relaxation of the church’s laws restricting usury, to the shift whereby the merchant became an industrialist through employing small rural producers.24 Marx’s critics, notably Max Weber, have argued that he overlooked the extent to which substantial urbanization preceded capitalization (Giddens 1981, p. 109). Yet whatever the cause of capitalization, the technological expansion that accompanied it is the means whereby the ego is able to secure the ‘reversal’ in knowledge, as it makes the world over in its own image. It is also, and this is critical to the dynamics of the ego’s era, a means of generating continuous economic insecurity and anxiety over survival in the majority, and guarantees their dependence on those identified with the dominant ego’s standpoint. In fact to say that the above points can be made in the form of an economic supplement is drastically to understate the case: the unelaborated relation between the economic dimension and the ego is the subjective flaw in Lacan’s historical theory, because it is only through the elaboration of this relation that the mechanism by which the social psychosis could exist simultaneously in and around individuals will emerge. ‘Aggressive competitiveness’ is tied to imperialism (loosely) but the fact that this tie is also fundamental in the competitive profit motive is not followed through (despite, or perhaps because of, the Heideggerian allusions). This tie can be effected after the foundational fantasy is identified in more detail in Part II. And once this is done, the details of the mechanism by which the fixity or rigidity that Lacan so frequently refers to as a hallmark of the individual ego has a counterpart in the historical ego’s era will be apparent. So will another reason for scepticism about ‘reality-testing’. Lacan refers to the ego’s era approach to knowledge as paranoid, as it is based on a need for control. But he does not take account of how the ego technologically constructs an environment it can control, and how this, in turn, reinforces paranoia, precisely because the damage done to nature in the process makes the ego fear (rightly) for its own survival.
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