
1ac Notes

We begin with the introduction to our affirmative from

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
· This piece of evidence is to a pathos appeal, allowing one a small glimpse in the situation of the subject the affirmative is discussing.

· The working class who do some of the self-characterized less desirable jobs under capitalism are waint on hot corners and crammed into buses for an inflated rate, while another class is on their laptops, sipping cappuccino’s while they ride an Amtrak ride that’s subsidized by the poorer class

The drive for capitalist gain has seen a shift in the goal of transit, from assisting those who can’t afford cars, to helping to promote white sprawl and segregate urban communities

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
· This piece of evidence makes the question of mass transit about the larger question of the desirability of a neoliberal order that engages in more forms of social control and segregation of urban, racial minority populations

· It is also a good harms argument, because it notes that currently the purpose of mass transit is shifting from wealth redistribution and social equality, to increasing economic efficiency

· Talks about the policy goal dichotomy set up between the social and the economic

Capitalism is applying its stranglehold to public transportation, that worsens inequality, devalues lives and creates continuous war

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
· Three harms underly US style capitalism empirically – Continuous war, economic inequality, and the undermining of the revolutionary subject

· Ongoing wars based on oil dependence and the freeway lifestyle

· USFG had preferred a policy that aided those without personal transportation

· The recent shift is an example of the shift to neoliberalism where competitiveness and economics are preferred over the good of the people

***Strategic argument – this can aid in a K of DA’s of the economy, or in cap good/bad debates, because it focuses on the ethics of capitalism – Economy vs the people.  You can use it to K the motivation to prefer the CP, or use it to show the ethics of capitalism are shifted – That it’s not that capitalism has to go away, but it’s ethics must be questioned

This creates slums, filled with an urban underclass – The system uses racism and classism to legitimize its failures

Wilson 10 (Carter, professor of political science at the University of Toledo, The Dominant Class and the Construction of Racial Oppression: A Neo-Marxist/Gramscian Approach to Race in the United States, Google Scholars)  

· Capitalism created this segregated working class through labour division

· The original prolitereat has been replaced by the urban underclass

· The more efficient the system “works”, the worst their plight becomes

· Stereotypes are used to justify this division, such as the dangerous young black male and those who parasitically feed off of welfare

· The stereotype of gangsterism does more harm than any crime in the inner city

· Even the softest side of cap exploits this working class

· This mode of stereotyping causes dehumanization in the same sense than racism and segregation of the past did so

*** This has a dehumanization claim and develops a backstory to a potential revolutionary subject, and puts a face and racist impact to the segregation that mass transit contributes too in the inner city

And, Capitalism builds transportation systems that promote consumerism, thus causing massive environmental catastrophe – We must advocate a mass expansion of public transit

Townsend Managing Editor 2008 (Terry, managing editor, Individual Versus Social Solutions to Global Warming)

· As part of our demand condemning the ethics of capitalism, we must demand free and frequent mass transit and redesign cities so that people can work closer to where they live

· Capitalism remains a barrier to this solution

· The consumption ethic of capitalism can never be satisfied

· Human nature is NOT to consume; advertising is meant toteach us

· Extinction in 10-30 years, if this form of ethic-less capitalism continues

***if you win the consumption ethic is eternal, than capitalism can’t be sustainable if it continues to increase the poor rich divide, because it can only end in the rich having all and the poor having nothing – that is it’s logical conclusion

***If human nature is not to consume, than the status quo can be changed and cap isnt’ inevitable

***Extinction in 10-30 years if capitalism retains the same goals

These excluding and homogenizing practices prevent coalition and organization of the masses and causes extinction – We must allow the spector of Communism to reemerge 

Zizek 09 

(Slavoj, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, “Censorship Today: Violence, or Ecology as a New Opium for the Masses”  http://schwarzemilch.files.wordpress.com/2009/02/censorship-today.pdf//HH)jc
· There’s a new apartheid(comparing the US to the segregation of South Africa)

· This segregation means that the slums hold new revolutionary potential, and the rich poor gap increasing means the size of slums across the world is also increasing

· Those living in the slums are victims of social control, because it remains their only option of where they can live in their economic circumstances

· However, in the slums, there is less rule of law and the disciplenary mechanism of the state are less effective, though more repressive

· This creates a destructured masses, which will be the subject of politics to come

· Our ability to identify these subjects enhances the revolutionary goal

· These groups represent the dichotomy of the Included vs the Excluded

· The Goal of the commons, or community culture includes a shared public transportation system

· If the common’s goals are encircled and segregated – capitalism can cause extinction

· Communism holds the hope of a shared communal existence, where the goals of the commons can thrive in our minds

· We must free the commons, but avoid the ideological parts of communism

***Extinction impact

***Identifier of a revolutionary subject as those who reside in the slum

***Show the following contradictions in cap: New apartheid, social control of the lower class, Less gov presence in destructure zones, included/excluded dichotomy

***The introduction to the counter-ethic of the communes, which carries with it the specter of communism – or the goals of social equality be part of the communes

*** Public transportation policy key – This is the most important internal link to the ethic of the commune.

The communism we speak of is not an ideal, but a movement that reacts to contradictions in the capitalist system – This vision of communism is thwarted by a perceived lack of revolutionary subject 

Žižek 09 --Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (New Left Review 57, May-June 2009, “How to Begin at the Beginning” http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning)JC
· A separation exists between 20th century communism and our ethic, we must start over

· The reason Marxism hasn’t had success is the lack of revolutionary subject, meaning to identify one is to make communism succeed

· The excluded groups that the aff discusses are such a group

· Right now we wait for someone else to do the job as academics and activists, we are more comfortable if the subject doesn’t exist

· No potential for change exists in political philosophy outside of the horizon of communism

· Communism is not an ideal, but a social movement that focuses on the contradictions of capitalism

· Communism stands as an antagonism to the Real of capitalism

· Communism ridicules the idea that the current way capitalism is carried out is the end of history

· We have nothing to lose by criticizing capitalism to better it and make it hold up to its promises

***We make communism work where it’s failed, because we present a revolutionary subject

***Communism shows something as possible as capitalism – Communism as a a perfect way of living is as absurd as capitalism as the final answer to history – antagonism works to criticize cap and show it’s contradictions – not reject and replace it – That’s a key delineation, because it clearly demonstrates the goal of our ethical stance is not to replace capitalism, but expose its contradictions so as to continually work to improve society

***This strongly sets up the internal link to the ethics arguments to come, about merely trying to upset capitalism’s strangle hold as the Real – Antagonism such as Communism and the spirit of the commune that transportation policy represents is that key internal link

Transportation infrastructure is the bastion of global capitalism’s abuses – it creates zones of inclusion and exclusion – Only by accepting the mantel of the revolutionary subject and the excluded can we engage in universalized antagonism  where we can recapture value to life and stave off human extinction 

Žižek 09 --Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (New Left Review 57, May-June 2009, “How to Begin at the Beginning” http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning)JC
· Contradictions lead to extinction again 

· Discus the slums as a potential for antagonism

· Reintroduce the theory of the commons, and public transportations importance in the commons

· Extinction impact again

· Capitalism is creating its contradiction in the excluded groups: It uses the word proliterianization

· These groups are segregated because they are seen as a risk to the rest of society

· Their impact turns don’t have to confront the included/excluded, because it’s not rendered as part of the decision calculus

· There can be no universality when advancing these arguments

· Capitalist solutions to humanitarianism, whole foods, bill gates, ect, do not challenge capitalism as the real, and therefor replicate its harms

· We must universalize our being ‘part of no part’, or being outside of the capitalist system 

· This is an act of democracy, by the minority trying to enter the political realm to solve injustices

· We must universalize struggle vs capitalism by accepting our position as ‘part of no part’, this is what binds lots of different individuals and identity groups, and is sufficiently widespread of a goal, that it can’t be pacified and can work for change

****This card is great against counterplans – It says that neoliberal ordering or playing in the system can’t solve

****It creates a double-bind either a) the counterplan has the same universalized goal as the aff, which means the permutation solves and there’s no net benefit, OR, b) there are other particular motives, which work in addition to universality, which upsets what universalism means in the first place.  That means universalism is a DA to the CP

****Talks about us as homosacer, which means either we can either stand to have our life devalued, or work to embrace our position outside the system and use it to universalize the struggle against capitalism because of the contradiction that we represent as being outside of capitalism

We must engage the state as planners – Using a universalized particular demand to provide transportation for urban populations acts as a counter-methodology to that of neoliberal planning

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)

· Says that the policy exists at the federal policy level, which means our subject of criticism and the plan should be federal policy 

· Currently works as zero-sum transportation policy, either serve the rich or the poor

· Mindset prevents plan efficacy in the status quo

· Challenges to Tyrrany has empirically come from the nook and crannies of the underclass – take feudalism and European revolutions as an example

· The aff is a K of methodology of policy making

***Answer to states – federal policy is where contradiction exist

***Even if plan passes, emphasis will still be placed on helping consumerism, short of our social movement and challenge to overall capitalism – This answers a cp that engages in fiat

*** Best place to challenge the existing order is from the excluded class; Europe proves that it empirically solves

***Great FW argument and sequencing argument – Aff stands as a countermethodology to contemporary notions of policy making – by advocating bottom up policy change, it can create irreversible change, rather than change that will be repealed by congress or the courts – society can change, which means serial policy failure exists in their interp of fiat, and aff loses to roll back arguments every debate

***Says the commune need to be involved to solve – again, indicts cp’s that fiat

Resisting capitalism’s reliance on economic evaluation is the ultimate ethical responsibility – the current social order guarantees social exclusion on a global scale

 Žižek and Daly, 04 – *Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana and **Glyn Daly: Having taught at Essex and Manchester Universities, Glyn joined the Politics course team in 1999. Glyn is responsible for the Level 2 core module in International Studies, Global Imaginations: Ideas and Identities. He is also active in the area of Political Theory, and teaches and co-ordinates SOC1001 Introduction to Political Theory, SOC3006 Making of Modern Political Thought, and offers a specialist option on SOC3028 Ideology, Fantasy and Film in the final year. He has published a range of articles on Political Theory, Marxism and Post-Marxism and the Politics of Ideology and Fantasy and is currently writing a book on the work of the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek for Sage. Glyn has recently completed a training course for supervising PhD students.(“Risking the Impossible”, 2004, http://www.lacan.com/zizek-daly.htm)//MP
· Ethical responsibility is to those excluded and subjugated in the current capitalist system

· People currently accept the economy as the Real, this replicates harms because they are seen as unavoidable and desireable

· We must concentrate on capital as something that shapes all of our lives

· Cap creates excluded individuals and is at the heart of conflict world wide

· The acceptance of it’s universalism makes us responsible for these autrocities

· Within this system, impacts cannot be calculated, because of the devaluation of life that exists everywhere

· That is why we need a new universalism that challenges the exclusionary practices of cap

***This indicts the neg’s epistemology- we can’t asses impacts or calculations in the real of the economy, because they’re already value laden to justify the violence and exclusion of the status quo

*** Cap is currently universalized, which is why the struggle against it has to be universalized

***The struggle is reduced to an individual question of ethics, instead of a mass movement – We are all responsible for unquestioned capitalism and its effects.  We must universalize our own struggle against cap, so as to upset cap’s grasp on ourselves and to not add to its power

***Universalism vs CP’s is still great

*** It establishes the role of the ballot as a simple question of individual ethics – the ethic is not to establish a new economic system, but to not ethically endorse the flaws that capitalism is responsible for.  It’s a simple recognition that the current state of capitalism is neither inevitable or desireable, and that it cannot be recognized as the real, unless we all become powerless in its face

The affirmative represents an ethical shift that embraces contingency in the face of certainty – This represents a dramatic shift from existing, unquestioned institutions
Žižek and Daly 2004 (Slavoj, professor of philosophy at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana, and Glyn, Senior Lecturer in Politics in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at University College, Northampton, Conversations with Zizek, page 18-19)//MP

· Ethical shift require ethics outside of the system, as opposed to working within it

·  Introduces an excellent description of our ethics, as the ethics of the real, meaning we accept responsibility for our actions, and part of that is that we aid in the construction of capitalism

· An ethic creates a dramatic shift away from status quo explanations

· Ethic does not defer to the impossible, but instead accepts contingency—meaning we don’t have any final answers.  There is not Universal Real, however, the status quo representation of capitalism is also not the Real, therefor we must break out of its monopoly as the real.

· Engagement in the political is desirable and ethical

· Our individual ethic is a pre-requisite to an social transformation

· Our militancy is our ethics, and we must risk the impossible – MEANING we mustn’t do a cp or a K to avoid risk.  The risk becomes a net benefit to the aff, because only acting in the face of risk is consistent with ethics

***Great answer to cp’s, see the above argument

***Ethics come before any social movement or any other question – must develop ethics- great sequencing arg, and an answer to a policy first fw argument

***Ethics guide policy, which is a permutation to their fw arguments

***We must accept contingency and uncertainty, which means any master planning by a K or a cp can’t solve the aff – The arg is that we don’t have the answer, but we know that status quo cap is not the ONLY answer 

*** We are responsible for our actions, meaing this easily isolates the judges ballot as the only thing that matters, because ethics are individualized and a pre-requisite to any other solvency

*** A state bad K is answered here also – it doesn’t accept contingency, and loses sight that the political is still desireable

***Ethics must work outside of the system – Great answer to CP’s

Plan

You can read whatever plan you find appropriate. I chose this plan, because it states that currently policies are shifting to support efficiency over redistribution of wealth, meaning mass transit to help those without personal transportation is being downgraded for mass transit that helps suburbia get to the inner city.  Right now it’s seen as a forced choice.  

Because of that, demanding that mass transit for urban areas increase might not work in contemporary politics, because other policies that support the goals of federal policy of efficiency and helping better-off white suburbanites would still take precedence.  But, by universalizing this demand, it stands as a criticism against the neoliberal thinking that is causing the zero-sum trade off between types of public transportation.  Instead, our demand includes a spirit of communes that would challenge capitalist planning behind mass transit.

The plan represents a wider struggle, but it’s through these types of demands that the cracks in capitalism can be exposed.  The crack in this case has been the creation of slums and zones of exclusion.  These zones hold the power of th ee potential of a revolutionary subject.  If we can join them, as planners, ethically we can universalize the struggle and widely supplant capitalism’s monopoly over the real.  When capitalism becomes questioned from outside, it becomes responsible for the violence and devaluation of life that it currently enacts.  And our ethical framework is for individuals to step outside this system, through universal criticism, and refuse to be responsible for the problem.

OUR GOAL IS NOT TO REPLACE CAPITALISM, but to criticize it’s current state as the End of History and our only option.  Those who suffer its abuses, and humanity as a whole, deserves better.
Zizek 1ac
Contention One is the Slums

We begin with the introduction to our affirmative from

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
Imagine a bus stop in a typical working class neighbourhood of inner-city Los Angeles, a city with an extraordinary array of peoples and cultures. The bus pulls up with standing room only, filled with a variety of people: Mexican, Salvadoran, Korean, Filipino and African American; men and women going to jobs, some of them janitors, some street vendors. People on the bus include women clutching children and grocery bags, kids going to school, elderly folks off to the Senior Centre. The ride is like always: hot, noisy and desperately crowded. The riders come from decidedly different backgrounds, yet share the same experience daily—jostled against one another, staring blankly out cracked windows, minding their own business, intent on getting where they need to go. And getting it over with as quickly as possible. In another part of town, people of a different income class are riding in a new train. They come from the suburbs, clacking away at laptops and sipping cappuccino on their way to downtown jobs. These are people taking advantage of what Mike Davis (1995, p. 270) calls “the biggest public works project in fin de siecle America”, an ambitious series of commuter rail lines that were budgeted at $183 billion over 30 years (Sterngold, 1999). These train riders choose to leave their cars at home to avoid the maddening freeway jams of Los Angeles. Some ride the train on principle. Trains are, after all, better for the environment. Back on the inner-city bus … someone’s handing out leaflets and talking about forming a union—of bus riders? First in English then in Spanish, the organizer tells riders how the train that’s always in the newspapers is costing more than planners expected, and that politicians now propose to take money away from buses to keep building the train lines. Then the organizer talks about racial discrimination. Racial discrimination? What do buses have to do with racial discrimination? “Yeah, I never thought about that! Yeah, look at this bus. We’re all of color. Not the same race, but we’re all of color. We’re poor. We’re all waiting on the darn corner. We’re all going to a job in general that doesn’t pay us jack. And yeah, you have a good point.” (del Barco, 1997, p. 1)

The drive for capitalist gain has seen a shift in the goal of transit, from assisting those who can’t afford cars, to helping to promote white sprawl and segregate urban communities
Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
Hidden behind the surge of national headlines about sprawl, Smart Growth, and maddening freeway congestion lies a series of conflicts emerging in cities across the USA. These conflicts pit poor people of colour in inner cities against mostly white commuters in the suburbs over scarce public transit funds, with questions of civil rights and social equity playing central roles. These emerging conflicts reveal that the very purpose of mass transit in the sprawling metropolis is undecided. As populations continue to disperse, as poverty concentrates at the core, and as costs outpace revenues, transit planners are facing a growing dilemma: should transit serve people who have few transportation choices, or should transit offer drivers an alternative to their cars? The neoliberal city of the USA is one that must struggle to compete and remain viable in the network of globalizing cities by cutting costs, reducing social welfare, deregulating business activity, privatizing previously public spaces and activities, and engaging in new forms of social control (Marcuse and van Kempen, 2000; Brenner and Theodore, 2002; Goonewardena, 2003). This essay examines how the contradictions of the neoliberal city influence mass transit policy in the USA, creating a worsening divide between disparate transit constituencies and undermining longstanding social equity goals. Mass transit is a new space of emerging social conflict over how the contradictions of neoliberalism will be resolved in cities of the USA (Rodriguez, 1999; Grengs, 2002). This new space of conflict holds special relevance for planners, because the neoliberal agenda involves central questions about public services in an increasingly privatized polity, the agenda contributes directly to changing urban spatial patterns, and the emerging spatial patterns raise new questions for planning theory about the role of social justice in cities where racial and economic segregation are worsening. Contradictions within neoliberal urbanization highlight an obscure but crucial predicament faced by transit planners. Are current transit policies hurting social equity? Should public transit serve an even higher purpose, as an instrument for advancing social justice? Transit once held promise as a means for advancing larger social goals. Congress embraced transit as a legitimate means of redistributing wealth, as an acceptable counterbalance to the damages imposed by a transportation system skewed toward the automobile (Fitch, 1964; Smerk, 1991; Weiner, 1999). Despite a commitment to social goals over several decades aimed at providing mobility for people who cannot drive, other goals have taken over in prominence. But transit policy is slowly, almost imperceptibly, shifting away from its broader social purposes. This shift away from meeting social goals toward the more narrow purpose of relieving traffic congestion, from achieving equity toward merely efficiency, is now influenced by a neoliberal political agenda that separates the social from the economic, causing planners to lose sight of the public purpose of mass transit.

Capitalism is applying its stranglehold to public transportation, that worsens inequality, devalues lives and creates continuous war
Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
In an emerging world order where capitalism spreads American-style to all corners of the globe, three major problems are widely recognized by critics from left to right: a continuous threat of war; persistent economic inequality that threatens to disrupt the social order; and a loss of political community that undermines our ability to address day-to-day problems and decisions (Goonewardena, 2003). By way of analysing transportation policy, I will set aside the question of war even though we grow ever more dependent on oil to feed our bigger and faster cars. The recent headlines about surging gasoline prices and the ongoing wars in the Middle East add up to a compelling case that our highway-dependent lifestyles have as much to do with the threat of war as perhaps any other explanation. But here I focus on the two problems of social inequality and the loss of political community because they both bear on future outcomes of mass transit policy.

The argument proceeds in three steps. First, government support for mass transit has long carried with it explicit social goals. The US federal government took decisive steps starting in the 1960s to advance mass transit. These congressional actions strengthened transit as a counterbalance to previous federal programmes that had overwhelmingly supported highway construction as the principal thrust of transport policy, and had inadvertently contributed to urban spatial patterns that put some people without access to a car at a serious disadvantage. Second, the social purpose of public transit is becoming supplanted by the economic imperative of efficiency and competitiveness. Gains in shifting commuters from cars to transit may actually undermine the goal of providing transit for those without cars, so that the social goal of providing mobility becomes displaced by the economic goal of reducing congestion. The third part of the argument explains how recent changes in transportation policy are influenced by a neoliberal political agenda, heightening the conflict between transit’s competing goals in ways that are not readily evident. To the casual observer, support for transit is growing. But national policy has at the same time encouraged a shift in emphasis within the transit programme, a shift that is likely to harm those who depend most on good transit.
This creates slums, filled with an urban underclass – The system uses racism and classism to legitimize its failures
Wilson 10 (Carter, professor of political science at the University of Toledo, The Dominant Class and the Construction of Racial Oppression: A Neo-Marxist/Gramscian Approach to Race in the United States, Google Scholars)  

In the final analysis, several additional points need to be made about a neo-Marxist analysis of contemporary racial oppression and racist culture. First, the urban underclass is the product of advanced capitalism, post-Fordism. Marx referred to a reserve army of labor and a surplus population arising out of the accumulation process: The greater the social wealth, the functioning capital, the extent and energy of its growth, and, therefore, also the absolute mass of the proletariat and the productiveness of its labour, the greater is the industrial reserve army. The same causes which develop the expansive power of capital, develop also the labour-power at its disposal…The more extensive, finally, the lazarus-layers of the working class, and the industrial reserve army, the greater is official pauperism. This is the absolute general law of capitalist accumulation….55 Capital accumulation thus produces the reserve army of labor or surplus populations. Today’s counterpart to this reserve army is the so-called urban underclass. Marx adds: The law by which a constantly increasing quantity of means of production, thanks to the advance in the productiveness of social labour, may be set in movement by a progressively diminishing expenditure of human power, this law in a capitalist society – where the labourer does not employ the means of production, but the means of production employ the labourer – undergoes a complete inversion and is expressed thus: the higher the productiveness of labour, the greater is the pressure of the labourers o/n the means of employment, the more precarious, therefore, becomes their condition of existence, viz., the sale of their own labour-power for the increasing of another’s wealth, or for the self-expansion of capital.56 Second, the urban underclass is the victim. Marx refers to the surplus population or reserve army of labor as victims of industry: “… the demoralized and ragged, and those unable to work, chiefly people who succumb to their incapacity for adaptation, due to the division of labour; people who have passed the normal age of the labourer; the victims of industry, whose number increases with the increase of dangerous machinery…”57 Third, the immorality of capitalism comes not from the bottom but from the top. This point is more clearly expressed in the early writings of Marx, particularly in his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. Charles Derber expands on this idea in a chapter entitled “A Fish Rots from the Head First,” in his book The Wilding of America. The book responds to the racist stereotype of poor inner city black males as engaging in wildings, having no regard for human life, taking pride in gang culture, and preying on the weak and helpless.58 The concept of wildings came from the arrest of five black juveniles in the summer of 1989 on charges of brutally assaulting and raping a 28-year-old jogger and investment broker. The jogger was so severely beaten that she was not expected to live. Her face was disfigured, her skull fractured and her eye destroyed. For years the case exemplified the pathology of the urban underclass and the need for police repression of inner city black males. Twelve years later, DNA tests proved the five black males innocent. A serial rapist was then arrested. But the stereotypical image of young black male predators remained a part of the dominant racist culture.D erber’s point is that the worst values found in the underclass – the violence, the greed, the frenzy to acquire material wealth, the disregard for the welfare of others, the predatory spirit – were values that did not originate at the bottom. Where these values exist among a few members of the urban underclass, they originated from the top. They are the same values found among members of the dominant class; they are just imitated by members of the underclass. These values were exhibited when Ford Motors released the Pinto knowing that it would explode on contact, when the tobacco industry increased the nicotine content in cigarettes knowing that it was addictive and lethal, when the mining industry released arsenic into rivers and streams, when Enron executives joked openly about the shock the elderly would experience with the doubling of their electric bills, when the US apparel industry and retail companies relocated abroad to exploit child labor, when the deregulated savings and loans industry in the 1980s and the deregulated finance industry in the first decade of the 21st century reaped billions in profit before going bust. All of these industries were engaging in wildings. The gangterism and disregard for human life exhibited by members of the dominant class is far more destructive and pernicious than anything conceivable among drug dealers or street criminals in any inner city. Derber adds:In capitalism, as Marx conceives it, wilding is less a failure of socialization than an expression of society’s central norms. To turn a profit, even the most humane capitalist employer commodifies and exploits employees, playing by the market rules of competition and profit-maximization to buy and sell their labor power as cheaply as possible.59 The point here is that the characterization of the urban underclass as criminal, irrational, greedy, overly materialistic, devoid of any regard for human life is part of the new racism. It shifts attention from the immoral behavior of those at the top to the victims at the bottom. This new racism not only alienates poor blacks from the larger society. It dehumanizes them. It desensitizes the larger society to the suffering and victimization of the poor inner city blacks, just as earlier forms of racist culture rationalized slavery and segregation. Moreover, this racist culture provokes contempt and hostility toward them. It encourages and legitimizes the warehousing of black males in the prison system.60 A Marxist approach shifts the focus to the capitalist system and to the dominant class. It interrogates the dominant ideology that dehumanizes and demonizes the lower classes. This approach offers a deeper and richer analysis of contemporary racism.

And, Capitalism builds transportation systems that promote consumerism, thus causing massive environmental catastrophe – We must advocate a mass expansion of public transit
Townsend Managing Editor 2008 (Terry, managing editor, Individual Versus Social Solutions to Global Warming)

We have to convince millions of people and build a mass movement for emission-reductions that genuinely address the real problem. For Australia, that’s at least 90% by 2030 — not Labor’s anaemic 60% by 2050. A movement that demands that governments impose far-reaching measures that force giant industrial polluters to rapidly and massively slash their emissions, at the risk of massive fines. And if they refuse, they should be nationalized and run in the interests of the workers and consumers.  All public subsidies and tax concessions for the giant fossil fuel industries and resource corporations — which amount to billions — should be redirected to research the development of publicly owned renewable energy sources. We could help ordinary people implement individual actions, by supplying free or at a massive subsidy to all households solar waters heaters and water tanks. There should be a massive reorganization of society to move away from private-car-based transportation to free and frequent mass public transport, and, redesign our cities to put people’s homes close to work and shops.  We need to think about ways of linking these wider demands with our more immediate campaigns, for example as we fight to stop the Tasmanian pulp mill, oppose power privatization, end coal and uranium mining, and to stop the building of new freeways and toll roads, we have to also convince people that the workings of capitalism itself is both responsible for the crisis and also the main obstacle to its solution.  The real source of the problem  Through struggles for immediate and broader demands, masses of people can come to understand that the source of the problem lies with capitalism itself.   The scientific analysis of capitalism first made by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, illustrates how, despite the assertions of many environmental movement theorists over the years, Marxism not only provides essential insights into the fundamental cause of the environmental crisis ,but also offers a political guide to its solution.  Capitalism’s fundamentally anti-ecological trait is captured by Marx’s analysis of the working of capitalism. Capitalists buy or produce commodities only in order to sell them for a profit, and then buy or produce yet more to sell more again. There is no end to the process. Competition between capitalists ensures that each one must continue to increase their production of commodities and continue to expand in order to survive. Production tends to expand exponentially until interrupted by crises (depressions and wars) and it is this dynamic at the very core of capitalism that places enormous, unsustainable pressure on the environment. This is why all schemes based on the hope of a no-growth, slow-growth or a sustainable-growth forms of capitalism are pipe dreams. As too are strategies based on a critical mass of individual consumers deciding to go “green” in order to reform the system.  People are not “consumers” by nature. A multi-billion-dollar capitalist industry called advertising constantly plays with our minds to convince us that happiness comes only through buying more and more “stuff,” to keep up with endless wasteful fads, fashions, upgrades, new models and built-in obsolescence. The desire for destructive and/or pointless goods is manufactured along with them. In 2008, an estimated $750 billion will be spent on corporate advertising and public relations in the US alone. In Australia, such spending is now well in excess of $12 billion a year.  Many in the environmental movement argue that with the right mix of taxes, incentives and regulations, everybody could be winners. Big business would have cheaper, more efficient production techniques, and therefore be more profitable, and consumers would have more environment-friendly products and energy sources.  In a rational society, such innovations would lower the overall environmental impact of production. Unfortunately, we don’t live in a rational society. Any energy and money savings made through efficiency are used to make and sell more commodities, cheaper than their competitors.  Capitalism approaches technology — in the production process or in the final product — in the same way as it does everything else. What will generate the most profits? Whether it is efficient, clean, safe, environmentally benign or rational has little to do with it. The technologies that could tackle global warming have long existed. Even though research into them has been massively underfunded, renewable energy sources are today competitive with coal and nuclear power (if the negative social and environmental costs are factored in). Public transport systems have been around since the late 1800s.  Fundamental to capitalism’s development has been its power to shift the cost of its ecological and social vandalism onto society as whole. More profits can accrue if the big capitalists don’t have to bother themselves with the elimination, neutralization or recycling of industrial wastes. It’s much cheaper to pour toxic waste into the air or the nearest river. Rather than pay for the real costs of production, society as a whole subsidizes corporate profit-making by cleaning up some of the mess or suffering the environmental and/or health costs. Or the whole messy business can simply be exported to the Third World.  It is becoming abundantly clear that the Earth cannot sustain this system’s plundering and poisoning without the humanity sooner or later experiencing a complete ecological catastrophe.  To have any chance of preventing this, within the 10- to 30-year window that we have in relation to global warming, humanity must take conscious, rational control of its interactions with the planet and its ecological processes, in ways that capitalism is inherently incapable of doing. 

These excluding and homogenizing practices prevent coalition and organization of the masses and causes extinction – We must allow the spector of Communism to reemerge 
Zizek 09 

(Slavoj, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, “Censorship Today: Violence, or Ecology as a New Opium for the Masses”  http://schwarzemilch.files.wordpress.com/2009/02/censorship-today.pdf//HH)jc
Last but not least, new forms of apartheid, new Walls and slums. On September 11th, 2001, the Twin Towers were hit; twelve years earlier, on November 9th, 1989, the Berlin Wall fell. November 9th announced the "happy '90s," the Francis Fukuyama dream of the "end of history," the belief that liberal democracy had, in principle, won, that the search is over, that the advent of a global, liberal world community lurks just around the corner, that the obstacles to this ultra-Hollywood happy ending are merely empirical and contingent (local pockets of resistance where the leaders did not yet grasp that their time is over). In contrast to it, 9/11 is the main symbol of the forthcoming era in which new walls are emerging everywhere, between Israel and the West Bank, around the European Union, on the U.S.-Mexico border. So what if the new proletarian position is that of the inhabitants of slums in the new megalopolises? The explosive growth of slums in the last decades, especially in the Third World megalopolises from Mexico City and other Latin American capitals through Africa (Lagos, Chad) to India, China, Philippines and Indonesia, is perhaps the crucial geopolitical event of our times. It is effectively surprising how many features of slum dwellers fit the good old Marxist determination of the proletarian revolutionary subject: they are "free" in the double meaning of the word even more than the classic proletariat ("freed" from all substantial ties; dwelling in a free space, outside the police regulations of the state); they are a large collective, forcibly thrown together, "thrown" into a situation where they have to invent some mode of being-together, and simultaneously deprived of any support in traditional ways of life, in inherited religious or ethnic life-forms. While today's society is often characterized as the society of total control, slums are the territories within a state boundaries from which the state (partially, at least) withdrew its control, territories which function as white spots, blanks, in the official map of a state territory. Although they are de facto included into a state by the links of black economy, organized crime, religious groups, etc., the state control is nonetheless suspended there, they are domains outside the rule of law. In the map of Berlin from the times of the now defunct GDR, the are of West Berlin was left blank, a weird hole in the detailed structure of the big city; when Christa Wolf, the well-known East German half-dissident writer, took her small daughter to the East Berlin's high TV tower, from which one had a nice view over the prohibited West Berlin, the small girl shouted gladly: "Look, mother, it is not white over there, there are houses with people like here!" - as if discovering a prohibited slum Zone... This is why the "de-structured" masses, poor and deprived of everything, situated in a non-proletarized urban environment, constitute one of the principal horizons of the politics to come. If the principal task of the emancipatory politics of the XIXth century was to break the monopoly of the bourgeois liberals by way of politicizing the working class, and if the task of the XXth century was to politically awaken the immense rural population of Asia and Africa, the principal task of the XXIth century is to politicize - organize and discipline - the "de-structured masses" of slum-dwellers. Hugo Chavez's biggest achievement is the politicization (inclusion into the political life, social mobilization) of slum dwellers; in other countries, they mostly persist in apolitical inertia. It was this political mobilization of the slum dwellers which saved him against the US-sponsored coup: to the surprise of everyone, Chavez included, slum dwellers massively descended to the affluent city center, tipping the balance of power to his advantage. How do these four antagonisms relate to each other? There is a qualitative difference between the gap that separates the Excluded from the Included and the other three antagonisms, which designate three domains of what Hardt and Negri call "commons," the shared substance of our social being whose privatization is a violent act which should also be resisted with violent means, if necessary: the commons of culture, the immediately socialized forms of "cognitive" capital, primarily language, our means of communication and education (if Bill Gates were to be allowed monopoly, we would have reached the absurd situation in which a private individual would have literally owned the software texture our basic network of communication), but also the shared infrastructure of public transport, electricity, post, etc.; the commons of external nature threatened by pollution and exploitation (from oil to forests and natural habitat itself); the commons of internal nature (the biogenetic inheritance of humanity). What all these struggles share is the awareness of the destructive potentials, up to the self-annihilation of humanity itself, if the capitalist logic of enclosing these commons is allowed a free run. It is this reference to "commons" which justifies the resuscitation of the notion of Communism - or, to quote Alain Badiou: The communist hypothesis remains the good one, I do not see any other. If we have to abandon this hypothesis, then it is no longer worth doing anything at all in the field of collective action. Without the horizon of communism, without this Idea, there is nothing in the historical and political becoming of any interest to a philosopher. Let everyone bother about his own affairs, and let us stop talking about it. In this case, the rat-man is right, as is, by the way, the case with some ex-communists who are either avid of their rents or who lost courage. However, to hold on to the Idea, to the existence of this hypothesis, does not mean that we should retain its first form of presentation which was centered on property and State. In fact, what is imposed on us as a task, even as a philosophical obligation, is to help a new mode of existence of the hypothesis to deploy itself.
The communism we speak of is not an ideal, but a movement that reacts to contradictions in the capitalist system – This vision of communism is thwarted by a perceived lack of revolutionary subject 
Žižek 09 --Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (New Left Review 57, May-June 2009, “How to Begin at the Beginning” http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning)JC
 So where are we today, after the désastre obscur of 1989? As in 1922, the voices from below ring with malicious joy all around us: ‘Serves you right, lunatics who wanted to enforce their totalitarian vision on society!’ Others try to conceal their malicious glee; they moan and raise their eyes to heaven in sorrow, as if to say: ‘It grieves us sorely to see our fears justified! How noble was your vision to create a just society! Our heart was beating with you, but reason told us that your plans would finish only in misery and new unfreedoms!’ While rejecting any compromise with these seductive voices, we definitely have to begin from the beginning—not to build further upon the foundations of the revolutionary epoch of the 20th century, which lasted from 1917 to 1989, or, more precisely, 1968—but to descend to the starting point and choose a different path. But how? The defining problem of Western Marxism has been the lack of a revolutionary subject: how is it that the working class does not complete the passage from in-itself to for-itself and constitute itself as a revolutionary agent? This question provided the main raison d’être for Western Marxism’s reference to psychoanalysis, which was evoked to explain the unconscious libidinal mechanisms preventing the rise of class consciousness that are inscribed into the very being or social situation of the working class. In this way, the truth of the Marxist socio-economic analysis was saved: there was no reason to give ground to revisionist theories about the rise of the middle classes. For this same reason, Western Marxism has also engaged in a constant search for others who could play the role of the revolutionary agent, as the understudy replacing the indisposed working class: Third World peasants, students and intellectuals, the excluded. It is just possible that this desperate search for the revolutionary agent is the form of appearance of its very opposite: the fear of finding it, of seeing it where it already stirs. Waiting for another to do the job for us is a way of rationalizing our inactivity. It is against this background that Alain Badiou has suggested we should reassert the communist hypothesis. He writes: If we have to abandon this hypothesis, then it is no longer worth doing anything at all in the field of collective action. Without the horizon of communism, without this Idea, nothing in historical and political becoming is of any interest to a philosopher. However, Badiou continues: to hold on to the Idea, the existence of the hypothesis, does not mean that its first form of presentation, focused on property and the state, must be maintained just as it is. In fact, what we are ascribed as a philosophical task, even a duty, is to help a new modality of existence of the hypothesis to come into being. [12] One should be careful not to read these lines in a Kantian way, conceiving of communism as a regulative Idea, and thereby resuscitating the spectre of ‘ethical socialism’, with equality as its a priori norm or axiom. Rather, one should maintain the precise reference to a set of social antagonisms which generates the need for communism; the good old Marxian notion of communism not as an ideal, but as a movement which reacts to actual contradictions. To treat communism as an eternal Idea implies that the situation which generates it is no less eternal, that the antagonism to which communism reacts will always be here. From which it is only one step to a deconstructive reading of communism as a dream of presence, of abolishing all alienating representation; a dream which thrives on its own impossibility. Though it is easy to make fun of Fukuyama’s notion of the End of History, the majority today is Fukuyamaist. Liberal-democratic capitalism is accepted as the finally found formula of the best possible society; all one can do is to render it more just, tolerant and so on. The simple but pertinent question arises here: if liberal-democratic capitalism is, if not the best, then the least bad form of society, why should we not simply resign ourselves to it in a mature way, even accept it wholeheartedly? Why insist on the communist hypothesis, against all odds?

Transportation infrastructure is the bastion of global capitalism’s abuses – it creates zones of inclusion and exclusion – Only by accepting the mantel of the revolutionary subject and the excluded can we engage in universalized antagonism  where we can recapture value to life and stave off human extinction 
Žižek 09 --Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (New Left Review 57, May-June 2009, “How to Begin at the Beginning” http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning)JC
It is not enough to remain faithful to the communist hypothesis: one has to locate antagonisms within historical reality which make it a practical urgency. The only true question today is: does global capitalism contain antagonisms strong enough to prevent its indefinite reproduction? Four possible antagonisms present themselves: the looming threat of ecological catastrophe; the inappropriateness of private property for so-called intellectual property; the socio-ethical implications of new techno-scientific developments, especially in biogenetics; and last, but not least, new forms of social apartheid—new walls and slums. We should note that there is a qualitative difference between the last feature, the gap that separates the excluded from the included, and the other three, which designate the domains of what Hardt and Negri call ‘commons’—the shared substance of our social being, whose privatization is a violent act which should be resisted by force, if necessary. First, there are the commons of culture, the immediately socialized forms of cognitive capital: primarily language, our means of communication and education, but also shared infrastructure such as public transport, electricity, post, etc. If Bill Gates were allowed a monopoly, we would have reached the absurd situation in which a private individual would have owned the software tissue of our basic network of communication. Second, there are the commons of external nature, threatened by pollution and exploitation—from oil to forests and the natural habitat itself—and, third, the commons of internal nature, the biogenetic inheritance of humanity. What all of these struggles share is an awareness of the destructive potential—up to the self-annihilation of humanity itself—in allowing the capitalist logic of enclosing these commons a free run. It is this reference to ‘commons’ which allows the resuscitation of the notion of communism: it enables us to see their progressive enclosure as a process of proletarianization of those who are thereby excluded from their own substance; a process that also points towards exploitation. The task today is to renew the political economy of exploitation—for instance, that of anonymous ‘knowledge workers’ by their companies. It is, however, only the fourth antagonism, the reference to the excluded, that justifies the term communism. There is nothing more private than a state community which perceives the excluded as a threat and worries how to keep them at a proper distance. In other words, in the series of the four antagonisms, the one between the included and the excluded is the crucial one: without it, all the others lose their subversive edge. Ecology turns into a problem of sustainable development, intellectual property into a complex legal challenge, biogenetics into an ethical issue. One can sincerely fight for the environment, defend a broader notion of intellectual property, oppose the copyrighting of genes, without confronting the antagonism between the included and the excluded. Even more, one can formulate some of these struggles in terms of the included threatened by the polluting excluded. In this way, we get no true universality, only ‘private’ concerns in the Kantian sense. Corporations such as Whole Foods and Starbucks continue to enjoy favour among liberals even though they both engage in anti-union activities; the trick is that they sell products with a progressive spin: coffee made with beans bought at ‘fair-trade’ prices, expensive hybrid vehicles, etc. In short, without the antagonism between the included and the excluded, we may find ourselves in a world in which Bill Gates is the greatest humanitarian, fighting poverty and disease, and Rupert Murdoch the greatest environmentalist, mobilizing hundreds of millions through his media empire. What one should add here, moving beyond Kant, is that there are social groups which, on account of their lack of a determinate place in the ‘private’ order of social hierarchy, stand directly for universality: they are what Jacques Rancière calls the ‘part of no part’ of the social body. All truly emancipatory politics is generated by the short-circuit between the universality of the public use of reason and the universality of the ‘part of no part’. This was already the communist dream of the young Marx—to bring together the universality of philosophy with the universality of the proletariat. From Ancient Greece, we have a name for the intrusion of the excluded into the socio-political space: democracy.  The predominant liberal notion of democracy also deals with those excluded, but in a radically different mode: it focuses on their inclusion, as minority voices. All positions should be heard, all interests taken into account, the human rights of everyone guaranteed, all ways of life, cultures and practices respected, and so on. The obsession of this democracy is the protection of all kinds of minorities: cultural, religious, sexual, etc. The formula of democracy here consists of patient negotiation and compromise. What gets lost in this is the position of universality embodied in the excluded. The new emancipatory politics will no longer be the act of a particular social agent, but an explosive combination of different agents. What unites us is that, in contrast to the classic image of proletarians who have ‘nothing to lose but their chains’, we are in danger of losing everything. The threat is that we will be reduced to an abstract, empty Cartesian subject dispossessed of all our symbolic content, with our genetic base manipulated, vegetating in an unliveable environment. This triple threat makes us all proletarians, reduced to ‘substanceless subjectivity’, as Marx put it in the Grundrisse. The figure of the ‘part of no part’ confronts us with the truth of our own position; and the ethico-political challenge is to recognize ourselves in this figure. In a way, we are all excluded, from nature as well as from our symbolic substance. Today, we are all potentially homo sacer, and the only way to avoid actually becoming so is to act preventively.
We must engage the state as planners – Using a universalized particular demand to provide transportation for urban populations acts as a counter-methodology to that of neoliberal planning

Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)

Federal policy encourages local transit officials to shift their emphasis toward suburban commuters, primarily to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution. Local transit officials must juggle competing goals, and are likely to increasingly face the difficult tradeoff between serving people who have few transportation options and following their ridership further into the suburbs. Providing good service to both groups of riders is possible but unlikely in the current political climate. The case of the Bus Riders Union in Los Angeles highlights a growing conflict within the federal transit programme, a conflict that has increasingly favoured one constituency of riders over another. It suggests that successful shifts from cars to transit in the suburbs may be paired with diminished services for poor bus riders in the core. Several trends influenced by the neoliberal political agenda suggest that planners and policy makers may be losing sight of transit’s longstanding social purpose of providing mobility for people who cannot a drive a car. Finding solutions to the problem of low mobility for transit-dependent riders goes deeper than merely applying redistributive government policies, helpful though they may be. Finding solutions will likely require changes in the underlying causes of the undesired distribution. Following Bourdieu (1998), Goonewardena (2003) suggests organizing social movements to fight back against such trends, by “planning in the face of neoliberalism”. In the face of a project that subordinates our social goals to economic efficiency, it is more planning— not less—that is needed to reinvigorate a radical democracy (Goonewardena, 2003), and cities are the places to do it. Like the capitalism that took root in feudalism’s nooks and crannies, highly differentiated political activities and economic islands are rising out of what capitalism discards. And planners have special skills for nurturing these nooks and crannies: “The new planning is more entrepreneurial, more daring, less codified … its expertise is increasingly sought not only by the state, where planning powers formally reside, but also by the corporate sector and even groups within organized civil society itself” (Douglass and Friedmann, 1998, p. 3). The BRU movement is a story of people planning on their own behalf, who came to ally themselves with people who identify themselves as planners, and who engaged in a struggle in the tradition of community building. Social movements are one viable route toward achieving more equitable outcomes, resulting in solid, lasting policy changes backed by the courts. The BRU case shows that political opportunities change as a result of actions that planners are skilled at taking—in constructing a forceful countermethodology, in acting as intermediaries and in fostering participation (Grengs, 2002). Planners may be uniquely qualified to take action that re-shapes the external political environment in ways that benefit social equity movements, because of their interdisciplinary nature, their close connection between theory and practice, and because they can bridge the gap between government and the grassroots (Clavel, 1986). By focusing on particular dimensions of the larger political environment, planners inside and outside of community-based organizations may be able to use their unique skills to help introduce social justice into the transportation planning process, a process that has yet to tap the potential of meaningful citizen participation. 

Resisting capitalism’s reliance on economic evaluation is the ultimate ethical responsibility – the current social order guarantees social exclusion on a global scale

 Žižek and Daly, 04 – *Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana and **Glyn Daly: Having taught at Essex and Manchester Universities, Glyn joined the Politics course team in 1999. Glyn is responsible for the Level 2 core module in International Studies, Global Imaginations: Ideas and Identities. He is also active in the area of Political Theory, and teaches and co-ordinates SOC1001 Introduction to Political Theory, SOC3006 Making of Modern Political Thought, and offers a specialist option on SOC3028 Ideology, Fantasy and Film in the final year. He has published a range of articles on Political Theory, Marxism and Post-Marxism and the Politics of Ideology and Fantasy and is currently writing a book on the work of the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek for Sage. Glyn has recently completed a training course for supervising PhD students.(“Risking the Impossible”, 2004, http://www.lacan.com/zizek-daly.htm)//MP

For Zizek it is imperative that we cut through this Gordian knot of postmodern protocol and recognize that our ethico-political responsibility is to confront the constitutive violence of today's global capitalism and its obscene naturalization/anonymization of the millions who are subjugated by it throughout the world. Against the standardized positions of postmodern culture - with all its pieties concerning "multiculturalist" 6 etiquette - Zizek is arguing for a politics that might be called "radically incorrect" in the sense that it breaks with these types of positions 7 and focuses instead on the very organizing principles of today's social reality: the principles of global liberal capitalism. This requires some care and subtlety. For far too long, Marxism has been bedeviled by an almost fetishistic economism that has tended towards political morbidity With the likes of Hilferding and Gramsci, and move recently Laclau and Mouffe, crucial theoretical advances have been made that enable the transcendence of all forms of economism. In this new context, however, Zizek argues that the problem that now presents itself is almost that of the opposite fetish. That is to say, the prohibitive anxieties surrounding the taboo of economism can function as a way of not engaging with economic reality and as a way of implicitly accepting the latter as a basic horizon of existence. In an ironic Freudian- Lacanian twist, the few of economism can end up reinforcing a de facto economic necessity in respect of contemporary capitalism (i.e. the initial prohibition conjures up the very thing it fears). This is not to endorse any kind of retrograde return to economism. Zizek's point is rather that in rejecting economism we should not lose sight of the systemic power of capital in shaping the lives and destinies of humanity and our very sense of the possible. In particular we should not overlook Marx's central insight that in order to create a universal global system the forces of capitalism seek to conceal the politico-discursive violence of its construction through a kind of gentrification of that system. What is persistently denied by neo-liberals; such as Rorty (1989) and Fukuyama (1992) is that the gentrification of global liberal capitalism is one whose "universalism" fundamentally reproduces and depends upon a disavowed violence that excludes vast sectors of the world's population. In this way, neo-liberal ideology attempts to naturalize capitalism by presenting its outcomes of winning and losing as if they were simply a matter of chance and sound judgement in a neutral marketplace. Capitalism does indeed create a space for a certain diversity, at least for the central capitalist regions, but it is neither neutral nor ideal and its price in terms of social exclusion is exorbitant. That is to say, the human cost in terms of inherent global poverty and degraded "life-chances" cannot be calculated within the existing economic rationale and, in consequence, social exclusion remains mystified and nameless (viz. the patronizing reference to the "developing world"). And Zizek's point is that this mystification is magnified through capitalism's profound capacity to ingest its own excesses and negativity: to redirect (or misdirect) social antagonisms and to absorb them within a culture of differential affirmation. Instead of Bolshevism, the tendency today is towards a kind of political boutiquism that is readily sustained by postmodern forms of consumerism and lifestyle. Against this Zizek argues for a new universalism whose primary ethical directive is to confront the fact that our forms of social existence are founded on exclusion on a global scale. While it is perfectly true that universalism can never become Universal (it will always require a hegemonic-particular embodiment in order to have any meaning), what is novel about Zizek's universalism is that it would not attempt to conceal this fact or to reduce the status of the abject Other to that of a "glitch" in an otherwise sound matrix.
The affirmative represents an ethical shift that embraces contingency in the face of certainty – This represents a dramatic shift from existing, unquestioned institutions
Žižek and Daly 2004 (Slavoj, professor of philosophy at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana, and Glyn, Senior Lecturer in Politics in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at University College, Northampton, Conversations with Zizek, page 18-19)//MP

For Zizek, a confrontation with the obscenities of abundance capitalism also requires a transformation of the ethico-political imagination. It is no longer a question of developing ethical guidelines within the existing political framework (the various institutional and corporate "ethical committees") but of developing a politicization of ethics; an ethics of the Real. 8 The starting point here is an insistence on the unconditional autonomy of the subject; of accepting that as human beings we are ultimately responsible for our actions and being-in-the-world up to and including the construction of the capitalist system itself Far from simple norm-making or refining/reinforcing existing social protocol, an ethics of the Real tends to emerge through norm-breaking and in finding new directions that, by definition, involve traumatic changes: i.e. the Real in genuine ethical challenge. An ethics of the Real does not simply defer to the impossible (or infinite Otherness) as an unsurpassable -horizon that already marks every act as a failure, incomplete and so on. Rather, such an ethics is one that fully accepts contingency but which is nonetheless prepared to risk the impossible in the sense of breaking out of standardized positions. We might say that it is an ethics which is not only politically motivated but which also draws its strength from the political itself. For Zizek an ethics of the Real (or Real ethics) means that we cannot rely on any form of symbolic Other that would endorse our (in)decisions and (in)actions: for example, the "neutral" financial data of the stockmarkets; the expert knowledge of Beck's "new modernity" scientists; the economic and military councils of the New World Order; the various (formal and informal) tribunals of political correctness; or any of the mysterious laws of God, nature or the market. What Zizek affirms is a radical culture of ethical identification for the left in which the alternative forms of militancy must first of all be militant with "themselves". That is to say, they must be militant in the fundamental ethical sense of not relying on any external/higher authority and in the development of a political imagination that, like Zizek's own thought, exhorts us to risk the impossible.

Thus We demand in the face of neoliberalism that:
The United States federal government will increase mass transit for urban areas
***FW Cards***
Zizek
Their social movement fails – they use it to identify with a movement, yet fail to analyze the actual roots of the alternative, which will inevitably lead to its cooption and a re-instigating to the same hegemony it was designed to fight

Zizek et al 2k – Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, page 1-2)//AL

There are arguments in that book which are reconsidered through different theoretical lenses in the present one, and there are also arguments made against that text which are implicitly taken up in the written exchange that follows. One argume
nt in the book took the following form: new social movements often rely on identity-claims, but ‘identity' itself is never fully constituted; in fact, since identification is not reducible to identity; it is important to consider the incommensurability or gap between them. It does not follow that the failure of identity to achieve complete determination undermines the social movements at issue; on the contrary that incompleteness is essential to the project of hegemony itself. No social movement can, in fact, enjoy its status as an open-ended, democratic political articulation without presuming and operationalizing the negativity at the heart of identity. 

Traditional Policy making in any level of democratic society is necessarily incomplete and doomed to fail – only through exposing the Real through psychoanalysis can solve – is a prerequisite to solvency

Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 11-12)//AL

My understanding of the view of hegemony established by Ernesto Laclau and Chamal Mouffe in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (1985) is that democratic polities are constituted through exclusions that return to haunt the polities predicated upon their absence. That haunting becomes politically effective precisely in so far as the return of the excluded forces an expansion and rearticulation of the basic premises of democracy itself. One claim that Laclau and Zizek make in their subsequent writings is that the formation of any democratic polity – or, indeed, any particular subject position within that polity - is necessarily incomplete. There are, however, divergent ways of understanding that incompletion. I understood the ‘incompletion’ of the subject-position in the following ways; (1) as the failure of any particular articulation to describe the population it represents; (2) that every subject is constituted differentially, and that what is produced as the ‘ constitutive outside’ of the subject can never become fully inside or immanent. I take this last point to establish the fundamental difference between the Althusserian inflected work of Laclau and Mouffe and a more Hegelian theory of the subject in which all external relations are – at least ideally – transformable into internal ones. One other way of explaining this ‘incompletion’ of the subject is to establish its ‘necessity’ through recourse to a Lacanian psychoanalysis account of it. Zizek has suggested – and Laclau has partially agreed that the Lacanian ‘Real’ is but another name for this ‘incompletion’, and that every subject, regardless of its social and historical conditions is liable to the same postulate of inconclusiveness. The subject which comes into existence through the ‘bar’ is one of whose prehistory is necessarily foreclosed to its experience of itself as a subject. That founding and defining limit thus founds the subject at a necessary and irreversible distance from the conditions of its own traumatic emergence. 

The way to combat dominant hegemonic thought is challenging it at the daily micro level – only this will create new conceptual horizons

Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 13-14)//AL

This problem of a structural approach to the founding limits of the subject becomes important when we consider possible forms of opposition. If hegemony denotes the historical possibilities for articulation that emerge within a given political horizon, then it will make a significant difference whether we understand that field as historically revisable and transformable, or whether it is given as a field whose integrity is secured by certain structurally identifiable limits and exclusions. If the terms of both dominance and opposition are constrained by such a field of articulability, the very possibility of expanding the possible sites of articulation for justice, equality, universality will be determined in part by whether we understand this field as subject to change through time. My understanding of hegemony is that its normative and optimistic moments consists precisely in the possibilities for expanding the democratic possibilities for the key terms of liberalism, rendering them more inclusive, more dynamic and more concrete. If the possibility for such change is precluded by a theoretical overdetermination of the structural constraints on the field of political articulability, then it becomes necessary to reconsider the relation between history and structure to preserve the political project of hegemony. I believe that however else we may disagree, Laclau, Zizek and I do agree on the project of radical democracy and the continuing political promise of the Granscian notion of hegemony. Distinct from a view that casts the operation of power in the political field exclusively in terms of discrete blocs which vie with one another for control of policy questions, hegemony emphasizes the ways in which power operates to form our everyday understanding of social relations, and to orchestrate the ways in which we consent to (and reproduce) those tacit and covert relations of power. Power is not stable or static, but is remade at various junctures within everyday life; it constitutes our tenuous sense of common sense, and is ensconced as the prevailing epistemes of a culture. Moreover, social transformations occurs not merely by rallying mass numbers in favour of a cause, but precisely through the ways in which daily social relations are rearticulated, and new conceptual horizons opened up by anomalous or subversive practices. The theory of performativity is not far from the theory of hegemony in this respect: both emphasize the way in which the social world is made – and new social possibilities emerge – at various levels of social action through a collaborative relation with power.

Doty
Representation and identity cannot be divorced from policymaking and international relations
Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg1-2)//AMG

To suggest that these issues exhaust the content of North—South relations, however, obscures the productivity of the practices that have been important aspects of these relations. In other words, the various issues that have been central to North-South relations have been characterized by practices that have been implicated in the production of meanings and identities. These meanings and identities cannot be separated from the relations that have developed between the North and the South. In contrast to traditional orientations, I suggest that North—South relations have been about a great deal more than these issues. While encounters between the North and the South have indeed been focused on these topics, the issues themselves have provided the contexts within which identities have been constructed and reconstructed. In the process of attempting to formulate policy, resolve problems, and come to terms with various issues, subjects and objects themselves have been constructed. This study conceives of the field of North-South relations, in all of its dimensions, as constitutive of the identities of these entities. Arguably one of the most consequential elements present in all of the encounters between the North and the South has been the practice(s) of representation by the North of the South. By representation I mean the ways in which the South has been discursively represented by policy makers, scholars, journalists, and others in the North. This does not refer to the “truth” and “knowledge” that the North has discovered and accumulated about the South, but rather to the ways in which regimes of “truth” and “knowledge” have been produced.3 The contexts within which specific encounters have taken place and the issues relevant to these contexts have been occasions for the proliferation and circulation of various representations.

Thinking about representation is key to understanding the justifications of policy.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg2-3)//AMG

Thinking of North-South relations in terms of representation reorients and complicates the way we understand this particular aspect of global politics. North-South relations become more than an area of theory and practice in which various policies have been enacted and theories formulated; they become a realm of politics wherein the very identities of peoples, states, and regions are constructed through representational practices. Thinking in terms of representational practices calls our attention to an economy of abstract binary oppositions that We routinely draw upon and that frame our thinking. Developed/ underdeveloped, “first World”/ “third world,” core/periphery, metropolis/satellite, advanced industrialized/less developed, modern/traditional, and real states/quasi states are just a few that readily come to mind. While there is nothing natural, inevitable, or arguably even useful about these divisions, they remain widely circulated and accepted as legitimate ways to categorize regions and peoples of the world. Thinking in terms of representational practices highlights the arbitrary, constructed, and political nature of these and many other oppositions through which we have come to “know” the world and its inhabitants and that have enabled and justified certain practices and policies.
Policy and discourse can’t be separated- political action has no meaning without discourse.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg5-6)//AMG

This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry. International relations are in— extricably bound up With discursive practices that put into circulation representations that are taken as “truth.” The goal of analyzing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations underlie the production of knowledge and identities and how these representations make various courses of action possible. As Said (1979: 21) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is a re-presence, or representation. Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse. So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly “real,” though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is in itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant outside of the representations that produce meaning. It is only when “American” is attached to the troops and “Grenada” to the geographic space that meaning is created. What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an “invasion,” a “show of force,” a “training exercise,” a “rescue,” and so on. What is “really” going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located. T0 attempt a neat separation between discursive and nondiscursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—th0ught/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/0bjective—that a critical genealogy calls into question. Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative character of discourse.6

In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and concerns that constitute these relations occur within a “reality” whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the “first world.” Focusing on discursive practices enables one to examine how the processes that produce “truth” and “knowledge” work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power.

Only by accepting the discontinuous and overlapping nature of discourse can we change current policy and thought.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg6-7)//AMG

Drawing especially upon the writings of Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida, as well as extensions of their work by Laclau (1990), and Laclau and Mouffe (1990), I understand a discourse to be a structured, relational totality. A discourse delineates the terms of intelligibility whereby a particular “reality” can be known and acted upon. When we speak of a discourse we may be referring to a specific group of texts, but also importantly to the social practices to which those texts are inextricably linked. To refer to a discourse as a “structured totality” is not meant to suggest that it is closed, stable, and fixed once and for all. On the contrary, a discourse is inherently open-ended and incomplete. Its exterior limits are constituted by other discourses that are themselves also open, inherently unstable, and always in the process of being articulated. This understanding of discourse implies an overlapping quality to different discourses. Any fixing of a discourse and the identities that are constructed by it, then, can only ever be of a partial nature. It is the overflowing and incomplete nature of discourses that opens up spaces for change, discontinuity, and variation.

The partial fixity within a discourse enables one to make sense of things, enables one to “know” and to act upon what one “knows.” This duality, that is, the impossibility of ultimate closure together with the fact of partial fixation, is of key importance.7 Derricla’s concept of differance, which suggests that meaning is at once differential and deferred, highlights this dual nature of discourse. Meaning is not simply the result of differentiation, but is also the result of deferral, that is, the putting off of encounter with the missing presence that the sign is presumed to be moving toward. The circulation of signs defers the moment in which we encounter the thing itself (Derrida 1982: 9). “Every concept is involved in a chain within which it refers to the other, to other concepts, by means of a systematic play of differences” (ibid.: Ii). 

This should not be taken to imply total contingency and the impossibility of any meaning at all. Rather, the play within language is both made possible and limited by a dominant signifier, the center of a discursive structure, the point Where the substitution of signifiers is no longer possible (Derrida I978: 279). The signifying chain stops. The task of a critical analysis is to deconstruct the center itself, to expose its arbitrariness and contingency and thereby call attention to the play of power in constructing all centers.

Critically examining discourse prevents the naturalization of meaning. Failing to do so leads to subjugation and extermination

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 7)//AMG

The discourses that have been instantiated in the various imperial encounters between North and South have been characterized by the active movement of different forces, which creates the possibility of meaning. The fact that particular meanings and identities have been widely taken to be fixed and true is indicative of the inextricable link between power and knowledge. This link, in effect, stops the signifying chain, at least temporarily, creates a center, and permits meanings and identities to become naturalized, taken for granted. The naturalization of meaning has had consequences ranging from the appropriation of land, labor, and resources to the subjugation and extermination of entire groups of people. It has also, however, always been incomplete, implying the possibility for transformation as Well as the need for reinscribing the status quo. Such an understanding suggests the need for a critical examination of the coexistence of the seemingly opposed but inseparable forces by which a discourse is partially fixed but by which it also becomes impossible to institute total closure.

It is impossible to understand hegemony without understanding the discourse behind it- hegemony is a system reliant on identities and representations.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 8-9)//AMG

The exclusion of the issue of representation from international relations has had important implications for the way we understand the concept of hegemony. Despite the widespread use and diverse understandings of this concept in international relations, the discursive aspect of hegemony remains relatively underexplored.9 While understandings of hegemony range from narrow conceptions such as a preponderance of military resources to a broader Gramscian conceptualization, one can note that existing definitions contain an important a priori presumption of given categories of identity: for example, class, state elites, great powers. This a priori givenness both presumes the relevance of particular categories (and the irrelevance of others) and at the same time mystifies the discursive construction of the categories themselves.10 The perspective I take in this study suggests that the hegemonic dimension of global politics is inextricably linked to representational practices. The exercise of consent and coercion does not occur within a given society inhabited by given social actors. Rather, hegemony involves the very production of categories of identity and the society of which they part. Hegemonic practices are those practices that seek to create the fixedness of meaning that my earlier discussion suggested is ultimately impossible. The very possibility of hegemony then exists in the always open, always in process nature of discourse.“ It thus makes sense to suggest that the hegemonic dimension of politics increases as it becomes more difficult to fix meanings in any stable way. Laclau (I990: 28) likens this difficulty to an organic crisis in which there is a proliferation of social elements that assume the character of floating signifiers, that is, signifiers whose meanings have not been fixed by virtue of being articulated into a particular dominant discursive formation. For an example, Laclau uses the signifier “democracy,” which acquires particular meanings when it is articulated with other signifiers. When democracy is articulated with antifascism it takes on a different meaning than it does When it is articulated With anticommunism. Expanding on this, it can be suggested that the signifier democracy currently is being articulated with free enterprise and capitalist market principles in an attempt to constitute a hegemonic formation. Organic crises can accompany periods of change. Laclau and Mouffe suggest that the hegemonic form of politics becomes dominant only at the beginning of modern times, when the reproduction of the different social areas takes place in permanently changing conditions that constantly require the construction of new systems of differences.12 This is particularly pertinent for this study. North-South relations have taken place within the context of expansions and (re)constructions of international society that have been characterized by permanently changing conditions, crises of identity and authority, and the continuous creation of new systems of differences. This is evident in the continuities and discontinuities found among colonial, counterinsurgency, and contemporary discourses.

Regardless of the author’s intention, academic work can never be neutral- discourse and representation shapes their meaning.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 147)//AMG

In analyzing these texts I am not imputing any specific intentions or bad faith to the authors. I am not deciphering the texts to get at the true intentions of the authors. Rather, I am suggesting that these texts, like those I examined in previous chapters, are intertexts linked with a wide array of discourses and representational practices. Academic theorizing like any practice of generating “knowledge,” is never a neutral or autonomous endeavor. The text(s) of such theorizing belong to language, not to the generating author (Spivak 1976: XXV). In this sense, the meaning and significance of the texts cannot be limited to the purposes and intentions of the authors.

Despite the refusal of mainstream politics, representation is crucial to understanding international relations.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 163-164)//AMG

Said (1979: 25) points out that the only available English translation of Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks inexplicably leaves out the last line of the Italian text, which goes on to say that “therefore it is imperative at the outset to compile such an inventory.” In an important sense, this study can be considered an inventory, though admittedly only a very partial one, of some of the representational practices that have enabled the North to “know” both itself and the South. Objections will undoubtedly be raised that the inventory I have provided in this stud is focused too heavily on Northern practices and thereby excludes important Southern representations that may have provided alternative forms of “knowledge.” In one sense I would have to plead guilty to this. On the other hand my occasional mention of local discourses is meant to convey recognition that they did exist, but the dominant discourse for all intents and purposes could and did dismiss them. Just as Filipino voices were systematically silenced by Western members of the Paris Peace Conference at the turn of the century, so too are current “third world” voices ignored by the mainstream international relations community. Perhaps even more significantly, mainstream international relations continues to ignore the issue of representation itself.1 The exclusion of the issue of representation from “legitimate” international relations scholarship is simultaneously an exclusion of any such inventory that would illuminate the infinity of traces that have enabled the Northern self to know itself and its “other.”

Against this mainstream politics of refusal, this study accepts that a politics of representation is pervasive and that to some degree we cannot escape the infinity of traces that have been deposited in “us” and have served to constitute “us” vis-a-vis “them.” This has implications both for scholarly theorizing and for foreign policy. In an important sense it means that We are always caught in a kind of double bind, much like the bishops in colonial Kenya. When a country such as the United States engages in an operation to “restore hope” to Somalia, it carries with it a whole array of historical traces. An inventory of these traces calls attention to the double bind entailed in what is perhaps a genuine humanitarian concern. Prior traces also inevitably accompany attempts to theorize poverty, inequality, and democracy. In the absence of an inventory of those traces they remain invisible, and language is understood in a purely referential sense with identities presumed to be given rather than constructed.

Epistemology calls into question the assumptions of political theorists- epistemological understanding is crucial to everything else.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 166)//AMG

Perhaps the most serious flaw in existing understandings of power in international relations is the absence of any acknowledged relationship between power, truth, and knowledge. As Foucault suggests, a discourse of truth is essential to the exercise of power. Subjects are constituted according to notions of truth and knowledge. Foucault’s formulation of the relationship between power, truth, and knowledge conveys an onotological skepticism that is perhaps disturbing to an enterprise such as international relations that to a large degree depends on the presumption of foundational grounds for its very existence.2 To remove those grounds is not only to question the basis upon which scholars make knowledge claims, it is also to politicize the very practice of generating knowledge. Scholars then become implicated in the production of “regimes of truth,” the practice of disciplinary power, and the obliteration of the inventories of traces that have constructed our current “reality.” Rather than being an “objective,” detached intellectual endeavor, international relations scholarly discourse on North-South relations becomes imbued through and through With the imperial representations that have preceded it.
Exclusion of ontological questions from international relations makes it impossible to understand agency, representation, and power.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 167)//AMG

This view is unfortunately, although subtly, reflected in the very definition of the field of international relations, problems and categories have been framed in such a way as to preclude investigation into categories such as “race” that do not fit neatly within the bounds of prevailing conceptions of theory and explanation and the legitimate methods with which to pursue them. As Walker (1989) points out, current international relations research agendas are framed within an understanding that presumes certain ontological issues have been resolved. Having already resolved the questions of the “real” and relevant entities, international relations scholars generally proceed to analyze the world with an eye toward becoming a “real science.” What has been defined as “real” and relevant has not included race. As this study suggests, however, racialized identities historically have been inextricably linked with power, agency, reason, morality, and understandings of “self” and “other”. When we invoke these terms in certain contexts, we also silently invoke traces of previous racial distinctions. For example, Goldberg (1993: I64) suggests that the conceptual division of the world whereby the “third world” is the world of tradition, irrationality, overpopulation, disorder, and chaos assumes a racial character that perpetuates, both conceptually and actually, relations of domination, subjugation, and exclusion. Excluding the issue of representation enables the continuation of this and obscures the important relationship between representation, power, and agency.

IR’s assumption of agency fails- refuses to engage in the question of being, the cause of agency.

Doty, ‘96 – Associate Professor of Political Science at the School of Politics and Global Studies, Arizona State University, Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota (Roxanne Lynn,  Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, pg 167-168)//AMG
The issue of agency in international affairs appears in the literature in various ways, ranging from classical realism’s subjectivist privileging of human agents to neorealism’s behavioralist privileging of the state as agent to the more recent focus on the “agent-structure problem” by proponents of structuration theory (e.g., Wendt [I987], Dessler [I989]). What these accounts have in common is their exclusion of the issue of representation. The presumption is made that agency ultimately refers back to some prediscursive subject, even if that subject is socially constructed within the context of political, social, and economic structures. In contrast, the cases examined in this study suggest that the question of agency is one of how practices of representation create meaning and identities and thereby create the very possibility for agency. As Judith Butler (1990: 142-49) makes clear and as the empirical cases examined here suggest, identity and agency are both effects, not preexisting conditions of being. Such an antiessentialist understanding does not depend upon foundational categories—an inner psychological self, for example. Rather, identity is reconceptualized as simultaneously a practice and an effect that is always in the process of being constructed through signifying practices that expel the surplus meanings that would expose the failure of identity as such. For example, through a process of repetition, US. and British discourses constructed as natural and given the oppositional dichotomy between the uncivilized, barbaric “other” and the civilized, democratic “self” even while they both engaged in the oppression and brutalization of “others.” The spector of the “other” was always within the “self.” The proliferation of discourse in times of crisis illustrates an attempt to expel the “other,” to make natural and unproblematic the boundaries between the inside and the outside. This in turn suggests that identity and therefore the agency that is connected with identity are inextricably linked to representational practices.

Policy Education
Accepting the definition of the political without question destroys policy education and prevents a true understanding of the political.

Gorham, ‘03 – Professor of Political Science, Loyola University (Eric, “A Political Argument for Service-Learning in Higher Education,” November 2003)//AMG

We need to accommodate these aspects of political thinking if service-learning is to play an effective part in training the new citizen. We ought to design service-learning programs that help students learn the contestability of the very concept of politics and how to employ their understandings of politics strategically, not only to their advantage but to the advantage of the communities they define for themselves. This will not happen if service-learning pedagogies become mere methods to teach political science. Where the pedagogy is only a method to help learn material better or to help people become more involved in governance traditionally defined we, as critical thinkers ourselves, do a disservice to our students. We hand them concepts already defined for them (e.g., government, power, political freedom) and objectives that constitute the political (e.g., parties, interest groups, committees in Congress), and say to them, "that is the political, now learn it-but you can use practical experiences to help you do this." Reinforcing a restricted vision of the political, the position ironically distorts political reality and the learning of political facts. Moreover, it inhibits the cultivation of critical thinking because it discourages students from criticizing concepts and practices defined by their professors and the discipline of political science. Service-learning as educational method or pedagogical adjunct to the teaching of political science, then, actually frustrates learning politics.
Politics aren’t confined to traditional spaces- it is crucial for students to learn about the alternative spaces and shapes the political may take.

Gorham, ‘03 – Professor of Political Science, Loyola University (Eric, “A Political Argument for Service-Learning in Higher Education,” November 2003)//AMG

Overpoliticized students confirm what they know already-that all politics are based in and around state capitols and/or city halls. While this may engage them civically in a traditional sense, it fails to help them appreciate politics elsewhere-moments when citizens create a space to articulate their interests and to display themselves to others. These moments occur on workshop floors, in day care centers, in front of power plants, or (and most especially) in a political science classroom. Traditional instructors continue to teach a politics blissfully disconnected from every day experiences, as students, citizens, and the overpoliticized still seek a kind of vocational training in the art of politicking and political activism. Where a service-learning curriculum and pedagogy cannot help students learn that political life includes the classroom in which they examine ideas, interact with other people, and negotiate power relationships with the instructor, then service-learning has not lived up to its name. This is the crucial component of the practice that so many advocates have not really understood. The experience of learning in a classroom is experiential education, and can be marshaled to convey politics in a way radically different from how most of the discipline teaches it.

Kappeler
Locating all responsibility at the government levels makes it impossible for us to understand our own responsibility and power

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p. 10-11)

‘We are the war’ does not mean that the responsibility for a war is shared collectively and diffusely by an entire society—which would be equivalent to exonerating warlords and politicians and profiteers or, as Ulrich Beck says, upholding the notion of collective irresponsibility1, where people are no longer held responsible for their actions, and where the conception of universal responsibility becomes the equivalent of a universal acquittal. 6 On the contrary, the object is precisely to analyze the specific and differential responsibilities of everyone in their diverse situations. Decisions to unleash a war are indeed taken at particular levels of power by those in a position to make them to command such collective action. We need to hold them clearly responsible for their decisions and actions without lessening theirs by any collective ‘assumption’ of responsibility. Yet our habit of focusing on the stage where the major dramas of power take place tends to obscure our sight in relation to our own sphere of competence, our own power and our own responsibility—leading to the –well-known illusion of our apparent ‘powerlessness’ and its accompanying phenomenon, our so-called political disillusionment. Single citizens- even more so those of other nations – have come to feel secure in their obvious non-responsibility for such large-scale political events as, say, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina or Somalia – since the decisions for such events are always made elsewhere. Yet our insight that indeed we are not responsible for the decisions of a Serbian general or a Croatian president tends to mislead us into thinking that therefore we have no responsibility at all, not even for forming our own judgment, and thus into underrating the respons​ibility we do have within our own sphere of action. In particular, it seems to absolve us from having to try to see any relation between our own actions and those events, or to recognize the connections between those political decisions and our own personal decisions. It not only shows that we participate in what Beck calls ‘organized irresponsibility’, upholding the apparent lack of connection between bureaucratically, institutionally, nationally and also individually or​ganized separate competences. It also proves the phenomenal and unquestioned alliance of our personal thinking with the thinking of the major powermongers. For we tend to think that we cannot ‘do’ anything, say, about a war, because we deem ourselves to be in the wrong situation; because we are not where the major decisions are made. 

Imagining ourselves as the government makes us lose responsibility for our own action

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p. 10-11)

Which is why many of those not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of ‘What would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defence?’ Since we seem to regard their mega spheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as ‘virtually no possibilities’: what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN — finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like ‘I want to stop this war’, ‘I want military intervention’, ‘I want to stop this backlash’, or ‘I want a moral revolution.’7 ‘We are this war’, however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so—called peace talks, namely as Drakuli~ says, in our non-comprehension’: our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we ‘are’ the war in our ‘unconscious cruelty towards you’, our tolerance of the ‘fact that you have a yellow form for refugees and I don’t’ — our readiness, in other words, to build identities, one for ourselves and one for refugees, one of our own and one for the ‘others’. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape ‘our feelings, our relationships, our values’ according to the structures and the values of war and violence. 

The K can create change – our own thinking is an opportunity for action

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p.19)

Political action, in this view, is not something which will take place only in a more propitious future when circumstances have changed so much, or a revolution is already so far under way that it can take its course, and we as the ‘politically active’ people can _join it. Nor can political action mean something We engage in only on condition that there will be enough others, or better, masses of them, who think as I do, and do what I Want to do. Political action does not necessarily imply public mass actions Whose massiveness will guarantee their success. For such individual conceptions of political mass action reflect the power thinking of generals commanding the troops of the ‘masses’ to suit their own strategies. Nor does it help to wish for the masses voluntarily to think as I do and to Want what I Want that they be like-minded (like me), thus helping to fulfll my dream of a mass action. Even this has happened in the history of generals. My dream remains the dream of a commander Who has like-minded masses of volunteer troops at his disposal. Instead, We could Consider that even our thinking is an opportunity for action, that it can be determined in this Way or that, that it is the first opportunity, the first political situation, in which to exercise political choice. ‘We make the War possible, We allow it to happen’, Says Drakulic'. ‘We only have one Weak protection against it, our Consciousness, There are no them and us, there are no grand categories, abstract numbers, black-and-white truths, simple facts. There is only us and, yes, We are responsible for each other.’11 And if we find this too minimal to satisfy our aspirations for political action and change, why don’t We do it anyway, for a start? 

We should not consider ourselves powerless – recognizing our own potential to action even in powerlessness is vital

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p.18)

There cannot therefore in the context of specific women’s actions be continued and undifferentiated talk of ‘women’s powerlessness’ - viewed simply in relation to men, the state, the power of leading capitalists Or any other more powerful groups which can always be found. The discussion about power relations among women or within the women's movement should have once and for all dispelled the simplistic View of Women as powerless, impotent or ‘victims’. On the contrary, we are trying to gain an understanding of the position each of us has in a Variety of power structures, where we are sometimes on the side of the oppressed, sometimes of the oppressors, in a complex network of relative power relations which have to be specifically analysed in each situation and cannot be determined simply in terms of social ‘identities’. Moreover, feminism has produced an analysis - if not of action generally, at any rate of sexual violence which not only emphasizes the abuser’s Will and choice of action, but also uniquely recognizes the survivor’s action of resisting, and in this her will to resist. While violence constitutes precisely the violator’s attempt to reduce his victim’s freedom of action to nought where the ultimate consequence is indeed her total victimization in death the survivor’s survival means that she has recognized and made use of her remaining, even if minimal, scope for action. Feminist analysis sees in the survivor not a passive victim, but a person and agent who has successfully sought to resist. This means recognizing even in her virtual powerlessness the still existing potential for action. Resistance by definition means acting in situations of violence and oppression where our freedom of action is severely limited and circumscribed. All the more vital that we recognize what scope for action there is. All the more vital, also, that We recognize how much greater is our scope of action and resistance most of the time, compared to the extremity of victimization in experiences of life-threatening violence and enslavement - which we invoke metaphorically and all too lightly by claiming victim status on account of oppression.

Discourse in public arenas shape individual’s thinking 

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p.15-16)

If anything, however, the trend is going in the opposite direction: not only are critiques of ideology and ideological structures becoming rare and unfashionable, but the thinking of individuals increasingly resembles that of official discourse; institutional ‘public’ discourse shapes ‘private’ thinking. If George Bush represents the Gulf War of 1991 as the simple story of a courageous good guy who set out to deliver the world from the evil doings of the villain Saddam, ‘private individuals’ increasingly have recourse to similar narratives to construct an understanding of their own lives. The aim, of politicians and ‘private individuals’ alike, is less to analyse a situation or to understand a history than to construct a story and to reconstruct history. Hence political struggle, like the struggle to come to terms with one’s life, takes place less on the level of actual events than on the level of their representation - as a battle of representation. Thus politicians offer not so much solutions to current political problems as, in the most literal sense of these formulations, ‘answers’ to the burning political ‘questions’ of the day. These answers usually consist in a reformulation of the question as less of a problem than we originally might have thought. Scientific discourse, too, which is one of those major instruments of cultural and ideological power, certainly is no longer the prerogative of those who rule and administer society according to their will and any specificity of the actual situation, increasingly characterizes the discourse of individuals – including that if a critical opposition – who then regard the ‘problems of the world’ from a similarly lofty and lordly view, arriving at similar solutions. So-called standpointlessness, subjectless speech are the trademark of any discursively constructed authority. And since it is a specialty of scientific discourse to abstract action from its agents, representing it as (agentless) acts, it is only logical that this action too, this production of knowledgeable scientific speech, is presented as an act without an agent, a discourse without an author, a monological speech product without a producer. Just as public discourse is the market~place of industrially published discursivc products, so­callcd private communication increasingly takes the form of an exchange of personal speech products, with individuals fighting each other by means of rivalling representations in `reference to reaching a common understanding. Many a political meeting, seminar or conversation among several people bears testimony to the fact that, however small this public arena, it is seen and used as an opportunity for putting one’s own products on offer and achíeving a victory for one’s own representation - over any reality to be analysed and any people involved in analysing it. 

Scientific discourse relieves actors of responsibility by using cause and effect relationships 

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor – Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, p.16-17

Scientific discourse, too, which is one of those major instruments of cultural and ideological power, certainly is no longer the prerogative of those who rule and administer society according to their will and any specificity of the actual situation, increasingly characterizes the discourse of individuals – including that if a critical opposition – who then regard the ‘problems of the world’ from a similarly lofty and lordly view, arriving at similar solutions. So-called standpointlessness, subjectless speech are the trademark of any discursively constructed authority. And since it is a specialty of scientific discourse to abstract action from its agents, representing it as (agentless) acts, it is only logical that this action too, this production of knowledgeable scientific speech, is presented as an act without an agent, a discourse without an author, a monological speech product without a producer. Just as public discourse is the market~place of industrially published discursivc products, so­callcd private communication increasingly takes the form of an exchange of personal speech products, with individuals fighting each other by means of rivalling representations in `reference to reaching a common understanding. Many a political meeting, seminar or conversation among several people bears testínony to the fact that, however small this public arena, it is seen and used as an opportunity for putting one’s own products on offer and achíeving a victory for one’s own representation - over any reality to be analysed and any people involved in analysing it. Science, of course, ís less concerned with the question of people’s responsible action in the world than professedly with the principle of cause and effect in the reality which is the object of its study - ‘nature’ in the case of the original sciences, long since joined by ‘Culture’ and ‘society’ as the objects of the social sciences. Causes are the objectified impetuses of actions (‘events’ or ‘processes’), presented without regard to these as actions, while effects are the objectified consequences of these. The changing continuity of action (or a process or event) is separated into its apparent beginning and end, a point of departure and a final outcome, between which a connection, causal relationship, is then inferred. A rational morality, if any, derives from the evaluation of effects, which are judged as good or bad, useful or harmful, desirable or undesirable, - leaving aside for the moment by whom and in whose interests. A political morality could also be derived from the consequences of action, in terms of the agents’ responsibility for the consequences of their actions, However, the scientific representation of the consequences of action as mere states of affairs - as factual effects – serves To evade such responsibility as effectively as once did mythological representations of destiny as preordained. For if we detach the act from the person acting and regard its consequences as an effect, personal responsibility is no longer an issue. On the contrary, this effect now calls for the scientific investigation of its cause. The cause, as we have already seen and shall see again and again, is never found in the responsibility of consciously acting people, but in an array of correlating factors and contributing circumstances which make identifying any personal responsibility virtually impossible. What is of advantage to the ruling interests of society, however, also has its attraction for individuals, who thus similarly seek to evade their personal responsibility by means of a scientific representation of their own actions as the effect of a most complicated set of causes.

Nayar

Their centralization of the state is a product of violent colonialism

Nayar 99 (Jayan Nayar, PhD from the University of Cambridge, professor of law at the University of Warwick, Fall 1999, “Symposium: Re-Framing International Law for the 21st Century: Orders of Inhumanity,” published in Transnational Law and Contemporary Problems, volume 9, page 607) GZ
The significance of this evolution of the world does not, however, lie merely in its acquiring meaning. It is not simply the "idea" of the world that was brought to prominence through acts of colonization. The construction of the "stage" of the world has also occurred, albeit amid the performance of a violent drama upon it. The idea of a single world in need of order was followed by a succession of chained and brutalized bodies of the "other." The embodied world that has been in creation from the "colonial" times to the present could not, and does not, accommodate plurality. The very idea of "one world" contains the necessary impetus for the absorption, assimilation, if not destruction, of existing worlds and the genocide of existing socialities. This violence of "order-ing" within the historical epoch of colonialism is now plainly visible. Through "colonialism" was reshaped the material basis of exchange that determined human relationships. Put differently, the very idea of what is "human" was recast by the imposed value-systems of the "civilizing" process that was colonialism. To be human, to live, and to relate to others, thus, both lost and gained meaning. Lost were many pre-colonial and indigenous conceptions of human dignity, of subsistence, production, consumption, wealth and poverty. Gained was the advent of the human "self" as an objective "economic" agent and, with it, the universals of commodification as the basis for human relations. Following this transformation of the material political-economy of the colonized, or "ordered," colonialism entrenched the "state" as the symbolic "political" institution of "public" social relations. The effect of this "colonization of the mind" was that the "political-economic" form of social organization--the state--was universalized as common, if not "natural," resulting in a homogenization of "political" imagination and language. Thus, diversity was unified, while at the same time, unity was diversified. The particularities and inconveniences of human diversity--culture and tradition--were subordinated to the "civilized" discourse of secular myths (to which the "rule of law" is central), n16 while concurrently, humanity was formally segregated into artificial "states," enclosures of mythic solidarities and common destinies.

Their exclusionary tactics legitimizes violence and makes education impossible

Nayar 99 (Jayan Nayar, PhD from the University of Cambridge, professor of law at the University of Warwick, Fall 1999, “Symposium: Re-Framing International Law for the 21st Century: Orders of Inhumanity,” published in Transnational Law and Contemporary Problems, volume 9, page 621-623) GZ
Perspectives on the truth of the human condition, and of its possibilities, lie at the heart of transformatory imagination. To control, if not capture, truth, therefore, is to enforce "order." This may be made clearer if we revisit the earlier discussion in Section II on the meaning of "order" as "structure." Truth, as the ground from which "humanity" springs, represents that fundamental exposition of the human condition from which all social relationships gain meaning. The notion of order as "structure" pertains precisely to this laying of the truth of humanity. "Order," in this respect, is premised on the existence of the undesired "other" condition of "disorder," from which structure is to be created. From the previous discussion on the ideologies of "development" and "security" we see this clearly. n40 The "order" of "development" is presented as the humanizing process of creating structure and movement from the truth of the undesirable "disorder" of "underdevelopment" or "poverty," the "order" of "security," from that of "insecurity" and "anarchy." These suppositions of the truths of the human condition, therefore, serve to authenticate and legitimize the constructed institutions and structures of order as part of the progressive civilizational movement out of the preceding, pre-civilizational, non-humanity. Before the "ordered" world, the argument would go, there was the word of "order;" before the Word of order, there was nothingness. Yet, this proclaimed "truth" is a lie. The "other" of civil-izational order was never, and is not, nothingness. Rather, the other of order may be seen, alternatively, as diversity. Seen in this light, the universalism of order is but the negation of diversity, to validate the "truth" of the one "order" is to invalidate the truths of diverse orders. This other truth of humanity, however, is the unspeakable of order; that which does not conform to the "civilized" vision of order, is deemed invisible, non-existent, despicable, and if nothing else, unworkable, irrelevant, unrealistic. From the violence of colonialism, through to the current orderings of the present-day "uncivilized," this negation of other orders has served to legitimize the violence perpetuated in the name of human betterment and progress. This regulation of truth, (despite the rhetoric of "reason," that truth exists as an eternal, open to those who are simply willing and able to "discover" it), cannot be achieved without processes of coercive ordering. Humanity requires constant reminding of its asserted truthfulness. So, human sociality is [*622] repeatedly defined and confined, faithfuls rewarded and deviants punished. All aspects of humanity, therefore, become subjects for the domination of ordered truths, reached and checked through the many technologies of truth-propagation. The institutions of "vision" and "information" and their "(re)presentation" of truths, n41 institutions of "learning" and their "teaching" of truths, n42 institutions of "doing" and their "acting" upon truths, n43 all recreate the desired "order" of civil-ization. Within and through these institutions is "spoken" and "heard" what is deemed to be the "truth." Outside them, so it would be claimed, exists "untruth," superstition and propaganda. "We" too are subjects of this regulation. I speak here from my location within an institution of "teaching"/"learning." Nowhere is this order(ing) of truth more insidiously and impoverishingly done, than in the "worlds" of socalled "education." Here takes place the propagation of "truth-knowing;" here, knowledge that is "valuable" and "worthy" is expounded. But the body of knowledge that is regarded as valuable and worthy is increasingly becoming one that is homogenized, standardized, and "monoculturized." Despite having been exposed as a colonizing and alienating force, the "banking" model of education thrives on. n44 The "real" knowledge of the "world," through the "learning" of the life sciences, social sciences, business administration, and information technology, is everywhere disseminated using the same signposts, reference-points and "texts" of wisdom if it is to be "recognized" as valuable and worthy. n45 Thus, "students" from around the "world" come together to share in these discourses, minor inconveniences of vocabularic differences and accents aside, they share a language and, therefore, a "worldview." Questions of what is "real," what is "possible," what are the "problems" and what may be the "solutions" are, therefore, contemplated and [*623] imagined within managed parameters. "Creativity" is confined within the boundaries of a validated discourse, if not paradigm. n46 This is the knowledge domain of "practitioners." This is not to say that knowledges of the "other"--of cultures, languages, social systems, beliefs, rituals, "traditional" economies--are excluded. They too have their hallowed place; they are the "studies" of antiquity and the exotic. They are studied for the sake of "knowledge" rather than wisdom, information rather than action. Their students are "scholars," not "practitioners." Thus, the past, the present, the future, to be human, and to exist in "society" are all given "ordered" meaning. Thus, the world-order(ing) of truth is the impoverishment of the diversity of wisdom through the particularization of knowledge. With this "truth," we then set about viewing the world, setting it right. These "truths" of a (mis)ordered (in)humanity, therefore, become repeated, and although critiqued, are maintained in their integrity as constituting a self-contained universe of and for imagination.

Our choice is simple: act or do not – their framework masks our personal complicity with violence

Nayar 99 (Jayan Nayar, PhD from the University of Cambridge, professor of law at the University of Warwick, Fall 1999, “Symposium: Re-Framing International Law for the 21st Century: Orders of Inhumanity,” published in Transnational Law and Contemporary Problems, volume 9, page 627-628) GZ
My questioning is not of intent, or of commitment, or of the sincerity of those who advocate world-order transformations. Rather, my questionings relate to a perspective on "implications." Here, there is a very different, and more subtle, sort of globalized world-order that we need to consider--the globalization of violence, wherein human relationships become disconnected from the personal and are instead conjoined into distant and distanced chains of violence, an alienation of human and human. And by the nature of this new world-ordering, as the web of implication in relational violence is increasingly extended, so too, the vision of violence itself becomes blurred and the voice, muted. Through this implication into violence, therefore, the order(ing) of emancipatory imagination is reinforced. What we cannot see, after all, we cannot speak; what we refuse to see, we dare not speak. So, back to the question: to what extent, for this, "our world," do we contemplate change when "we" imagine transformed "world-orders?" In addition to the familiar culprits of violent orderings, such as government, financial institutions, transnational corporations, the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO (as significant culprits they indeed are), do we, in our contemplations of violent orders, vision our locations within corporate "educational" institutions as "professional academics" and "researchers," our locations within corporate NGOs as "professional activists," our locations within "think-tanks" and "research organizations" as "professional policy-formulators," and whatever other locations of elite "expertise" we have been "trained" to possess, as ordered sites, complicit and parasitic, within a violent "world-order"? Do we see in our critiques of world-orderings, out there, the orderings we find, right here, in our bodies, minds, relationships, expectations, fears and hopes? Would we be willing to see "our (ordered) world" dismantled in order that other worlds, wherein our "privileges" become extinguished, may flourish? These concerns are, then, I believe, the real complexities of judgment and action. Consideration should be given, not only to those of the political-structural, so often honed in on, but also to the [*628] issue of the political-personal, which ultimately is the "unit" of "worlds" and of "orders." If "globalization," as a recent obsession of intellectual minds, has contributed anything to an understanding of the ways of the "world," I suggest, it is that we cannot escape "our" implication within the violence of "world (mis)orders." IV. A WORLD FOR TRANSFORMATION: TWO POEMS Despite the fixation of the beneficiaries of ordered worlds, even the ordered "critic," with the prescribed languages, visions and possibilities of human socialities, other realities of humanity nevertheless persist. Notwithstanding the globalization of social concern and the transnationalization of professionalized critique and reformatory action, struggles against violence remain energized, persistent and located. They are waged through the bodies of lives lived in experiential locations against real instruments of terror, functioning within embodied sites of violence. Non-information and non-representation of the existence of such struggles, and non-learning of the wisdoms thus generated do not negate their truths or the vibrancy of their socialities. n51 "We" are participants in ordered worlds, not merely observers. The choice is whether we wish to recognize our own locations of ordered violence and participate in the struggle to resist their orderings, or whether we wish merely to observe violence in far-off worlds in order that our interventionary participation "out there" never destabilizes the ground upon which we stand. I suggest that we betray the spirit of transformatory struggle, despite all our expressions of support and even actions of professionalized expertise, if our own locations, within which are ordered and from which we ourselves order, remain unscrutinized.

Biopolitical Interpretaion

Debate is an academic activity – excluding critical interrogation kills any emancipatory potential and stifles democratic engagement – Authoritarianism becomes inevitable in this world

Giroux 06—prof, Cultural Studies, McMaster U (Henry, Higher Education Under Siege, http://www.nea.org/assets/img/PubThoughtAndAction/TAA_06_08.pdf, AMiles)
In spite of their present embattled status and the inroads made by corporate power, the defense industries, and the neoconservative Right, universities and colleges remain uniquely placed to prepare students both to understand and to influence the larger educational forces that shape their lives. As Edward Said observed, “It is still very fortunately the case, however, that the American university remains the one public space available to real alternative intellectual practices: no institution like it on such a scale exists anywhere else in the world today.”27 Such institutions, by virtue of their privileged position, division of labor, and alleged dedication to freedom and democracy, have an obligation to draw upon those traditions and resources capable of providing a critical, liberal, and humanistic education to all students in order to prepare them not only for a society in which information and power have taken on new and potent dimensions but also for confronting the rise of a disturbing number of anti-democratic tendencies in the most powerful country in the world and elsewhere across the globe. Part of such a challenge means that educators, artists, students, and others need to rethink and affirm the important presuppositions that higher education is integral to fostering the imperatives of an inclusive democracy and that the crisis of higher education must be understood as part of the wider crisis of politics, power, and culture. Jacques Derrida argued that democracy contains a promise of what is to come and that it is precisely in the tension between the dream and the reality of democracy that a space of agency, critique, and education opens up and signals both the normative and political character of democracy.28 But democracy also demands a pedagogical intervention organized around the need to create the conditions for educating citizens who have the knowledge and skills to participate in public life, question institutional authority, and engage the contradiction between the reality and promise of a global democracy. Democracy must do more than contain the structure of a promise; it must also be nurtured in those public spaces in which “the unconditional freedom to question” becomes central to any viable definition of individual and social agency.29 At stake here is the recognition that if democracy is to become vital, then it needs to create citizens who are critical, interrogate authority, hold existing institutions accountable for their actions, and assume public responsibility through the very process of governing.30 What I am suggesting is that higher education is one of the few public spaces left in which unconditional resistance can be both produced and subjected to critical analysis. That is, the university should be “a place in which nothing is beyond question, not even the current and determined figure of democracy, and not even the traditional idea of critique.”31 The role of the university in this instance, and particularly the humanities, should be to create a culture of questioning and resistance aimed at those ideologies, institutions, social practices, and “powers that limit democracy to come.”32 The idea of the university as democratic public sphere raises important questions about not only the purpose of higher education but also the kinds of strategies needed for academics to address what the sociologist Zygmunt Bauman calls “taking responsibility for our responsibility.”33 Part of the struggle for the university as a democratic public sphere and as a site of resistance against the growing forces of militarism, corporatism, neoconservatism, and the religious fundamentalism of the Christian Right demands a new understanding of what it means to be a public intellectual, which in turn suggests a new language for politics itself. Central to such a challenge is the necessity to define intellectual practice “as part of an intricate web of morality, rigor and responsibility” that enables academics to speak with conviction, enter the public sphere in order to address important social problems, and demonstrate alternative models for what it means to bridge the gap between higher education and the broader society.34 This is a notion of intellectual practice that refuses the instrumentality and privileged isolation of the academy while affirming a broader vision of learning that links knowledge to the power of self-definition and to the capacities of administrators, academics, students, and artists to expand the scope of democratic freedoms, particularly as they address the crisis of the social as part and parcel of the crisis of democracy itself. This is the kind of intellectual practice that is attentive to the suffering of others and “will not allow conscience to look away or fall asleep.”35 Given the seriousness of the current attack on higher education by an alliance of diverse right-wing forces, it is difficult to understand why liberals, progressives, and left-oriented educators have been relatively silent in the face of this assault. There is much more at stake than the issue of academic freedom. First and fore- most is the concerted attempt by right-wing extremists and corporate interests to strip the professoriate of any authority, render critical pedagogy as merely an instrumental task, eliminate tenure as a protection for teacher authority, and remove critical reason from any vestige of civic courage, engaged citizenship, and social responsibility. The three academic unions have a combined membership of almost 200,000, including graduate students and adjuncts, and yet they have barely stirred. In part, faculty are quiet because they are under the illusion that tenure will protect them, or they believe the assault on higher education has little to do with how they perform their academic labor. They are wrong on both counts, and unless the unions and progressives mobilize to protect the institutionalized relationships between democracy and pedagogy, teacher authority and classroom autonomy, they will be at the mercy of a right wing that views democracy as an excess and the university as a threat. Democracy demands urgency. Of course, urgency entails not only responding to the crisis of the present—increasingly shaped by the anonymous presence of neoliberal capitalism and a number of other anti-democratic tendencies—but also connecting to the future that we make available to the next generation of young people. How much longer can we allow the promise of democracy to be tainted by its reality? Making pedagogy and education central to the political tasks of reclaiming public space, rekindling the importance of public connectedness, and infusing civic life with the importance of a democratic worldly vision is at the heart of opposing the new authoritarianism. Democracy cannot work if citizens are not autonomous, self-judging, and independent—qualities that are indispensable for students if they are going to make vital judgments and choices about participating in and shaping decisions that affect everyday life, institutional reform, and governmental policy. Pedagogy, in this instance, is put in the service of providing the conditions for students to invest in a robust and critical form of agency, one that takes seriously their responsibility to others, public life, and global democracy. Hence, pedagogy becomes the cornerstone of democracy in that it provides the very foundation for students to learn not merely how to be governed but also how to be capable of governing. Cornel West has argued that we need to analyze the ominous forces shutting down democracy, yet “we also need to be very clear about the vision that lures us toward hope and the sources of that vision.”36 In taking up this challenge, engaged public intellectuals need to emerge as central players in a wide range of social and educa- tional institutions. If higher education is to be a crucial sphere for creating citizens equipped to understand others, exercise their freedoms, and ask questions regarding the basic assumptions that govern democratic political life, academics will have to assume their responsibility as citizen-scholars, take critical positions, relate their work to larger social issues, offer students knowledge, debate, and dialogue about pressing social problems, and provide the conditions for students to have hope and believe that civic life not only matters but that they can make a difference in shaping it. The engaged public intellectual, according to Edward Said, must function within institutions, in part, as an exile, “whose place it is publicly to raise embarrassing questions, to confront orthodoxy and dogma (rather than to produce them), to refuse to be easily co-opted by governments or corporations.”37 This politically charged notion of the oppositional intellectual as homeless—in exile and living on the border, occupying an unsutured, shifting, and fractured social space in which critique, difference, and a utopian potentiality can endure— provides the conceptual framework for educators to fight against the deadly instrumentalism and reactionary ideologies that shape dominant educational models.38 Public intellectuals need to resist the seductions of a narrow understanding of academic labor with its specialized languages, its neutralization of ideology and politics through a bogus claim to objectivism, and its sham elitism and expertise rooted in all the obvious gender, racial, and class-specific hierarchies. Falsely secure in their professed status as specialists and experts, many full-time academics retreat into narrow modes of scholarship that display little interest in how power is used in institutions and social life to include and exclude, provide the narratives of the past and present, and secure the authority to define the future.39 Higher education is one of the few places where scholars can be educated for life in a global democracy by becoming multi-literate in ways that not only allow them access to new information and technologies but also enable them to be border crossers capable of engaging, learning from, understanding, and being tolerant of and responsible to matters of inclusiveness, meaningful difference, and otherness. Two of the most challenging issues facing the academy today are grasping what we mean by the political and theorizing a politics of and for the 21st century. Academics should enter into a dialogue with colleagues and students about politics and the knowledge we seek to produce together, and connect such knowledge to broader public spheres and issues while heeding Hannah Arendt’s warning that “Without a politically guaranteed public realm, freedom lacks the worldly space to make its appearance.”40 The role of engaged intellectuals is not to consolidate authority but to understand, interpret, and question it.41 Social criticism has to be coupled with a vibrant self-criticism and the willingness to take up critical positions without becoming dogmatic or intractable. Critical education links knowledge and learning to the performative and worldly space of action and engagement, energizing people not only to think critically about the world around them but also to use their capacities as social agents to intervene in the larger social order and confront the myriad forms of symbolic, institutional, and material relations of power that shape their lives. These connections between pedagogy and agency, knowledge and power, and thought and action must be mobilized in order to confront the current crisis of authoritarianism looming so large in the United States and elsewhere around the globe today. Individuals and collectivities have to be regarded as potential agents and not simply as victims or ineffectual dreamers. It is this legacy of critique and possibility, and of resistance that infuses intellectual work with concrete hope and offers a wealth of resources to people within the academy and other public spheres who struggle on multiple fronts against the rising forces of authoritarianism. Hannah Arendt recognized that any viable democratic politics must address the totality of public life and refuse to withdraw from such a challenge in the face of totalitarian violence that legitimates itself through appeals to safety, fear, and the threat of terrorism. 42 Against this stripped down legitimation of authority is the promise of public spheres that in their diverse forms, sites, and content offer pedagogical and political possibilities for strengthening the social bonds of democracy and for cultivating both critical modes of individual and social agency and crucial opportunities to form alliances in the collective struggle for a biopolitics that affirms life, hopeful vision, the operations of democracy, and a range of democratic institutions—that is, a biopolitics that fights against the terror of totalitarianism. In a complex and rapidly changing global world, public intellectuals have the important task of taking back control over the conditions of intellectual production in a variety of venues in which the educational force of the culture takes root and holds a powerful grip over the stories, images, and sounds that shape people’s lives around the globe. Such sites constitute what I call “new spheres of public pedagogy” and represent crucial locations for a cultural politics designed to wrest the arena of public debate within the field of global power away from those dangerous forces that endlessly commodify intellectual autonomy and critical thought while appropriating or undercutting any viable work done through the collective action of critical intellectuals. Such spheres are about more than legal rights guaranteeing freedom of speech; they are also sites that demand a certain kind of citizen whose education provides the essential conditions for democratic public spheres to flourish. Cornelius Castoriadis, the great philosopher of democracy, argues that if public space is not to be experienced as a private affair but instead as a vibrant sphere in which people experience and learn how to participate in and shape public life, then it must be shaped through an education that provides the decisive traits of courage, responsibility, and shame, all of which connect the fate of each individual to the fate of others, the planet, and global democracy.43 Artists, cultural workers, youth, and educators need to create new discourses of understanding and criticism and offer up a vision of hope that fosters the conditions for multiple global struggles that refuse to use politics as an act of war or markets as the measure of democracy. The challenge posed by the current regime of religious extremism, market fundamentalism, state-sponsored terrorism, and the incursion of corporate power into higher education presents difficult problems for educators and demands a profoundly committed sense of individual and collective resistance if all of those who believe in a vibrant democracy are going to fight for a future that does not endlessly repeat the present. At the current moment, higher education faces a legitimation crisis—one that opens a political and theoretical space for educators to redefine the relationship between higher education, the public good, and democracy. Higher education represents one of the most important sites over which the battle for democracy is being waged. It is the site where the promise of a better future emerges out of those visions and pedagogical practices that combine hope and moral responsibility as part of a broader emancipatory discourse. Far from hopelessly utopian, such a task echoes an insight by the French philosopher Alain Badiou that famously captures a starting point for reclaiming higher education as a democratic public sphere: “In fact, it’s an immense task to try to propose a few possibilities, in the plural—a few possibilities other than what we are told is possible. It is a matter of showing how the space of the possible is larger than the one assigned—that something else is possible, but not that everything is possible.”44 

WE SOLVE EDUCATION – DISCPLINARY TECHNOLOGIES IMPOSED ON KNOWLEDGE DESTROY INNOVATIVE THINKING SPACE

BLEIKER IN 2000 [Roland Bleiker, Coordinator of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program at the University of Queensland, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, 2000, pg 19-20]

Gazing beyond the boundaries of disciplinary knowledge is neces​sary to open up questions of transversal dissent and human agency. Academic disciplines, by virtue of what they are, discipline the pro​duction and diffusion of knowledge. They establish the rules of intel​lectual exchange and define the methods, techniques and instruments that are considered proper for this purpose. Such conventions not only suggest on what ground things can be studied legitimately, but also decide what issues are worthwhile to be assessed in the first place. Thus, as soon as one addresses academic disciplines on their own terms, one has to play according to the rules of a discursive 'police' which is reactivated each time one speaks." In this case, one cuts off any innovat​ive thinking spaces that exist on the other side of this margin.

Failure and destruction of life are written into their interpretation, rendering it valueless

DILLON AND REID IN 2000 [Michael Dillon, Professor of Politics at the University of Lancaster & Julian Reid, Department of Politics at the University of Lancaster, Alternatives, “Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency,” Volume 25]

As a precursor to global governance, governmentality, according to Foucault’s initial account, poses the question of order not in terms of the law and the location of sovereignty, as do traditional accounts of power, but in terms instead of the management of population.  The management of population is further refined in terms of specific problematics to which population management may be reduced.  These typically include but are not necessarily exhausted by the following topoi of governmental power: economy, health, welfare, poverty, security, sexuality, demographics, resources, skills, culture and so on. Now, where there is an operation of power there is knowledge, and where there is knowledge there is an operation of power.  Here the discursive formations emerge and, as Foucault noted, in every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected, organized, and redistributed by a certain number of procedures whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers, to gain mastery over its chance events, to evade its ponderous, formidable materiality.  More specifically, where there is a policy problematic there is expertise, and where there is expertise there, too, a policy problematic will emerge.  Such problematics are detailed and elaborated in terms of discrete forms of knowledge as well as interlocking policy domains.  Policy domains reify the problematization of life in certain ways by turning these epistemically and politically contestable orderings of life into “problems” that require the continuous attention of policy science and the continuous resolution of policymakers.  Policy “actors” develop and compete on the basis of the expertise that grows up around such problems or clusters of problems and their client populations.  Here, too, we may also discover what might be called “epistemic entrepreneurs.”  Albeit the market for discourse is prescribed and policed in ways that Foucault indicated, bidding to formulate novel problematizations they seek to “sell” these, or otherwise have tem officially adopted.  In principle, there is no limit to the ways which the management of population may be problematized.  All aspects of human conduct, any encounter with life, is problematizable.  Any problematization is capable of becoming a policy problem.  Governmentality thereby creates a market for policy, for science and for policy science, in which problematizations go looking for policy sponsors while policy sponsors fiercely compete on behalf of their favored problematizations.  Reproblematization of problems is constrained by the institutional and ideological investments surrounding the accepted “problems,” and by the sheer difficulty of challenging the inescapable ontological and epistemological assumptions that go into their very formation.  There is nothing so fiercely contested as an epistemological or ontological assumption.  And there is nothing so fiercely ridiculed as the suggestion that the real problem with problematization exists precisely at the level of such assumptions.  Such “paralysis of analysis” is precisely what policymakers seek to avoid since they are compelled to constantly to respond to circumstances over which they ordinarily have in fact both more and less control than they proclaim.  What they do not have is precisely the control they want.  Yet serial policy failure – the fate and the fuel of all policy – compels them into a continuous search for the new analysis that will extract from the aporias in which they constantly find themselves enmeshed.  Serial policy failure is no simple shortcoming that science and policy – and policy science – will ultimately overcome. Serial policy failure is rooted in the ontological and epistemological assumptions that fashion the ways in which global governance encounters and problematizes life as a process of emergence through fitness landscapes that constantly adaptive and changing ensembles have continuously to negotiate.  As a particular kind of intervention into life, global governance promotes the very changes and unintended outcomes that it then serially reproblematizes in terms of policy failure.  Thus, global liberal governance is not a linear problem-solving process committed to the resolution of objective policy problems simply by bringing better information and knowledge to bear upon them.  A nonlinear economy of power/knowledge, it deliberately installs socially specific and radically inequitable distributions of wealth, opportunity, and mortal danger both locally ad globally through the very detailed ways in which life is variously (policy) problematized by it.  In consequence, thinking and acting politically is displaced by the institutional and epistemic rivalries that infuse its power/knowledge networks, and by the local conditions of application that govern the introduction of their policies.  These now threaten to exhaust what “politics,” locally as well as globally, is about.  It is here that the “emergence” characteristics of governance begins to make its appearance.  For it is increasingly recognized that there are no definitive policy solutions to objective, neat, discrete policy problems.  The “subjects” of policy increasingly also become a matter of definition as well, since the concept of population does not have a stable referent either and has itself also evolved in biophilosophical and biomolecular as well as Foucauldian “biopower” ways.

Their plan centric method of ‘controlling’ events is impossible and achieves nothing – debate should focus on identifying and challenging power relations, which is the only effective way to achieve action

Foucault, 84 (Michel, The Foucault Reader, pp. 88-89, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History”)Red

From these observations, we can grasp the particular trait of historical meaning as Nietzsche understood it-the sense which opposes wirkliche Historie to traditional history. The former transposes the relationship ordinarily established between the eruption of an event and necessary continuity. An entire historical tradition (theological or rationalistic) aims at dissolving the singular event into an ideal continuity-as a teleological movement or a natural process. "Effective" history, however, deals with events in terms of their most unique characteristics, .their most acute manifestations. An event, consequently, is not a decision, a treaty, a reign, or a battle, but the reversal of a relationship of forces, the usurpation of power, the appropria- tion of a vocabulary turned against those who had once used it, a feeble domination that poisons itself as it grows lax, the entry of a masked "other." The forces operating in history are not controlled by destiny or regulative mechanisms, but respond to haphazard conflicts." They do not manifest the successive forms of a primordial intention and their attraction is not that of a conclusion, for they always appear through the singular ran- domness of events. The inverse of the Christian world, spun entirely by a divine spider, and different from the world of the Greeks, divided between the realm of will and the great cosmic folly, the world of effective history knows only one kingdom, withhout providence or final cause, where there is only "the iron hand of necessity shaking the dice-box of chance." Chance is not simply the drawing of lots, but raising the stakes in every attempt to master chance through the will to power, and giving rise to the risk of an even greater chance." The world we know is not this ultimately simple configuration where events are re- ducrd to accentuate their essential traits, their final meaning, or their initial and final value. On the contrary, it is a profusion of entangled events. If it appears as a "marvelous motley, pro- found and totally meaningful," this is because it began and continues its secret existence through a "host of errors and phan- tasms." We want historians to confirm our belief that the present rests upon profound intentions and immutable necessi- lies. But the true historical sense confirms our existence among countless lost events, without a landmark or a point of reference. 

Their FW produces WORSE policy making- it creates insular scholarship and epistemic closure

Lee Jones is lecturer in International Relations at Queen Mary, University of London, BA Honors Univ of Warwick, MA in IR St Anthony’s, PhD IR Nuffield , Journal of Critical Globalization Studies Issue 1 2009
Having conceded where Nye has a point, let’s now consider the ways in which he may simply be wrong. His assumption is that the academic should be, needs to be, policy-relevant. As indicated above, this can be a very pernicious assumption. As an invitation to academics to contribute to discussions about the direction of society and policy, no one could reasonably object: those who wished to contribute could do so, while others could be left to investigate topics of perhaps dubious immediate ‘relevance’ that nonetheless enrich human understanding and thus contribute to the accumulation of knowledge and general social progress (and, quite probably, to those scholars’ research communities and their students). As an imperative, however, it creates all sorts of distortions that are injurious to academic freedom. It encourages academics to study certain things, in certain ways, with certain outcomes and certain ways of disseminating one’s findings. This ‘encouragement’ is more or less coercive, backed as it is by the allure of large research grants which advance one’s institution and personal career, versus the threat of a fate as an entirely marginal scholar incapable of attracting resea rch funding – a nowadays a standard criteria for academic employment and promotion. Furthermore, those funding ‘policy-relevant’ research already have predefined notions of what is ‘relevant’. This means both that academics risk being drawn into policy-based evidence-making, rather than its much-vaunted opposite, and that academics will tend to be selected by the policy world based on whether they will reflect, endorse and legitimise the overall interests and ideologies that underpin the prevailing order. Consider the examples Nye gives as leading examples of policy-relevant scholars: Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski, both of whom served as National Security Advisers (under Nixon and Carter respectively), while Kissinger also went on to become Secretary of State (under Nixon and Ford). Kissinger, as is now widely known, is a war criminal who does not travel very much outside the USA for fear of being arrested à la General Pinochet (Hitchens, 2001). Brzezinski has not yet been subject to the same scrutiny and even popped up to advise Obama recently, but can hardly be regarded as a particularly progressive individual. Under his watch, after Vietnam overthrew the genocidal Khmer Rouge in 1978, Washington sent tens of millions of dollars to help them regroup and rearm on Thai soil as a proxy force against Hanoi (Peou, 2000, p. 143). Clearly, a rejection of US imperialism was not part of whatever Kissinger and Brzezinski added to the policy mix. In addition to them, Nye says that of the top twenty-five most influential scholars as identified by a recent survey, only three have served in policy circles (Jordan et al, 2009). This apparently referred to himself (ranked sixth), Samuel Huntington (eighth), and John Ikenberry (twenty-fourth).2 Huntington, despite his reputation for iconoclasm, never strayed far from reflecting elite concerns and prejudices (Jones, 2009). Nye and Ikenberry, despite their more ‘liberal’ credentials, have built their careers around the project of institutionalising, preserving and extending American hegemony. This concern in Nye’s work spans from After Hegemony (1984), his book co-authored with Robert Keohane (rated first most influential), which explicitly sought to maintain US power through institutional means, through cheer-leading post-Cold War US hegemony in Bound to Lead (1990), to his exhortations for Washington to regain its battered post-Iraq standing in Soft Power: The Means to Succeed in International Politics (2004). Ikenberry, who was a State Department advisor in 2003-04, has a very similar trajectory. He only criticised the Bush administration’s ‘imperial ambition’ on the pragmatic grounds that empire was not attainable, not that it was undesirable, and he is currently engaged in a Nye-esque project proposing ways to bolster the US-led ‘liberal’ order. These scholars’ commitment to the continued ‘benign’ dominance of US values, capital and power overrides any superficial dissimilarities occasioned by their personal ‘conservative’ or ‘liberal’ predilections. It is this that qualifies them to act as advisers to the modern-day ‘prince’; genuinely critical voices are unlikely to ever hear the call to serve. The idea of, say, Noam Chomsky as Assistant Secretary of State is simply absurd. At stake here is the fundamental distinction between ‘problem-solving’ and ‘critical’ theory, which Robert Cox introduced in a famous article in 1981. Cox argued that theory, despite being presented as a neutral analytical tool, was ‘always for someone and for some purpose’. Problem-solving theories ultimately endorsed the prevailing system by generating suggestions as to how the system could be run more smoothly. Critical theories, by contrast, seek to explain why the system exists in the first place and what could be done to transform it. What unifies Nye, Ikenberry Huntington, Brzezinski and Kissinger (along with the majority of IR scholars) is their problem-solving approach. Naturally, policy-makers want academics to be problemsolvers, since policies seek precisely to – well, solve problems. But this does not necessarily mean that this should be the function of the academy. Indeed, the tyranny of ‘policy relevance’ achieves its most destructive form when it becomes so dominant that it imperils the space the academy is supposed to provide to allow scholars to think about the foundations of prevailing orders in a critical, even hostile, fashion. Taking clear inspiration from Marx, Cox produced pathbreaking work showing how different social orders, corresponding to different modes of production, generated different world orders, and looked for contradictions within the existing orders to see how the world might be changing.1 Marxist theories of world order are unlikely to be seen as very ‘policy relevant’ by capitalist elites (despite the fact that, where Marxist theory is good, it is not only ‘critical’ but also potentially ‘problem-solving’, a possibility that Cox overlooked). Does this mean that such inquiry should be replaced by government-funded policy wonkery? Absolutely not, especially when we consider the horrors that entails. At one recent conference, for instance, a Kings College London team which had won a gargantuan sum of money from the government to study civil contingency plans in the event of terrorist attacks presented their ‘research outputs’. They suggested a raft of measures to securitise everyday life, including developing clearly sign-posted escape routes from London to enable citizens to flee the capital. There are always plenty of academics who are willing to turn their hand to repressive, official agendas. There are some who produce fine problem-solving work who ought to disseminate their ideas much more widely, beyond the narrow confines of academia. There are far fewer who are genuinely critical. The political economy of research funding combines with the tyranny of ‘policy relevance’ to entrench a hierarchy topped by tame academics. ‘Policy relevance’, then, is a double-edged sword. No one would wish to describe their work as ‘irrelevant’, so the key question, as always, is ‘relevant to whom?’ Relevance to one’s research community, students, and so on, ought to be more than enough justification for academic freedom, provided that scholars shoulder their responsibilities to teach and to communicate their subjects to society at large, and thus repay something to the society that supports them. But beyond that, we also need to fully respect work that will never be ‘policy-relevant’, because it refuses to swallow fashionable concerns or toe the line on government agendas. Truly critical voices are worth more to the progress of human civilisation than ten thousand Deputy Undersecretaries of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology. (p. 127-30)

K of T 

THE NEGATIVE’S ARGUMENT IS A DISCIPLINARY TECHNOLOGY THAT ENTRENCHES DOMINATION

Ronald Bleiker, Senior lecturer and co-director of Rotary centre of International studies in Peace and Conflict resolution, 2001 (“The Zen of International Relations”, edited by Stephen Chan, Peter Mandeville, and Ronald Blieker, p. 47)

The doorkeepers of IR are those who, knowingly or unknowingly make sure that the discipline’s discursive boundaries remain intact. Discourses, in a Foucaultian sense, are subtle mechanisms that frame our thinking process They determine the limits of what can be, talked and written of in a normal and rational way. In every society the production of discourses is controlled, selected, organized and diffused by certain procedures. They create systems of exclusion that elevate one group of discourses to a hegemonic status while condemning others to exile. Although the boundaries of discourses change, at times gradually, at times abruptly, they maintain a certain unity across time, a unity that dominates and transgresses individual authors, texts or social practices. They explain, to come back to Nietzsche, why 'all things that live long are gradually so saturated with reason that their origin in unreason thereby becomes improbable'.32 Academic disciplines are powerful mechanisms that direct and control the production and diffusion of discourses. They establish the rules of intellectual exchange and define the methods, techniques and instru- ments that are considered proper for the pursuit of knowledge. Within these margins each discipline recognizes true and false propositions based on the standards of evaluation it established to assess them.” It is not my intention here to provide a coherent account or historical survey of the exclusionary academic conventions that have been estab- lished by the discipline of IR.” Instead, I want to illustrate the process o disciplining thought by focusing on an influential monograph by the well-placed academics, Gary King, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba. By outlining the methodological rules about how to conduct good scholarly research, they fulfil important and powerful doorkeeping functions. These functions emerge as soon as the authors present their main argument, that 'qualitative' and 'quantitative' research approaches do not differ in substance for both can (and must be) systematic and scientific.” One does not need to be endowed with the investigating genius of a Sherlock Holmes to detect positivist traits in these pages. One easily recognises an (anti)philosophical stance that attempts to separate subject and object, that believes the social scientist, as detached observer, can produce value-free knowledge. Such a positivist position assumes only that which is manifested in experience, which emerges from observing ‘reality’, of deserves the name know- ledge. All other utterances have no cognitive and empirical merit, they are mere value statements, normative claims, unprovable speculations.” Indeed, if the doorkeepers did not inform us that their methodological suggestions emerged from years of teaching a core graduate course at one of North America's foremost research institutions, one could easily mistake their claims as parodies of positivism. We are told that the goal of research is 'to learn facts about the real world' and that all hypothesis 'need to be evaluated empirically before they can make a contribution to knowledge' Which facts? Whose 'real' world? What forms of knowledge? I— The discursive power of academic disciplines, George Canguilhem  argues, works such that a statement has to be 'within the true' before one can even start to judge whether it is true or false, legitimate or illegitimate.38 Hence the doorkeepers inform us that what distinguishes serious research about the 'facts' of the 'real world' from casual observa​tion is the search for 'valid inferences by the systematic use of well-established procedures ofjnaiiuyl.39 Such procedures not only suggest on what grounds things can be studied legitimately, but also decide what issues are worthwhile to be assessed in the first place. In other words, a topic has to fulfil a number of preliminary criteria before it can even be evaluated as a legitimate IR concern. The criteria of admittance, the doorkeepers notify us, are twofold. A research topic must 'pose a question that is "important" in the real world' and it must contribute to the scholarly literature by 'increasing our collective ability to construct verified scientific explanation of some aspect of the world'.40 The doorkeepers of IR remind the women and men from the country who pray for admittance to the temple of IR that only those who abide by the established rules will gain access. Admittance cannot be granted at the moment to those who are eager to investigate the process of knowing, to those who intend to redraw the boundaries of 'good' and 'evil' research, or to those who even have the audacity of questioning what this 'real world' really is. The warning is loud and clear: 'A pro​posed topic that cannot be refined into a specific research project per​mitting valid descriptive or causal inference should be modified along the way or abandoned.'41 And if you are drawn to the temple of IR after all, the doorkeepers laugh, then just try to go in despite our veto. But take note, we are powerful and we are only the least of the doorkeepers, for ultimately all research topics that have no 'real-world importance' will run 'the risk of descending to politically insignificant questions'.42 Or could it be that these allegedly unimportant research topics need to be silenced precisely because they run the risk of turning into politically significant questions? The dominant IR stories that door keeping functions uphold are sustained by a wide range of discipline related procedures linked to aspects such as university admittance standards teaching curricula, examination topics, policies of hiring and promoting teaching staff or publishing criteria determined by the major or journals in the field. At least the doorkeepers of IR have not lost a sense of (unintended) irony. They readily admit that we seek not dogma, but disciplined thought'. Academic disciplines discipline the production of discourses. They have the power separate from irrational from irrational stories. They force the creation and exchange of knowledge into preconceive spaces, called debates. Even if one is to engage the orthodox position in a critical manner, the outcome of the discussion is already circumscribed by the parameters that had been established through the iniital framing of the debates. Thus, as soon as one addresses academic disciplines on their own terms one has to oplay according to the rules of a discursive police which is reactivated each time one speaks. 

Their attempt to exclude the affirmative is a defensive and biopolitical reaction that excludes the possibility for ethical engagement.

O’Connor, 07 – Erin, PhD Candidate University of Queensland School of Political Science and International Studies (“Political Responsibility: Aporetic Ethics of Hospitality and Judgment,”pp. 3-4, http://arts.monash.edu.au/psi/news-and-events/apsa/refereed-papers/political-theory/o-connor.pdf)Red

Beyond modernity’s drive for self-mastery, exemplified in the Kantian orientation to reason, Enlightenment philosophy reveals a critical attitude that constitutes a radical critique of the limits of the present – a critique that remains indispensable today. This ‘critical attitude’ is necessary to furnish political responsibility with the capacity to resist totalising ontologies that organise stable and coherent subjectivities that fit, without excess, the selves it presupposes (see Honig 1993: 127). In this respect, Foucault’s call for an ‘ethos that could be described as a permanent critique of our historical era’ and a ‘test of the limits that we may go beyond’ is no less urgent today (1984: 42). Likewise, for Derrida, the critique of the present takes the form of a ‘conceptual genealogy’ that, in seeking to interrupt the constitution of the self ‘at home in the world’, is a profoundly ethical gesture. Here, political responsibility may be understood as a permanent practice that is both critical of and attentive to the heritage of the Enlightenment. This involves cultivating the ‘virtue of such critique, of the critical idea, the critical tradition, but also submitting it, beyond critique and questioning, to a deconstructive genealogy that thinks and exceeds it without yet compromising it’ (Derrida 1992b: 77). The genealogical rearticulation of the ‘critical attitude’ within post-structural thought is highly useful in distinguishing ‘ethics’ from what I refer to as ‘moral code’. The approaches of Jane Bennett (1996) and William Connolly (2002) demonstrate how the reflexive deployment of code, theoretical dictum or categorical imperative may constitute a profoundly unethical deferral of judgment.5 Here, judgment is rendered wholly external to subjectivity, thereby obscuring the possibility of ‘an experimentally cultivated responsiveness’ to encounters with alterity (Bennett 1996: 655). Judgment however, must remain experimental – open to undecidability and as a permanent practice. I am not suggesting that code morality is of itself ‘wrong’, but rather, as Foucault suggests, it is imperative to subject it to critique, to question its limitations – to ask at what point code morality ‘becomes dangerous?’ (Foucault 1984; see also Butler 2002). One possible answer to this question is when code morality becomes a tool of closure rather than a permanent practice6: when moral code engenders a silencing agenda – hermetically sealing, erasing, or actively forgetting alterity. Here, the call to defensively frame the ‘event’ of alterity through incessant practices of accountancy and archival that apportion ‘responsibility’ – occurs at the exclusion of an ethical engagement. As Derrida notes, the trace of alterity always ‘overspills’ the frame (1987: 122). The genealogical approach to ethics thus unearths the concealed egoism often entrenched in moral code, rule or transcendental directive that engenders a return to the Same. To enlarge the space for ethical thought and disrupt the precedence of ontology a ‘perceptual refinement’ of modes responsibility – as a ‘sensuously engaged responsiveness to others’ – is thus required (655). 

***Solvency***

Transportation Solvency 
Capitalism is abusive – we need to open our eyes to beneath our roads and bridges and criticize our current structures

Giddens and Held 82 (Anthony and David; M.A. and Ph.D. in economics, Prof. at Cambridge, Director of the London School of Economics, he has 15 honorary degrees; Master of University College, Durham, professor of politics and international relations at Durham University; “Classes, Power and Conflict: Classical and Contemporary Debates”; Pg. 253)//RSW

7. Policies which pursue the goal of reorganizing, maintaining and generalizing exchange relationships make use of a specific sequence of instruments. These instruments can be categorized in the following way. First, we find regulations and incentives applied which are designed to control "destructive"� competition and to make competitors subject to rules which allow for the economic survival of their respective market partners. Usually these regulations consist in measures and laws which try to protect the "weaker"� party in an exchange relationship, or which support this party through various incentives. Second, we find the large category of public infrastructure investment which is designed to help broad categories of commodity owners (again: both labor and capital) to engage in exchange relationships. Typical examples are schools of all kinds, transportation facilities, energy plants, and measures for urban and regional development. Third, we find attempts to introduce compulsory schemes of joint decision making and joint financing which are designed to force market partners to agree upon conditions of mutually acceptable exchange in an organized way, outside the exchange process itself, so that the outcome is reliable for both sides. Such compulsory schemes of mutual accommodation are to be found not only in the area of wage bargaining, but equally in areas like housing, education. and environmental protection. Such attempts to stabilize and universalize the commodity form and exchange process by political and administrative means leads to a number of specific structural contradictions of state capitalist societies which in turn can become the focus of social conflict and political struggle. Such contradictions can be found on the economic, political and ideological levels of society. On the economic level, the very state policies which are designed to maintain and promote universal exchange relationships have the effect of threatening the continuity of those relationships. For all three of the above-mentioned instruments of economic policy making (regulations, infrastructure and compulsive accommodation) deprive the owners of capital of value to varying degrees, either in the form of capital that is just "taxed away," or in the form of labor, or in form of their freedom to utilize both of these in the way they deem most profitable. To the extent such state policies of "administrative recommodification"� are "effective," they are bound to put a burden upon the owners of capital which has the paradoxical effect of making them ineffective. Since, in a capitalist society, all exchange relationships depend upon the willingness of owners of money capital to invest, i.e., to exchange money capital for constant capital and variable capital; since this willingness depends upon the expected profitability of investment; and since all observable state policies of recommodification do have the side-effect of depriving capital of either capital or labor power or the freedom to use both in profitable ways, the cure tums out to be worse than the illness. That is to say, reformist policies of the capitalist state by no means unequivocally "serve"� the interests of the capitalist class: very often they are met by the most vigorous resistance and opposition of this class. Social conflicts and political struggles do not, of course, emerge automatically from this contradiction. They are waged by political forces which are willing and able to defend the reformist policies of the capitalist state against the obstructive resistance of the capitalist class itself.

Ethics Solvency
The ultimate ethico-political question is what strategies best uphold subjectivation and freedom – this act is the baseline for this ethical strategy 
Vighi & Feldner 10 Cardiff University UK, Fabio & Heiko International Journal of Zizek Studies 4.1http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/239/325 

Let us recall that the process of subjectivation is our answer to the uncanny otherness we experience in external reality. Our identities are constituted through the circulation of desire accompanied by its inseparable correlative, fantasy. How exactly? As anticipated, what sets our desire in motion, allowing us to construct those historically-specific fantasies that help us to constitute what we perceive as our unique identity, is always our indecision vis-à-vis the other’s desire. In other words, we form our selves against the background of a troublesome question that threatens to undermine our relationship with external reality, inclusive of all its “others”. This question is Lacan’s famous Che vuoi? (“what do you want?”), which tells us that what is at stake in desire is not our fantasy (“what do I want?”), but the other’s fantasy (“what does he/she want from me?”). As in the case of Freud’s little daughter Anna’s dreaming about strawberries,7 our desires are effectively an answer to the bothering gaze of the other, a gaze invested by jouissance. In Žižek’s interpretation of Freud’s daughter’s dream, ‘the crucial feature is that while she was voraciously eating a strawberry cake, the little girl noticed how her parents were deeply satisfied by this spectacle, by seeing her fully enjoying it’ (Žižek 1997: 9). Despite Žižek’s somewhat inventive reading of Freud’s text (the strawberries become a strawberry cake – which might work as a Freudian slip in its own right – and the whole added part on Anna’s parents looking at her while she was eating) his Lacanian point about the reflexivity of desires remains instructive. If, then, our identity emerges as an intrinsically desperate strategy to answer the other’s desire, this means that by stripping our desire of its protective function we get precisely what we seek to avoid: the radical inconsistency that marks the status of subjectivity proper. That is to say: if the process of subjectivation designates the space where we recognize ourselves through the other, the subject proper is the non-symbolisable fracture/excess that compels us to construct our identity via the socio-symbolic network. It is at once the driving force and the limit of all forms of subjectivation, and thus correlative to the Real. Here we should go back to the crucial question of free will, which Žižek understands in connection with the German idealist account of the term, arguing that the idea of subjectivity there proposed does endorse access to freedom of will – provided, however, that we conceive of this freedom as a destabilising encounter with contingency. Žižek’s point is that free will hinges on the paradox of the frightful disconnection from causality brought about by drive,8 i.e. an encounter with our radical finitude, which ultimately coincides with the radical contingency of reality itself. In short, necessity covers both the actual causal link (the inevitability of what happens to us) and its virtual background of multiple un-actualised possibilities and directions. And freedom is consubstantial with necessity in so far as it sabotages causality by endorsing it fully – inclusive, that is, of its un-actualised background. By so doing, freedom triggers the retroactive choice of a different causal link, i.e. ‘it changes the future by changing the past’ (Žižek 2006: 203). Thus conceived, subjective freedom implies a form of self-determination which begins with the thwarting intervention of drive followed by the redefinition of my causality: it corresponds to ‘my ability to choose/determine which causes will determine me. “Ethics”, at its most 8 elementary, stands for the courage to accept this responsibility’ (Žižek 2006: 203). This “positing the presuppositions” (Hegel) is the minimal but crucial power of the subject, through which we can retroactively assume a new causal link. Put differently, the causal link in which we are embedded creates an effect it cannot contain, an effect which threatens to subvert the cause itself. This is why freedom, for Žižek, has the form of a loop: we have a chance to disconnect and opt for a different cause, i.e. choose a process of subjectivation with a different content. The whole point is that while I cannot choose directly what I will be in the future (as that would entail bypassing the process of subjectivation), I can nevertheless embrace change by transforming my past, identifying with one of my past history’s unactualised causal chains. The key move towards liberation thus hinges on my perceiving my cause as virtual. From a political angle, the Žižekian “defence of a lost cause” (such as Communism) is precisely the attempt to actualise an opportunity that was missed at a given point in the past – and that, if actualised, could change the future.9 This is why Žižek endorses Hegel’s claim that infinity is not to be conceived as endless expansion but ‘active self-limitation (self-determination)’ (Žižek 2006: 205). Why? Once again, because nothing escapes necessity, inclusive of its own excess: The question of freedom is, at its most radical, the question of how this closed circle of fate can be broken. The answer, of course, is that it can be broken not because ‘it is not truly closed’, because there are cracks in the texture, but, on the contrary, because it is overclosed, that is, because the subject’s very endeavor to break out of it is included in advance. That is to say: since our attempts to assert our freedom and escape fate are themselves instruments of fate, the only real way to escape fate is to renounce these attempts, to accept fate as inexorable. [...] accept fate as inevitable, and you will break its grasp on you (Žižek 2006: 207) If we agree with this understanding of freedom as over-identification with the causal chain, inclusive of its un-actualised causes, then the key political questions, simple as they may sound, can be put along these lines: what is it that brings about the dimension of drive? How can drive be connected to a specific political project that actualises our lost causes?
Federal Key
We must target Federal policy – It contains the ideology that continues discrimantory practices in mass transit planning
Grengs ’04 – Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Michigan ( Joe, CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL, “The abandoned social goals of public transit in the neoliberal city of the USA”, http://communitylearningpartnership.org/share/docs/Grengs.Abandoned_Social_Goals_of_Public_Transit.pdf//JC)
The case opened up new questions about the equality of transit services provided. Can a transit agency go too far in shifting its emphasis in favour of one constituency of suburban commuters over another constituency of local bus riders in the urban core? How should a transit agency achieve a balance between these different constituencies? Vuchic (1999) describes an efficient transportation system as one that is physically and functionally integrated with the variety of activities and services offered by a metropolitan region. To best serve this variety of places and needs in large cities, a transportation system might accommodate a mix of modes—automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians, and a “family of transit” ranging from buses on local streets to high-speed regional rail. Unfortunately, federal transportation policy—both in highways and transit—has been constructed under a mistakenly narrow view, and has produced a highly imbalanced system that favours automobiles over all other modes (Rose, 1990; Vuchic, 1999). This imbalanced system has in turn produced greatly different constituencies: the majority are drivers dependent on cars; a minority are transit riders who cannot drive a car and who use mass transit for nearly all kinds of trips; and an even smaller minority are transit commuters who seek to avoid car congestion by riding transit to work. A balanced transportation system would provide reasonable options for all these constituencies. An imbalanced system, however, leaves some groups at a serious disadvantage. Besides contributing to an imbalanced transportation system, federal transportation policy also places transportation users in competition with one another. Transit advocates struggle against highway interests in competition for scarce transportation dollars. Even among transit advocates, one constituency has long been in conflict with another. Jones (1985) argues that from the very beginning federal programmes for public transit were biased in favour of the suburban commuter. Federal policy in the early 1960s was “constructed in terms of the world view of the suburbs-to-central city commuter … built for and around the racehorses, not the workhorses, of the transit industry” (Jones, 1985, p. 121). The workhorses here are the local buses in the urban core where most transitdependent riders live, including the carless, the poor, students, elderly and recent immigrants.

Over-Identification Solvency
Over-identification key to breaking down the capitalist system – empirically proven

Parker 2007 (Ian is a practicing psychoanalyst, an analyst member of the Centre for Freudian Analysis and Research, works with the Social Change Research Centre at Manchester Metropolitan University and is involved in editing over a dozen academic journals , 2007, ‘The Truth About Over-Identification’, in P. Bowman and R. Stamp (eds) The Truth of Žižek (pp. 144-160). London: Continuum. [ISBN: 978-0-8264-9061-2])//ctc

Overidentification here takes the system at its word and takes the bizarre contradictory demands of the authorities more seriously than the system takes itself, so seriously that it cannot bear that knowing participation but cannot refuse it. This is not merely a parody of totalitarianism but functions as if it were an obsessive identification with it, playing out exactly what a system of power demands of its supporters in its overt messages but what that system also needs to distance itself from, as part of its ameliorative attempts to buffer itself from criticism and to contain the criticism it must permit. For example, the New Collectivism design group submitted a poster for Yugoslavia’s ‘Youth Day’ in 1987, the year when it was Slovenia’s turn to come up with the main publicity for an event that also marked Tito’s birthday. The panel of judges dutifully praised the design – a muscular figure leaning forward holding a torch out into the foreground – as embodying the spirit of Yugoslav socialist youth. It transpired that the original design was from 1936 German national socialist propaganda. The resulting scandal raised questions about symbolic formations operating through the ideological state apparatuses, and that ‘Youth Day’ turned out to be the last. When Slovenia became an independent state in 1991, NSK’s response was to form its own state apparatus, and so the ‘NSK State in Time’ set up its own consulates and embassies which issue passports that are fairly convincing, and enabled some people to flee Bosnia in 1995 when they were distributed in Sarajevo during the Laibach ‘Occupied NATO Tour’. Žižek elaborated a theoretical rationale for NSK’s restaging of a state apparatus; the state disintegrated in Yugoslavia, and NSK provided a symbolic form that rose above ethnic conflicts, a new state authority that was rooted in time rather than geographical territory. A key conceptual reference point for the Irwin group, who are the NSK state artists, a reference point that is echoed across the other components of NSK and through the work of its sympathisers, is that of Suprematism, a radical art movement that was established in 1915 and flourished in the aftermath of the Russian Revolution. Retrieved and remobilised from early Soviet history, Kazemir Malevich’s ‘black square’ and ‘black cross’ function as forms that have become inert, that operate as if they are ‘pure objects’, and that can be resignified in and against Soviet realist and national socialist art, overidentifying with those art traditions to explode them from within. The mixing of kitsch images like Landseer’s antlered deer and reworking of Heartfield’s anti-fascist photomontage turn this work from being merely parody into something that evokes and disintegrates the putative organic unity of cultural tradition. As part of the iconography of NSK State in Time, Suprematism provides an at once triumphal and empty symbolic system. Malevich’s black square is still present in contemporary art practice from ex-Yugoslavia. In feminist interventions at the 2001 Venice Biennale for example, Tanja Ostojić shaved her pubic hair into a black square in an overidentification with the art establishment that played into and against the objectification of the female form; ‘…in between Ostojić’s legs the real/impossible kernel of the art power capitalist machine received the only possible radical and critical appearance that is an appearance in flesh and blood’. 

Over-identification makes criticism of the alternative impossible

Shukaitis 2010 (Stevphen Shukaitis is a lecturer at the University of Essex, Summer 2010, “Overidentiﬁcation and/or bust?” http://www.nictoglobe.com/new/articles/V37overident.pdf)//ctc
As Susan Buck-Morris 9 explores in her work on transitions within collective imaginaries, dreamworlds become dangerous when they are used instrumentally by structures of power, which is to say as legitimation devices and discourses. Buck-Morris argues that socialism failed because it mimicked capitalism too faithfully. Laibach and the NSK operate by turning this process of mimicry against itself, disarticulating the potency of the dreamworld and utopian promise of Communism that had become embedded within a discourse of legitimation, mixed with the lingering presence of totalitarian and authoritarian elements. Indeed, it is often that the constituted forms of power existing with state structures are based upon the ability to draw from the energies and constituent power of social movements, of utopian dreamworlds, and render them into zombiﬁed forms of state. 10 NSK/Laibach’s interventions were so powerful within the Yugoslav context precisely because of how they ampliﬁed and made visible this process of rendering dreamworlds into discourses of state legitimation. The interventions’ disconcerting effects provided ways of working through both the continued presence of authoritarianism and utopian energies, revealing how they are enmeshed in the workings of existing social imaginaries and political discourses.  Laibach’s work incorporates a good deal of ofﬁcial Yugoslav discourse on self-management and social democracy, using at times sections of Tito’s speeches and audio recordings, as well as particularly resonant forms of Slovenian history (such as the images and phrases of the antifascist partisans, which were quite important for the role they played in state legitimation). It is this reworking of Slovenian and Yugoslav history that invested their early works with such potency, through the way these familiar ideas were made strange and even uncomfortable to audiences through their compounding and juxtaposition with other elements (for instance by fusing them together with ultra-völkisch imagery and Germanic phrasing, which was taken to be anathema to nationalist groups). Laibach’s response to this, particularly in relation to the continued controversy over its use of a name which was said to dishonor the ‘hero city’ of Ljubljana, was to continue to adopt a stance of complete identiﬁcation with Slovenia and Slovene identity, and thus to frame controversy and rejection of Laibach as the rejection of Slovenia itself. This created a form of ambivalent identiﬁcation in which Laibach both bastardised (in their critics’ views) Slovene identity while at the same time engaging in a quite militant assertion of that very Slovene identity (at points even declaring the German to be a subset of the Slovene). Through the politics and practices of overidentiﬁcation, Laibach and the NSK hint towards the possibility of breaking the very process of identiﬁcation, 11 and this is why they were so disconcerting for many political actors in Slovenia in the 1980s. Laibach/NSK’s politics and practices of overidentiﬁcation are displayed in unique and quite fascinating ways in their organisational practices, or at least the claims they have made about them. This shows through in their alleged structure offered by the NSK organigram from 1986, which takes the logic of alternative forms of institutionalisation to an almost absurd extreme. In the organigram, at least ten different departments in addition to a number of assemblies, councils, and organs, are all paired with or ruled over by the statement of “immanent consistent spirit” that covers and directs all the activity of NSK. This claiming of and overidentiﬁcation with overly complex, arcane, and nearly incomprehensible state-like structures was observed by the ‘Rough Guide to Yugoslavia’ to bear a striking resemblance to the diagrams used within school textbooks to explains the country’s bafﬂingly complex political system and structures. 12 It is through this that the spectral menace of totality is activated, for in the case of the NSK it clearly is spectral because the NSK is composed of many more organisational components than it has ever possessed as members. This becomes more so in the case of projects such as the ‘State in Time’, in which the claiming of a state structure existing purely in time is enacted through overidentiﬁcation with the organisational form and structure of states. In all of Laibach and NSK’s work there is never a clear-cut statement on organisation but rather an exploration of its ambivalences and possibilities; this is an approach that “does not support a utopian or dystopian organisation, but the fantasies of audiences that need to imagine that such possibilities still exist”. 13 

Over-identification destroys systems from the inside and discredits opposition

Shukaitis 2010 (Stevphen Shukaitis is a lecturer at the University of Essex, Summer 2010, “Overidentiﬁcation and/or bust?” http://www.nictoglobe.com/new/articles/V37overident.pdf)//ctc
But let us consider the role and practice of overidentiﬁcation in a broader scope. Overidentiﬁcation as a practice of political intervention might indeed function as the unifying nodal point of a Lacanian left 20 , if indeed such a thing actually existed. 21 Since that period of Laibach’s rise to international attention in the late 1980s, this approach to cultural intervention has been adopted more broadly within political organising, and can be identiﬁed in the activities of groups such as the Yes Men, Christoph Schlingensief, Reverend Billy, the Billionaires for Bush, and many others. The argument for such strategies is that in the current functioning of capitalism, the critical function of governance is to be more critical than the critics of governance itself. Functionaries in a system of power, by presenting themselves as their worst critic, thus deprive critique of its ammunition and substance, thereby turning the tables on it. This is to go beyond both the arguments put forward by Boltanski and Chiapello; that critique has been subsumed within capitalism22 and that, within autonomist politics, reactive forms of social resistance and insurgency still remain a driving motor of capitalist development. This hints at the possibility that strategies for the neutralisation of the energies of social insurgency are anticipated even before they emerge. It is in this context that a strategy of overidentiﬁcation is argued to be of particular value, throwing a monkeywrench in the expected binaries of opposition and response. The most worked-out conceptualisation of overidentiﬁcation as a strategy of intervention has been articulated by BAVO, an independent research project focused on the political dimensions of art and architecture, primarily based on co-operation between Gideon Boie and Matthias Pauwels. 23 Although their take on these matters is far ranging (as can be seen by the varied contributions they gathered together for their edited collection Cultural Activism Today), there are a few key points that illustrate well their take on overidentiﬁcation. First, that we live in post-political times where it is possible for artists and political actors to say anything, but what is said does not matter. Today, it is argued, artists are expected, and even demanded, to play something of a critical function, as long as one does not go too far in that function. In other words, so far as to question the fundamental ideological co-ordinates underpinning social relations, as by doing so “one is immediately disqualiﬁed as a legitimate discussion partner, treated like an incompetent, ignorant imbecile who stepped out of line and should better stick to his own ﬁeld of experience”. 24 From this BAVO argue, following Karl Kraus, that when forced between two evils, one should take the worst option. That is, to abandon the role of pragmatic idealists and to work to force an arrangement of contradictions to their logical end. In their words: “Instead of ﬂeeing from the suffocating closure of the system, one is now incited to fully immerse oneself in it, even contributing to the closure. To choose the worst option, in other words, means no longer trying to make the best of the current order, but precisely to make the worst of it, to turn it into the worst possible version of itself. It would thus entail a refusal of the current blackmail in which artists are offered all kinds of opportunities to make a difference, on the condition that they give up on their desire for radical change.” 25 BAVO adopts such an approach as they argue that other possible strategies, such as working on the grounds of marginal positions or creating forms of exodus, have already been anticipated and accommodated by systems of capitalist governance, and are therefore no longer useful as disruptive strategies. 26 It is within this context that the work of groups such as the Yes Men becomes more interesting, precisely because, rather than putting forth forms of critique that can easily be brushed aside, their tactics of fanatically identifying with the neoliberal agenda thus pushes them further along to obscene yet logical developments of such ideologies. This is the stance Laibach and the NSK employed, one based not on critical distance but erasure of such distance. And it is through this erasure of distance that the Yes Men’s opponents are thrown off guard, precisely because, as BAVO describe it, this form of intervention forces such opponents to betray their articles of faith and passionate attachment to a neoliberal agenda just as its obscene subtext is made clear, and thus “makes it [in this case, the WTO] – rather than its critics – appear weak” 27 . BAVO summarise the most salient features of a strategy of overidentiﬁcation as being based on these elements: 1. Owes its effectiveness to sabotaging dialectics of alarm and reassurance, drawing out the extreme and obscene subtext of a social system, eliminating the subject’s reﬂex to make excuses for the current order to inventing new ways to manage it better. 2. Quickly shifts between different positions, overstating, mocking critique, and producing internal contradictions and points of tension that cannot hold together. 3. Sabotages easy interpretations of unproblematic identiﬁcation either with or against the intervention, making it difﬁcult to be recuperated in any direction. 4. Aimed precisely against the reﬂex to do the right thing. 5. Creates a suffocating closure within a system of meaning or relations, preventing escapes from the immanent laws and relations of that system. 28 

Overidentification is uniquely key to recompose cultural capitalism and the state

Shukaitis, 11 - Stevphen Shukaitis is a research fellow at the University of Leicester Centre for Philosophy and Political Economy. He is a member of Ever Reviled Records, the Autonomedia Editorial Collective, and the Planetary Autonomist Network. He seeks to develop non-vanguardist forms of social research as part of the global conspiracy against neoliberalism (Dr. Stevphen Shukaitis, “Fascists as Much as Painters: Imagination, Overidentification, and Strategies of Intervention”, March 2011, http://www.essex.ac.uk/ebs/research/working_papers/WP2011-FascistsAsMuchAsPainters-CURRENT-REV.pdf)//MP

The applicability of overidentification is not founded upon its straightforward and unproblematic nature, but precisely because of its very ambivalence. Overidentification becomes a way not to provide a completely worked out solution or direction to the problems posed by the current political situation, but rather works to refuse the closure enacted by the existence of roles and positions through which dissent is accepted and desired even if it is ultimately powerless to affect any significant change.  To the degree that capitalism and the state (whether in liberal democratic, bureaucratic collective, or any number of other possible forms), derives its continued existence by drawing from the energies and creativity of social resistance, one can say that this dynamic is ambivalent for all sides involved. And if we really are living in an “age of fantasy,” as Stephen Duncombe argues (2007), overidentification is thus a fitting tool for developing methods of intervention for contexts marked in their very nature by a high degree of ambivalence, and to find ways to recompose a politics in and against these conditions. Overidentification becomes one way to work through and against the problem that the autonomist hypothesis (resistance to capital provides capital with its future) poses: by refusing the pre-given role of an accepted but subordinated politics of resistance. Overidentification responds to the problem of “precorporation” where culture pre-emptively formats and shapes desires according to its logics of accumulation, but demands that the appearance of resistance to continue. In such a situation overidentification abandons the role of the loyal resistance for pushing the internal contradictions of power to their limit, making the best out of choosing the worst option.  While this frustrates  desires for  easily known, clearly marked boundaries, the conditions addressed  are those that comprise politics today: a hyper-mediated, networked sociality where the overwhelming flows of information, ideas, and immaterial labor threaten to resurrect desires for stability and the imagined security provided by forms of archaic social attachments and identification, whether in the form of renewed nationalisms, religious fundamentalism, or paranoid reactionary forms of identity politics (Berardi 2009; Dean 2009). Overidentification is a strategy for rearticulating the imagination of a radical politics, not through a form of critique attempts to stand outside the present, but rather than operates through pushing forward the contradictions and intensities found with the mutating networks of collective imagination in the present.
Overidentification promotes our imaginative thought – solves gaps

Shukaitis, 11 - Stevphen Shukaitis is a research fellow at the University of Leicester Centre for Philosophy and Political Economy. He is a member of Ever Reviled Records, the Autonomedia Editorial Collective, and the Planetary Autonomist Network. He seeks to develop non-vanguardist forms of social research as part of the global conspiracy against neoliberalism (Dr. Stevphen Shukaitis, “Fascists as Much as Painters: Imagination, Overidentification, and Strategies of Intervention”, March 2011, http://www.essex.ac.uk/ebs/research/working_papers/WP2011-FascistsAsMuchAsPainters-CURRENT-REV.pdf)//MP
The question remains, however, to what degree a strategy of overidentification is marked by the conditions that led to its emergence. If overidentification was effective in its ability to disrupt circuits of meaning and the social imaginary within a particular social and historical context, it does not necessarily follow that it will operate similarly in other, possibly significantly different situations. Might then a transition within the imaginary of a politics formed around aesthetic interventions premised upon overidentification be necessary? This is perhaps what one sees in the development of Laibach‟s work, which moves from operating as a disruptive mechanism in and against the Yugoslavian national imaginary during the 1980s, but then changes direction following the disintegration of the country. For instance, during the 1990s the NSK launches it “State in Time” project, where it claims to have created a global state and system of governance that is not based in physical space but only in time. This is at the same time a movement away from a strategy of disruption of one imaginary towards a new form of imaginary disarticulation, and can in some ways be seen more to be based on a nostalgic identification with the state form that been torn apart than an act of overidentification. In other words it had become possible for Laibach and the NSK to transition away from disarticulating the Yugoslav imaginary through overidentification and to begin a more positive assessment of the state dynamics it had fused itself too. This is perhaps not so surprising when one takes into account Sharon Zukin‟s argument that it is only really possible to fully aestheticize a system or relations of production one it has passed its moment as the hegemonic form of production (1989). It is to return to the questions of what a strategy of overidentification is ultimately based on, what does it accomplish, and to what end. While it tempting to brush off questions of the difference between parody, satire, and overidentifiction, this would be a mistake because it is precisely in these differences that overidentifiction as strategy achieves it unique function. This conflation of overidentification and related concepts would be especially tempting precisely of how humor and satire have been taken up in the US by the left as a response to the politics of fear-mongering, for instance in the increased prominence of Jon Stewart and The Daily Show, Stephen Colbert and The Colbert Report, and the satirical newspaper The Onion (Day 2011). Colbert serves as an example of how these related phenomena seem to overlap through the way that he adopts the style and composure of a right wing news anchor to undermine the political right through parody and imitation. But what makes what Stephen Colbert and Jon Stewart is doing different from overidentification is that it is never left unclear what their position is on the role they are adopting to make their point. Viewers are unlikely to think that what is being said is serious, which is much different from the activities of Laibach and the NSK where ultimately their position is left open and is thus unsettling. Overidentification as a strategy operates through avoiding this closure, even if it is a closure that would be reassuring rather than leaving the audience unsettled.

This methodology is best – overidentification looks into the depth if norms and finds their flaws

Shukaitis, 11 - Stevphen Shukaitis is a research fellow at the University of Leicester Centre for Philosophy and Political Economy. He is a member of Ever Reviled Records, the Autonomedia Editorial Collective, and the Planetary Autonomist Network. He seeks to develop non-vanguardist forms of social research as part of the global conspiracy against neoliberalism (Dr. Stevphen Shukaitis, “Fascists as Much as Painters: Imagination, Overidentification, and Strategies of Intervention”, March 2011, http://www.essex.ac.uk/ebs/research/working_papers/WP2011-FascistsAsMuchAsPainters-CURRENT-REV.pdf)//MP

As has been argued by  Žižek and others, in actually existing socialist democracy  sustained by a set of implicit (obscene) injunctions and prohibitions. Thus there is a necessary process of socializing people into the practice of not taking certain explicitly expressed norms. Tactics of overidentification, as employed by Laibach and the NSK (as well as more broadly within the Slovenia punk subculture of the 1980s that gave birth to the genre of “state rock,” or punk music incorporating elements as the discourse of self-managed socialism as critique through overidentification), work precisely by taking the stated norms of a given system or arrangement or power more seriously than the system that proclaims them itself. Iv This operation occurs not through addressing the law itself, per se, or by breaking prohibitions (a more straightforward form of transgression), but rather teasing out the obscene subtext that underpins the operation of the law and supporting social norms. A strategy of overidentification, in order to be effective to appear total, and through that it “transcends and reactivates the terror of the social field… the spectral menace of totality gives the phenomenon sufficient „credibility‟ to sow doubt and disquiet” (Monroe, 2005:79). And this is precisely how Laibach/NSK work functions, through giving an impression of totality (by claiming the status of the nation, or the state, or of being a global state in itself) in a manner that lends a degree of credibility to the menacing and disconcerting nature of their aesthetic production.
Overidentification is key to close the distance between reality and imaginary

Shukaitis, 11 - Stevphen Shukaitis is a research fellow at the University of Leicester Centre for Philosophy and Political Economy. He is a member of Ever Reviled Records, the Autonomedia Editorial Collective, and the Planetary Autonomist Network. He seeks to develop non-vanguardist forms of social research as part of the global conspiracy against neoliberalism (Dr. Stevphen Shukaitis, “Fascists as Much as Painters: Imagination, Overidentification, and Strategies of Intervention”, March 2011, http://www.essex.ac.uk/ebs/research/working_papers/WP2011-FascistsAsMuchAsPainters-CURRENT-REV.pdf)//MP
Conversely parody and satire function by assuming that there is place that is not complicit with the forms of power engaged. Parody and satire thus work by expanding or enlarging this social distance as a basis for critique, often times to quite useful effect (Kenny 2009), while overidentification works precisely by collapsing the distance as much as possible, by rejecting the idea that there is position of non-complicity to engage with fields of power. This is to work, for instance, by teasing out the anti-nationalism contained within nationalism (which Laibach do in their recent Volk album), or the underlying fascist crowd dynamics within the pop anthem (as Laibach did in much of the their material in the 1980s). In this difference, based on not being able to assume a distance from power, that Laibach, and a strategies of overidentifiction, open new conditions for critique and intervention within the social precisely through their apparent collapse.

The shift creates a modern and rational state

Žižek, 10 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Living in the End Times, May 25th, 2010, Verso Publications, pg. 27)//MP
Since the subject-citizen of a modern state can no longer accept immersion in some particular social role that would confer on him a determinate place within the organic social whole, the construction of the rational totality of the modern state leads to Revolutionary Terror: one should ruthlessly tear up the constraints of the pre-modern organic "concrete universality," and fully assert the infinite right of subjectivity in its abstract negativity. In other words, the point of Hegel's analysis of the Revolutionary Terror is not the rather obvious insight into how the revolutionary project involved the unilateral and direct assertion of abstract universal reason, and as such was doomed to perish in self-destructive fury since it was unable to channel the transposition of its revolutionary energy into a concrete, stable and differentiated social order; Hegel's point turns rather on the enigma of why, in spite of the fact that the Revolutionary Terror was a historical deadlock. We have to pass through it in order to arrive at the modern rational state!'

Global warming makes a gap inevitable – an ideological shift is needed to solve – it’s do or die

Žižek, 10 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Living in the End Times, May 25th, 2010, Verso Publications, pg. 328)//MP
Lately, however, we hear more and more voices enjoining it, so we to be positive about global warming. The pessimistic predictions are told, should be seen a more balanced context. True, climate change will bring increased resource competition. Coastal flooding, infrastructure damage from melting permafrost stresses on animal species and indigenous cultures. All this accompanied by ethnic violence, civil disorder and local gang rule. But we should also bear in mind that the hitherto hidden treasures of a new continent will be disclosed, its resources will become more accessible, its land more suitable for human habitation. Already in a year or so. cargo ships will be able to take a direct northern route through the Arctic. Cutting the consumption of fuel and thereby reducing carbon emissions. Big businesses and state powers are already looking for new economic opportunities, which concern not only (or even primarily) 'green industry.- but much more simply the potential for further exploitation of nature opened up by climatic changes. The contours of a new Cold War are thus appearing on the horizon — and. this time, it will be a conflict literally fought in very cold conditions. On August 2, 2007, a Russian team planted a titanium capsule with a Russian flag under the ice caps of the North Pole. This assertion of the Russian claim to the Arctic region was done neither for scientific reasons nor as an act of political and propagandistic bravado. It’s true goal was to secure for Russia the vast energy riches of the Arctic: according to current estimates, up to one quarter of the world's untapped oil and gas sources may lie under the Arctic Ocean. Russia's claims are, predictably. Opposed by four other countries whose territory borders on the Arctic region: the United States, Canada. Norway and Denmark (through its sovereignty over Greenland). While it is difficult to estimate the soundness of these predictions. One thing is sure: an extraordinary social and psychological change is taking place right in front of our eyes —the impossible is becoming possible. An event first experienced as real but impossible (the prospect of a forth coming catastrophe which, however probable it may be, is effectively dismissed as impossible) becomes real and no longer impossible (once the catastrophe occurs, it is "renormalized, perceived as part of the normal run of things. as always already having been possible). The gap which makes these paradoxes possible is that between knowledge and belief: we know the (ecological) catastrophe is possible, probable even, yet we do not believe it will really happen.

Traverse the Fantasy Solvency
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. 
Rejection Solvency
Rejection of capitalism is a form of radical revolution that transforms society

Johnston ‘4, Ph.D. @State University of New York; assistant professor in psychology; fellow of psychoanalysis @ Emory (Arian, “The Cynic’s Fetish: Slavoj Zizek And The Dynamics Of Belief” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society Vol. 9 Issue 3 2004 Proquest pg. 279-280 proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=6&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=750350871&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340383759&clientId=17822)//JES//jc
Perhaps the absence of a detailed political roadmap in Zizek’s recent writings isn’t a major shortcoming. Maybe, at least for the time being, the most important task is simply the negativity of the critical struggle, the effort to cure an intellectual constipation resulting from capitalist ideology and thereby to truly open up the space for imagining authentic alternatives to the prevailing state of the situation. Another definition of materialism offered by Zizek is that it amounts to accepting the internal inherence of what fantasmatically appears as an external deadlock or hindrance (Zizek, 2001d, pp 22–23) (with fantasy itself being defined as the false externalization of something within the subject, namely, the illusory projection of an inner obstacle, Zizek, 2000a, p 16). From this perspective, seeing through ideological fantasies by learning how to think again outside the confines of current restrictions has, in and of itself, the potential to operate as a form of real revolutionary practice (rather than remaining merely an instance of negative/critical intellectual reflection). Why is this the case? Recalling the analysis of commodity fetishism, the social efficacy of money as the universal medium of exchange (and the entire political economy grounded upon it) ultimately relies upon nothing more than a kind of ‘‘magic,’’ that is, the belief in money’s social efficacy by those using it in the processes of exchange. Since the value of currency is, at bottom, reducible to the belief that it has the value attributed to it (and that everyone believes that everyone else believes this as well), derailing capitalism by destroying its essential financial substance is, in a certain respect, as easy as dissolving the mere belief in this substance’s powers. The ‘‘external’’ obstacle of the capitalist system exists exclusively on the condition that subjects, whether consciously or unconsciously, ‘‘internally’’ believe in it – capitalism’s life-blood, money, is simply a fetishistic crystallization of a belief in others’ belief in the socio-performative force emanating from this same material. 

Reject the affirmative as an instance of capitalism creates an ideological break from the system.  Theoretical rejection is a prerequisite to ‘the Act’ or any successful praxis

Johnston ‘4, Ph.D. @State University of New York; assistant professor in psychology; fellow of psychoanalysis @ Emory (Arian, “The Cynic’s Fetish: Slavoj Zizek And The Dynamics Of Belief” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society Vol. 9 Issue 3 2004 Proquest pg. 277-278 proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=6&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=750350871&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340383759&clientId=17822)//JES//jc
The height of Zizek’s philosophical traditionalism, his fidelity to certain lasting truths too precious to cast away in a postmodern frenzy, is his conviction that no worthwhile praxis can emerge prior to the careful and deliberate formulation of a correct conceptual framework. His references to the Lacanian notion of the Act (qua agent-less occurrence not brought about by a subject) are especially strange in light of the fact that he seemingly endorses the view that theory must precede practice, namely, that deliberative reflection is, in a way, primary. For Zizek, the foremost ‘‘practical’’ task to be accomplished today isn’t some kind of rebellious acting out, which would, in the end, amount to nothing more than a series of impotent, incoherent outbursts. Instead, given the contemporary exhaustion of the socio-political imagination under the hegemony of liberal-democratic capitalism, he sees the liberation of thinking itself from its present constraints as the first crucial step that must be taken if anything is to be changed for the better. In a lecture given in Vienna in 2001, Zizek suggests that Marx’s call to break out of the sterile closure of abstract intellectual ruminations through direct, concrete action (thesis eleven on Feuerbach – ‘‘The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it’’) must be inverted given the new prevailing conditions of late-capitalism. Nowadays, one must resist succumbing to the temptation to short-circuit thinking in favor of acting, since all such rushes to action are doomed; they either fail to disrupt capitalism or are ideologically coopted by it. Zizek argues that a genuine materialist embraces the taking of risks with no guarantee whatsoever of a subsequent good result – ‘‘True materialismy consists precisely in accepting the chanciness without the implication of the horizon of hidden meaning – the name of this chance is contingency’’ (Zizek, 2002b, p lii). And, reiterating a thesis argued for by Alain Badiou in his 1985 text Peut-on penser la politique? (see Badiou, 1985, pp 17–18, 31, 34), he claims that the liberal-democratic belief system of free-market capitalism uses the bogeyman of ‘‘totalitarianism’’ to de-legitimize just this sort of materialism – people often insist that the danger of recreating nightmarish Stalinist or fascist dictatorships justifies the avoidance of any radical measures deviating from accepted political doxa in the West. In other words, the specter of totalitarianism is invoked so as to silence demands for taking chances by intellectually entertaining possibilities pronounced impermissible by capitalist democracy – ‘‘the notion of ‘‘totalitarianism,’’ far from being an effective theoretical concept, is a kind of stopgap: instead of enabling us to thinky it relieves us of the duty to think, or even actively prevents us from thinking’’ (Zizek, 2001a, p 3). Zizek continues, noting that, ‘‘Today, reference to the ‘‘totalitarian’’ threat sustains a kind of unwritten Denkverbot (prohibition against thinking)’’ (Zizek, 2001a, p 3). Hence, the phrase ‘‘repeating Lenin,’’ for instance, doesn’t refer to the ridiculously anachronistic and ineffective posturing that would be involved in another attempt at launching a communist revolution. For Zizek, it broadly signifies a disruptive break that makes it possible to imagine, once again, viable alternatives to liberal-democratic capitalism by removing the various obstacles to seriously thinking about options forcefully foreclosed by today’s reigning ideologies – ‘‘ ‘‘Lenin’’ stands for the compelling FREEDOM to suspend the stale existing [post]ideological coordinates, the debilitating Denkverbot in which we live – it simply means that we are allowed to think again’’ (Zizek, 2001d, p 51).Zizek links liberal-democracy’s employment of the threat of totalitarianism to a more fundamental rejection of the Act itself qua intervention whose consequences cannot be safely anticipated. The refusal to risk a gesture of disruption because it might not turn out exactly the way one envisions it should is the surest bulwark against change – ‘‘This lack of guarantee is what the critics cannot tolerate; they want an Act without risk – not without empirical risks, but without the much more radical ‘‘transcendental risk’’ that the Act will not only simply fail, but radically misfirey those who oppose the ‘‘absolute Act’’ effectively oppose the Act as such, they want an Act without the Act’’ (Zizek, 2002c, pp 152–153). 
Defense of State Solvency
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 7\ 87aporetic 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.
Metaphor of Condensation

Debate presents the prefect condition for metaphoric condensation. Our particular demand as the affirmative will always resonate best, because it is a particular demand for the universal that cannot be politically denied.

Žižek 2007 (Slavoj, Resistance is Surrender, London Review of Books, 11/15 http://www.lrb.co.uk/v29/n22/zize01_.html)//MP
The lesson here is that the truly subversive thing is not to insist on ‘infinite’ demands we know those in power cannot fulfil. Since they know that we know it, such an ‘infinitely demanding’ attitude presents no problem for those in power: ‘So wonderful that, with your critical demands, you remind us what kind of world we would all like to live in. Unfortunately, we live in the real world, where we have to make do with what is possible.’ The thing to do is, on the contrary, to bombard those in power with strategically well-selected, precise, finite demands, which can’t be met with the same excuse.
State Good Solvency
Particular demands of the State do not make us a part of the State; rather they are how we can effectively act to challenge it.

Badiou  98 (Alain and Peter, “Politics and Philosophy: An Interview with Alain Badiou”, Ethics ,  p. 98-99)//mp)
The third and final point of change concerns the state. We used to be convinced that a new political stage wind had to be built, a stage for the masses, that would be radically external or foreign to the mechanism of the state. We tended to leave the state outside of the field of politics in the strict sense. Politics unfolded according to the interests of the masses, and the state was the external adversary. This was our way of being faithful to the old communist idea of the withering away of the state, and of the states necessarily bourgeois and reactionary character. Today our point of view is quite different. It is clear that there are two opposed forms of antistatism. There is the communist heritage of the withering of the state on the one hand; and on the other there is ultraliberalism. Which also calls for the suppression of the state, or at least its reduction to its military and police functions. What we would say now is that there are a certain number of questions regarding which we cannot posit the absolute exteriority of the state. It is rather a matter of requiring something from the state, of formulating with regret; to the state a certain number of prescriptions or statements. I'll take up the same example I gave a moment ago. Because it is an example of militant urgency. Considering the fate of the sans-pepiers in this country, a first orientation might have been: they should revolt against the state. Today we would say that the singular form of their struggle is, rather, to create the conditions in which the state is led to change this or that thing concerning them, to repeal the laws that should be appealed. To take the measures of naturalization that should be taken, and so on. This is what we mean by prescriptions against the state. This is not to say that we participate in the state. We remain outside the electoral system, outside any party representation. But we include the state within our political field, to the extent that, on a number of essential points, we have to work more through prescriptions against the state than in any radical exteriority to the state.

Universality Solvency
Regardless of whether we can expose or fill the gap in our politics doesn’t matter – universalization is based off of the failure, and our policy to accommodate this failure is the best for solving our movement

Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 31-32)//AL

Thus Laclau identifies a condition common to all politicization, but it is precisely not a condition with a content: it is, rather, the condition by which any specific content fails fully to constitute an identity, condition of necessary failure which not only pertains universally, but is the ‘empty and ineradicable place’ of universality itself. A certain necessary tension emerges within any political formation inasmuch as it seeks to fill that place and finds that it cannot. This failure to fill the place, however, is precisely the futural promise of universality, its status as a limitless and unconditional feature of all political articulation. Inevitable as it is that a political organization will posit the possible filling of that place as an ideal, it is equally inevitable that it will fail to do so. Much as this failure cannot be directly pursued as the ‘aim’ of politics, it does produce a value - indeed, a value of universality that no politics can do without. Thus the aim of politics must then change, it seems, in order to accommodate precisely this failure as a structural source of its alliance with other such political movements. What is identical to all terms in an equivalential chain . . can only be the pure, abstract, absent fullness of the community, which lacks ... any direct form of representation and expresses itself through the equivalence of the differential terms . . . it is essential that the chain of equivalences remain open: otherwise its closure could only be the result of one more difference specifiable in its particularity and would not be with the fullness of the community as an absence. (p. 57)

Assertion of universality good – exposes spectral doubling and creates speculation that is necessary to solve exclusion
Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 38-40)//AL

The assertion of universality by those who have conventionally been excluded by the term often produces a performative contradiction of a certain sort. But this contradiction, in Hegelian fashion, is not self cancelling, but exposes the spectral doubling of the concept itself. And it prompts a set of antagonistic speculations on what the proper venue for the claim of universality ought to be. Who may speak it? And how ought it to be spoken? The fact that we do not know the answers to these questions confirms that the question of universality has not been settled. As I have argued elsewhere to claim that the universal has not yet been articulated is to insist that the ‘not yet’ is proper to an understanding of the universal itself: that which remains ‘unrealized’ by the universal constitutes it essentially. The universal announces, as it were, its ‘non-place’, its fundamentally temporal modality, precisely when challenges to its existing formulation emerge from those who are not covered by it, who have no entitlement to occupy the place of the ‘who’, but nevertheless demand that the universal as such ought to be inclusive of them. At stake here is the exclusionary function of certain norms of universality which, in a way, transcend the cultural locations from which they emerge. Although they often appear as transcultural or formal criteria by which existing cultural conventions are to be judged, they are precisely cultural conventions which have, through a process of abstraction, come to appear as post-conventional principles. The task, then, is to refer these formal conceptions of universality back to the contaminating trace of their ‘content", to eschew the form/content distinction as it furthers that ideological obfuscation, and to consider the cultural form that this struggle over the meaning and scope of norms takes. When one has no right to under the auspices of the universal, and speaks none the less, laying claim to universal rights, and doing so in a way that preserves the particularity of struggles, speaks in a way that may be readily dismissed as nonsensical or impossible. We hear about ‘lesbian and gay human rights’, or even ‘women’s human rights’, we are confronted with a strange neighboring of the universal and the particular which neither synthesizes the two, nor keeps them apart. The nouns function adjectivally, and although they are identities and grammatical ‘substances’, they are also in the act of qualifying and being qualified by one another. Clearly, however, the ‘human’ as previously defined has not readily included lesbians, gays and women, and the current mobilization seeks to expose the conventional limitations of the human, the term that sets the limits on the universal reach of international law. But the exclusionary character of those conventional norms of universality does not preclude further recourse to the term, although it does mean entering into that situation in which the conventional meaning becomes unconventional (or catachrestic). This does not mean that we have a priori recourse to a truer criterion of universality. It does suggest, however, that conventional and exclusionary norms of universality can, through perverse reiterations, produce unconventional formulations of universality that expose the limited and exclusionary features of the former one at the same time that they mobilize a new set of demands. This point is made in a significant way by Paul Gilroy who, in The Black Atlantic, takes issue with forms of contemporary skepticism that lead to a full scale rejection of the key terms of modernity, including ‘universality’. Gilroy also, however, his distance from Habermas, noting that Habermas fails to take into account the centrality of slavery to the ‘project of modernity’. Habermas’s failure, he notes, can be attributed to his preference for Kant over Hegel(!): ‘Habermas does not follow Hegel in arguing that slavery is itself a modernizing force in that it leads both master and servant first to self—consciousness and then to disillusion, forcing both to confront the unhappy realization that the true, the good, and the beautiful do not have a shared origin’ (p. 50). Gilroy accepts the notion that the very terms of modernity, however, may be radically reappropriated by those who have been excluded from those terms.

Only the plan of universality grounded in political action can solves for forms of domination and cap - Political action is key to mobilise the masses 

Laclau 2k – Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 46-47)//AL

For Marx, of course, only full, non-mediated reconciliation constitutes a true emancipation. The other alternative is just the partial or spurious universality which is compatible with a class society. The attainment of full emancipation and universality depends, however, on the verification of his basic hypothesis: the simplification of class structure under capitalism. It is sufficient that the logic of capital does not move in that direction for the realm of particularism to be prolonged sine die (a particularism which, as we have seen, is not incompatible with a plurality of universalizing effects). Now, were emancipation and universalization to be restricted to this model, two consequences for the logic of our argument would follow. First, the political mediation, far from withering away, would become the very condition of universality and emancipation in society. As, however, this mediation arises from the actions of a limited historical actor within society, it cannot be attributed to a pure and separate sphere, as can the Hegelian universal class. It is a partial and pragmatic universality. But, secondly, the very possibility of domination is made dependent on the ability of a limited historical actor to present its own ‘partial’ emancipation as equivalent to the emancipation of society as a whole. As this ‘holistic’ dimension cannot be reduced to the particularity which assumes its representation, its very possibility involves an autonomization of the sphere of ideological representations vis-a-vis the apparatuses of straight domination. Ideas, in the words of become material if domination involves political subordination, the latter in turn can be achieved only through processes universalization which make all domination unstable. With this we have all the dimensions of‘ the political and theoretical situation which make possible the ‘hegemonic’ turn in emancipatory politics.

Voting affirmative resonates into something beyond just the act of voting—it creates the space for universal politics by exposing the violence of the current system and wills a new one into existence

Dean, 05 - teaches political theory. Her research and writing focus on the contemporary space and possibility of politics. Books include: Solidarity of Strangers (1996), Aliens in America (1998), Publicity's Secret (2002), Zizek's Politics (2006), Democracy and Other Neoliberal Fantasies (2009), Blog Theory: Feedback and Capture in the Circuits of Drive (2010) (*Jodi, “Žižek Against Democrocy”, 2005, http://tinyurl.com/llnbtt)//MP
I’ve argued thus far that Zizek rejects the celebration of diversity insofar as he finds it ultimately embedded in global capital and hence incapable of opening up a space for politics. I’ve mentioned as well his specific criticism of multiculturalism on the grounds that it prevents the universalization necessary for politicization.  I move now to look more carefully at Zizek’s account of universalization and how it links up with politics.  In a nutshell, for Zizek universalization is the key to politicization: without the claim to universality, there simply is no politics.   This rendering of the political is a second primary difference between his position and alternative approaches prominent in Left critical cultural and political theory: for Zizek without division and exclusion there can be no politics. One way to approach Zizek’s account of universalization is by way of a common critique of universality, namely, that it is always necessarily exclusive and hence not only not universal but ideologically or malignly so—the claim of universality depends on the exclusion and denigration of particular contents, indeed, of particular others.  For some thinkers, the way around this problem is through the assertion of contingency and singularity.  Because universality never escapes from the horizon of a particular, an ethical relation to difference calls for an appreciation of the multiplicity of modes of becoming instead of the inevitably divisive move to the universal. Indeed, not only is the move to the universal dangerous and divisive, it is unnecessary. As Hardt and Negri write, “politics is given immediately; it is a field of pure immanence.”   This, to say the least, is not the view Zizek advocates.  Rather, he accepts the point that universality is inevitably exclusive and argues that this exclusion creates the space of politicization. So, what does universality exclude? Zizek argues that it is not “primarily the underprivileged Other whose status is reduced, constrained, and so on, but its own permanent founding gesture—a set of unwritten, unacknowledged rules and practices which, while publicly disavowed, are not the less the ultimate support of the existing power edifice.”   As I’ve discussed, this exclusion is at work in superego’s underpinning of the moral law as well as in the democratic terror of the Jacobins.  The violence of both is a condition for the emergence of the formal, empty place of universality. So, within the democratic form, say, one can include all sorts of different people—workers, women, sexual and ethnic minorities—but what one cannot include is the moment of transition to democracy or those who oppose democracy. As a political form, democracy is necessarily partial and this partiality is a condition for its universality. Some operation of exclusion, some founding violence, is necessary for the emergence of a universal frame. Moreover, given that this violence and exclusion underlies the liberal-democratic order, this order can be disrupted from the standpoint of its exclusion.  From such an abject standpoint, in other words, it is possible to challenge the existing order in the name of the universal.  This is what Zizek has in mind when he talks about the social symptom—“the part which, although inherent to the existing universal order, has no ‘proper place’ within it (say illegal immigrants or the homeless in our society.”  We can approach exclusion at work in universality from a different direction. Zizek agrees with Laclau that the “the universal is operative only through the split in the particular.”  The universal appears when the particular splits into itself and something it represents or as the gap which prevents the particular from achieving self-identity. Politicization, then, involves the struggle to open up something beyond itself, a struggle to represent this element as displaced, as rupturing the social whole. For Zizek, politicization is universalization. Politics proper, he explains, is “the moment in which a particular demand is not simply part of the negotiation of interests but aims at something more, and starts to function as the metaphoric condensation of the global restructuring of the entire space.”   Nothing is naturally or automatically political. Transgressions and resistances may be politicized, but there is nothing about them that makes them inevitably political. This makes sense when we recall that the very sense of transgression is context dependent and that resistances are immanent to and inseparable from power.  An act or practice of resistance, then, has to become political, it has to be reiterated in another register, a register beyond itself (even as there is no ‘itself’ absent this ‘beyond’)

We are in an apocalyptic time now - our only chance of avoiding it is a change of ideology to unite people for a universal goal.

Žižek, 09 - Slavoj, professor of philosophy at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana (First as Tragedy, Then as Farce; Verso Publications, New York, pg. 87-94, October 5, 2009)//MP

For this reason, a new emancipatory politics will stem no longer from  a  particular  social  agent,  but  from  an  explosive  combination  of different agents. What unites us is that, in contrast to the classic image of proletariat who have "nothing to lose but their chains;' we are in danger of losing everything:  the  threat  is  that  we  will  be  reduced  to  abstract subjects devoid of all substantial  content,  dispossessed of our symbolic substance,  our  genetic  base  heavily  manipulated,  vegetating  in  an unlivable environment. This triple threat to our entire being renders us all proletarians,  reduced to  "substance less subjectivity;' as Marx put it in the Grundrisse. The ethico-political challenge is to recognize ourselves in this figure-in a way, we are all excluded, from nature as well as from our symbolic  substance. Today, we are all potentially a  homo sacer, and the only way to stop that from becoming a  reality is to act preventively. If this sounds apocalyptic, one can only retort that we live in apocalyptic times. It is easy to see how each of the three processes of proletarianization refer to an  apocalyptic  end  point:  ecological breakdown,  the biogenetic reduction of humans to manipulable machines, total digital control over our lives . . .  At al these levels, things are approaching a zero-point; "the end of times is near. " Here is Ed Ayres's description: We  are  being  confronted  by  something  so  completely  outside  our collective experience that we don't really see it, even when the evidence is overwhelming. For us, that "something" is a blitz of enormous biological and physical alterations in the world that has been sustaining us.S At the geological and biological level, Ayres enumerates four "spikes" (accelerated  developments)  asymptotically  approaching  a  zero-point at which  the  quantitative  expansion will  reach  a  limit  and  a  qualita­tive  change will then occur. The "spikes" are population growth, the consumption  of finite  resources,  carbon  gas  emissions,  and the mass extinction  of species. In order  to  cope with  these  threats,  the domi­nant  ideology  is  mobilizing  mechanisms  of  dissimulation  and self-deception which include a will to ignorance: "a general pattern of behavior among threatened human societies is to become more blinkered, rather than more focused on the crisis, as they fail:' The same goes for the ongoing economic crisis: in late Spring 2009 it was successfully "renormalized" -the panic blew over, the situation was proclaimed as "getting better:' or at least the damage as having been controlled (the price paid  for  this "recovery"  in  the Third World  countries was,  of course, rarely mentioned)-thereby constituting an ominous warning that the true message of the crisis had been ignored, and that we could relax once again and continue our long march towards the apocalypse. Apocalypse is  characterized  by  a  specific  mode  of time,  clearly opposed  to  the  two  other  predominant  modes:  traditional  circular time (time ordered and regulated on cosmic principles,  reflecting the order of nature and the heavens; the time-form in which microcosm and macrocosm resonate in harmony), and the modern linear time of  gradual progress of development. Apocalyptic time is the "time of the end of time;'  the  time  of emergency,  of the  "state of exception"  when the  end  is  nigh  and  we  can only  prepare  for  it.  There are  at least four different  versions  of  apocalyptism  today:  Christian  fundamentalism, New Age  spirituality,  techno-digital  post-humanism,  and  secular ecologism.  Although  they  all  share the  basic  notion that  humanity is approaching  a  zero-point  of  radical  transmutation,  their  respective ontologies differ radically: Techno-digital apocalyptism  (of which Ray Kurzweil  is  the  main  representative)  remains  within  the  confines  of scientific  naturalism,  and discerns  in  the  evolution  of human  species the  contours  of our  transformation  into  "post-humans."  New Age spirituality gives this transmutation a further twist, interpreting it as the shift from one mode of "cosmic awareness" to another (usually a shift from the modern  dualist-mechanistic  stance  to  one  of holistic  immersion). Christian fundamentalists of course read the apocalypse in strictly biblical terms, that is, they search for (and find) in the contemporary world signs that  the  final  battle  between  Christ and  the  Anti-Christ  is  imminent. Finally, secular ecologism shares the naturalist stance of post-humanism, but gives  it a  negative twist-what lies ahead, the "omega point" we  are approaching, is  not a progression to a higher "post-human"  level, but the catastrophic  self-destruction  of  humanity.  Although  Christian  fundamentalist apocalyptism is considered the most ridiculous, and dangerous, in  its  content,  it  remains  the  version  closest  to  a  radical  "milenarian" emancipatory logic. The  task  is  thus to  bring it  into  closer contact with secular  ecologism,  thereby  conceiving the threat  of  annihilation as the chance for a radical emancipatory renewal.
Urban Mass Transit Solvency
Inadequate public transit systems restrict racial minorities ability to get jobs –city-suburban public transit collaboration solves 

Briggs 05 [Xavier de Souza Briggs: Associate Professor of Sociology and Urban Planning in the Department of Urban Studies & Planning, senior policy official in the Clinton Administration from 1998 to 1999, Acting Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research at the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Brookings Institution Press: The Geography of Opportunity: Race and Housing Choice in Metropolitan America, http://site.ebrary.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/lib/umich//docDetail.action?docID=10120586 // Accessed: July 16th  2012 // BP]

Among the problems shared by many metropolises is a weak public transit system. A commitment to address this problem through a form of city-suburban collaboration would benefit residents of both the city and the suburbs. Theoretically, everyone would benefit from mobility within the metropolitan area, but especially inner-city residents, whose lack of housing choice is reflected in long and demanding commutes to jobs. Allow me to elaborate. An inadequate public transit system not only increases reliance on automobiles, it also makes it difficult for those without cars, particularly inner-city residents, to get to suburban jobs. As shown in this volume, racial and ethnic segregation, which restricts minority access to suburban housing, exacerbates the situation. As a result, African Americans and Hispanics bear the brunt of unemployment. For example, even with commutes in excess of one hour, welfare recipients in Boston can access only 14 percent of the entry-level jobs in the fast-growth areas in the metropolitan region. In the Atlanta metropolitan area, according to HUD, less than half of the entry-level jobs are located within a quarter mile of a public transit system. Greatly exacerbating the problems related to the geography of opportunity is urban sprawl. It is generally recognized that public investment in core infrastructure improvements (roads, transit, sewers, utilities) is important for private investment. Indeed, private investment, according to Henry Richmond, relies heavily on core infrastructure maintenance and improvement. 8 But what is not generally perceived is that core infrastructure investments, in turn, are dependent on factors of density and distance for their initial feasibility and efficient operation. However, urban sprawl has made public investment in core infrastructure more costly and difficult. From 1970 to 1990, the urbanized area of American metropolitan regions expanded from eight to fifteen times as fast as population growth. As industrial and residential development spreads across an ever-broadening geographical area, more transportation costs and inefficiency are imposed on business, more urban minorities are further removed from access to jobs, and more pollution and destruction of natural resources occur.

Continuous threat of war, inequality and lack of infrastructure to sustain meaninguful liberal community prevent free market alternatives from realization  

Goonewardena 03 [Kanishka Goonewardena, teaches planning, urban design and critical theory in the Department of Geography at the University of Toronto: The Future of Planning at the ' End of History ', Planning Theory Vol. 2, Issue 3. Date: 11/2003 Pages: 183-224, http://plt.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/2/3/183  // Accessed: July 17th 2012 // BP]
The unabashed victory of economic and political liberalism [over all competitors means] not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a particular period of history, but the end of history as such: that is, the end-point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government. (Fukuyama, 1989: 3–4) No one, of course, rejoiced at this well-advertised world-historical triumph like the ideologues of neoliberal economics, who rushed to interpret Fukuyama’s Hegelian verdict on history as an unconditional vindication – in both theory and practice – of the ‘free market’. Fukuyama’s own reaction to his influential thesis, by comparison, was more sensibly restrained, and less tendentious. For he was well aware that the enviable strength of his case rested essentially on the proven absence of any convincing alternatives to liberal democratic capitalism, less on the intrinsic virtues of the victorious New World Order. As for the latter, Fukuyama readily acknowledged, along with his best critics from the Left, Right and Center, three major problems: the continuous threat of war; the persistence of inequality and misery; and the lack of what Hegel called an ‘ethical life,’5that is, a rational institutional infrastructure capable of sustaining social life and securing the identity of a meaningful liberal political community.The problem of political community, to be sure, has for long occupied the center stage of political thought and planning theory. Indeed, the most striking original insight in Friedmann’s (1987: 314, 343) survey of planning theory – justly regarded by many as the best available in English to date – contends that ‘the world-historical project that is beginning to emerge’ for planning, for which ‘we do not yet have a name’, is the ‘recovery of political community’. Yet, in part because of his excessive reliance on the Anglo- American tradition of liberal political thought, Friedmann completely ignores in his theoretical exegesis the most formidable modern philosopher- critic of liberalism in the communitarian tradition: Hegel. This symptomatic omission has its costs. For as philosopher Allen W. Wood argues with remarkable lucidity in his introduction to Hegel’s Philosophy of Right: The basic tendency of Hegel’s social thought is to undermine modern society’s liberal self-interpretation; to the extent that its institutions have been shaped by this interpretation, its tendency is even to criticize those institutions themselves. He presents a communitarian rather than an individualistic rationale for modern economic and political institutions and of the freedom they seek to actualize. This provides the basis for an indictment of any society which tries to call itself ‘free’ even though it fails to offer its members any rationally credible sense of collective purpose, leaves them cynically discontented with and alienated from its political institutions, deprives them of a socially structured sense of self-identity, and condemns many of them to lives of poverty, frustration, and alienation.6 (Wood, 1991: xxviii) While illustrating how Friedmann (1987) may have thus missed the most authoritative philosophical source for his admirable project of ‘recovering [the liberal] political community’, Wood’s (1991: xi) convincing demon- stration that ‘Hegel is a critic of liberalism, even its deepest and most troubling modern critic,’ raises an instructive question. What kinds of liberal institutions did Hegel propose in his day in order to realize modern freedom?
Urban spaces are areas of discriminations, conflict and suffering produced by neoliberalism 

Goonewardena 03 [Kanishka Goonewardena, teaches planning, urban design and critical theory in the Department of Geography at the University of Toronto: The Future of Planning at the ' End of History ', Planning Theory Vol. 2, Issue 3. Date: 11/2003 Pages: 183-224, http://plt.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/2/3/183  // Accessed: July 17th 2012 // BP]
If on closer inspection the Third Way turns out to be less a ‘modernization’ of social democracy than a programmatic drift of the Center-Left political regimes towards those of the neoliberal Right, then where can we turn instead to a more principled critique of neoliberalism and its effects on planning worldwide? In the realm of theoretical discourse with some influ- ence in the public sphere, at least in Europe, two critics in particular repre- sent political positions that stand apart from the mainstream consensus: radical French sociologist and philosopher Bourdieu on the Left, and conservative British political theorist and former champion of Thatcher John Gray on the Right. As leading European intellectuals, both – together with Jürgen Habermas – offer vital counterpoints to Anthony Giddens and his powerful advisees in the UK and abroad. It will be useful therefore to contrast, even if briefly, the nature of their interventions with the influence of the Third Way in order to highlight some fundamental contradictions of neoliberalism bearing on planning theory and practice – contradictions that may open up forms of planning more radically democratic and socially equi- table than the ones currently professed in Washington and London.

‘Turning to Bourdieu’ after engaging Giddens, writes Callinicos (1999: 85) in a fine comparative assessment of their divergent responses to neo- liberalism, ‘seems to enter a different world.’ In the Frenchman’s recent writings, indeed, the figure of the ‘engaged intellectual’ of the Left memorably represented by Zola and Sartre once again emerges fully redeemed. Not surprisingly, Bourdieu’s radicalization within the Left to which he always belonged and his assumption of the role of the leading public intellectual in France, after a distinguished career as the leading sociologist of the Continent, had everything to do with the rise of neo- liberalism under the auspices of ‘socialist’ regimes in his country – the deplorable affects of which he and his colleagues vividly documented as early as 1993 in La Misère du monde (translated as The Weight of the World: Bourdieu et al., 1999). In order to produce this ‘massive indictment of the human consequences of the neoliberal order installed by French socialism,’ the formidable team of researchers Bourdieu assembled around the Collège de France and the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales ‘spent three of years analyzing,’ on the basis of painstaking ethnographic work, ‘the new forms of social suffering that characterize contemporary societies – the suffering of those who are denied the means of acquiring a socially dignified existence, as well as the suffering of those who are poorly adjusted to the rapidly changing conditions of their lives.’13 The thick descriptions and analyses of this best-selling book, which ‘triggered a wide-ranging public debate on inequality, politics and civic solidarity’ in France, thus turn on issues of utmost importance to planners: ‘[d]eclining housing estates, the school, the family, street-level state services, the everyday world of social workers and policemen, factory workers and white collar clerks, the universe of farmers and artisans, of teachers and the unemployed and partly employed.’ For these issues represent none other than the very locus, if not the mediated outcome, of planning: the urban and regional ‘spaces where conflict occurs, where specific discriminations and recriminations, tensions and contradictions . . . accumulate, and where new forms of suffering are produced’ by the architects of neoliberal globalization (Bourdieu et al., 1999).

Imperialism is hidden by international organizations –is the root cause of terrorism 

Bourdieu 98 [Pierre Bourdieu, French sociologist, anthropologist, and philosopher: Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages  19-20// Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]
From deep inside the Islamic countries there comes a very profound question with regard to the false universalism of the West, or what I call the imperialism of the universal.1 France has been the supreme incarnation of this imperialism, which in this very country has given rise to a national populism, associated for me with the name of Herder. If it is true that one form of universalism is no more than a nationalism which invokes the universal (human rights, etc.) in order to impose itself, then it becomes less easy to write off all fundamentalist reaction against it as reactionary. Scientific rationalism the rationalism of the mathematical models which inspire the policy of the IMF or the World Bank, that of the law firms, great juridical multinationals which impose the traditions of American law on the whole planet, that of rational-action theories, etc. — is both the expression and the justification of a Western arrogance, which leads people to act as if they had the monopoly of reason and could set themselves up as world policemen, in other words as self-appointed holders of the monopoly of legitimate violence, capable of applying the force of arms in the service of universal justice. Terrorist violence, through the irrationalism of the despair which is almost always at its root, refers back to the inert violence of the powers which invoke reason. Economic coercion is often dressed up in juridical reasons. Imperialism drapes itself in the legitimacy of international bodies. And, through the very hypocrisy of the rationalizations intended to mask its double standards, it tends to provoke or justify, among the Arab, South American or African peoples, a very profound revolt against the reason which cannot be separated from the abuses of power which are armed or justified by reason (economic, scientific or any other). These ‘irraitionalisms’ are partly the product of our rationalism, imperialist, invasive and conquering or mediocre, narrow, defensive, regressive and repressive, depending on the place and time. One is still defending reason when one fights those who mask their abuses of power under the appearances of reason or who use the weapons of reason to consolidate or justify an arbitrary empire.
Neoliberalism is creating insecurity and distress among the working and middle classes due to the threat of unemployment 
Bourdieu 98 [Pierre Bourdieu, French sociologist, anthropologist, and philosopher: Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages 36-37// Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]
To fight against the myth of globalization, which has the function of justifying a restoration, a return to an unrestrained but rationalized — and cynical capitalism, one has to return to the facts. If we look at the statistics, we see that the competition experienced by European workers is largely intraEuropean. According to my sources, 70 per cent of the trade of European countries is with other European countries. The emphasis placed on the extra-European threat conceals the fact that the main danger comes from the internal competition of other European countries and is sometimes called ‘social dumping’: European countries with less social welfare and lower wages can derive a competitive advantage from this, but in so doing they pull down the others, which are forced to abandon their welfare systems in order to resist. This implies that, in order to break out of this spiral, the workers of the advanced countries have an interest in combining with the workers in less developed countries to protect their social gains and to favour their generalization to all European workers. (This is not easy, because of the differences in national traditions, especially in the weight of the unions with respect to the state and in the means of financing welfare.) But this is not all. There are also all the effects, visible to everyone, of neo-liberal policies. For example, several British studies have shown that Thatcherite policies have resulted in enormous insecurity, a sense of distress, not only among manual workers but also in the middle classes. The same can be seen in the United States, where there is a great rise in the number of insecure, underpaid jobs (which artificially bring down official unemployment rates). The American middle classes, exposed to the threat of suddenly losing their jobs, are feeling a terrible insecurity (which shows that what is important in a job is not only the activity and income it provides, but also the sense of security it gives). In all countries, the proportion of workers with temporary status is growing relative to those with permanent jobs. Increased insecurity and ‘flexibility’ lead to the loss of the modest advantages (often described as the ‘perks’ of the ‘privileged’) which might compensate for low wages, such as long-lasting employment, health insurance and pension rights. Privatization equally leads to the loss of collective gains. For example, in the case of France, three-quarters of newly recruited workers are taken on on a temporary basis, and only a quarter of those three-quarters will become permanent employees. These new recruits naturally tend to be young people. That is why this insecurity mainly young people, in France — we observed this in our book La Misére du monde — and also in Britain, where the distress of young people has reached very high levels, with consequences such as delinquency and other very costly phenomena. Social sciences, which are condemned either to subordinate themselves to the directly self-interested sponsorship of corporate or state bureaucracies or wither under the censorship of power (relayed by the opportunists) or money.

Neoliberalism is destroying cultural gains of humanity –profit valued over art 

Bourdieu 98 [Pierre Bourdieu, French sociologist, anthropologist, and philosopher: Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages 37-38 // Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]
Added to this, at the present time, is the destruction of the economic and social bases of the most precious cultural gains of humanity. The autonomy of the worlds of cultural production with respect to the market, which had grown steadily through the battles and sacrifices of writers, artists and scientists, is increasingly threatened. The reign of ‘commerce’ and the ‘commercial’ bears down more strongly every day on literature, particularly through the concentration of publishing, which is more and more subject to the constraints of immediate profit; on literary and artistic criticism, which has been handed over to the most opportunistic servants of the publishers — or of their accomplices, ~with favour traded for favour; and especially on the cinema (one wonders what will he left in ten years7 time of European experimental cinema if nothing is done to provide avant-garde directors with the means of production and perhaps more importantly distribution). Not to mention the social sciences, which are condemned either to subordinate themselves to the directly self-interested sponsorship of corporate or state bureaucracies or wither under the censorship of power (relayed by the opportunists) or money.
Unemployment and job insecurity preconditions rational conflicts and violence –workers face constant insecurity 
of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages 82-83// Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]
It has emerged clearly that job insecurity is now everywhere: in the private sector, but also in the public sector, which has greatly increased the number of temporary, part-time or casual positions; in industry, but also in the institutions of cultural production and diffusion — education, journalism, the media, etc. In all these areas it produces more or less identical effects, which become particularly visible in the extreme case of the unemployed: the destructuring of existence, which is deprived among other things of its temporal structures, and the ensuing deterioration of the whole relationship to the world, time and space. Casualization profoundly affects the person who suffers it: by making the whole future uncertain, it prevents all rational anticipation and, in particular, the basic belief and hope in the future that one needs in order to rebel, especially collectively, against present conditions, even the most intolerable. Added to these effects of precariousness on those directly touched by it there are the effects on all the others, who are apparently spared. The awareness of it never goes away: it is present at every moment in everyone’s mind (except, no doubt, in the minds of the liberal economists, perhaps because, as one of their theoretical opponents has pointed out, they enjoy the protection afforded by tenured positions . . . It pervades both the conscious and the unconscious mind. The existence of a large reserve army, which, because of the overproduction of graduates, is no longer restricted to the lowest levels of competence and technical qualification, helps to give all those in work the sense that they are in no way irreplaceable and that their work, their jobs, are in some way a privilege, a fragile, threatened privilege (as they are reminded by their employers as soon as they step out of line and by journalists and commentators at the first sign of a strike). Objective insecurity gives rise to a generalized subjective insecurity which is now affecting all workers in our highly developed economy. This kind of ‘collective mentality’ (I use this expression, although I do not much like it, to make myself understood), common to the whole epoch, is the origin of the demoralization and loss of militancy which one can observe (as I did in Algeria in the 19605) in underdeveloped countries suffering very high rates of unemployment or underemployment and permanently haunted by the spectre of joblessness. The unemployed and the casualized workers, having suffered a blow to their capacity to project themselves into the future, which is the precondition for all so-called rational conducts, starting with economic calculation, or, in a quite different realm, political organization, are scarcely capable of being mobilized. Paradoxically, as I showed in Travail et travailleurs en Algérie,I my oldest and perhaps most contemporary book, in order to conceive a revolutionary project, in other words a reasoned ambition to transform the present by reference to a projected future, one needs some grasp on the present. The proletarian, unlike the subproletarian, does have this basic minimum of present assurances, security7 which is needed in order to conceive the ambition of changing the present with an eye to the future. But, let me say in passing, the worker is also someone who has something to defend, something to lose, a job, even if it is exhausting and badly paid, and a number of the things the worker does, sometimes described as too prudent or even conservative, spring from the fear of falling lower, back into the subproletariat.
Instability of unemployment leads to domination and exploitation –the mobilization of the unemployed key to the rejection of political fatalism 

Bourdieu 98 [Pierre Bourdieu, French sociologist, anthropologist, and philosopher: Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages 89-90// Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]
The first conquest of this movement is the movement itself, its very existence: it pulls the unemployed, and with them all insecure workers, whose number increases daily, out of invisibility, isolation, silence, in short, out of non-existence. Reemerging into the light of day, the unemployed give back their existence and some pride in themselves to all the men and women that non-employment consigns, like them, to oblivion and shame. Above all they remind us that one of the foundations of the present economic and social order is mass unemployment and the threat this implies for all those who still have a job. Far from being wrapped up in an egoistic movement, they are saying that even if no unemployed person is quite like another, the differences between people on welfare-to-work schemes, the unemployed whose benefits have expired or those receiving specific allowances, are not radically different from those between the unemployed and all insecure workers. This is a reality which tends to be masked and forgotten when the emphasis is' put on the (so to speak) ‘sectional’ claims of the unemployed, which are liable to separate them from the employed, especially those in the most insecure positions, who may feel forgotten. Moreover, unemployment and the unemployed haunt work and the worker. Short-term, part-time and temporary workers of every category, in industry, commerce, education, entertainment, even if there are immense differences between them and the unemployed and also between themselves, all live in fear of unemployment and, very often, under the threat of the blackmail that can be used against them. Instability of employment opens up new strategies of domination and exploitation, based on intimidation through the threat of redundancy, which occurs now at all levels of the hierarchy, in private and even public enterprises and which subjects the whole world of work, especially those in the cultural sector, to a crushing censorship that forbids mobilization and takes away bargaining power. The generalized worsening of working conditions is made possible or even favoured by unemployment and it is because they are obscurely aware of this that so many French people feel and express solidarity with the struggle of the unemployed. That is why it is possible to say, without playing with words, that the mobilization of those whose existence is undoubtedly the main factor in a loss of militancy is the most extraordinary encouragement to mobilization, to the rejection of political fatalism.

Unemployment instability creates support for acism and demoralization for workers –feel they must proce themselves 

Bourdieu 98 [Pierre Bourdieu, French sociologist, anthropologist, and philosopher: Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market, pages 99-100// Accessed July 17th 2012 // BP]

The particular character of the profound sense of insecurity and uncertainty about themselves and their future which affects all workers exposed to casualization stems from the fact that the principle of the division between those who are thrown back into the reserve army and those who are kept in work lies in academically guaranteed competence, which is also the basis of the division, within the ‘technically advanced’ company, between the executives 01' ‘technicians’ and the production-line workers, the new pariahs of industrial society. The generalization of electronics, IT and quality standards, which requires all wage-earners to retrain and perpetuates the equivalent of school tests within the enterprise, tends to reinforce the sense of insecurity with a sense of unworthiness, deliberately fostered by the hierarchy. The occupational world, and by extension the whole social world, seems based on a ranking by ‘competence’, or, worse, of ‘intelligence’. More, perhaps, than technical manipulations of working relations and the strategies especially designed to obtain the submission and obedience which are the focus of constant attention and permanent reinvention, more than the enormous investment in staff, time, research and work that is presupposed by the constant reinvention of new forms of ‘human resource’ management, it is the belief in the hierarchy of academically guaranteed competences which underlies order and discipline in private companies and also, increasingly, in the public sector. Manual workers —— condemned to job insecurity and threatened with relegation into the indignity of unemployment, forced to define themselves in relation to the great nobility from the top-rank schools, destined for the command posts, and to the lesser nobility of clerks and technicians, who are assigned to tasks of implementation and always on sufferance because they are permanently required to prove themselves — can only form a disenchanted image both of themselves and of their group. Once an object of pride, rooted in traditions and sustained by a whole technical and political heritage, manual workers as a group if indeed it still exists as such — are thrown into demoralization, devaluation and political disillusionment, which is expressed in the crisis of activism or, worse, in a desperate rallying to the themes of quasi-fascist extremism.

***Impacts***
Nuclear War

Capitalism makes mass nuclear annihilation inevitable. 

Webb, 04 (Sam Webb, National Chairman, Communist Party USA. “War, Capitalism, and George W. Bush.” 4-20-04. http://www.pww.org/article/view/ 4967/1/207/O)

Capitalism was never a warm, cuddly, stable social system. It came into the world dripping with blood from every pore, as Marx described it, laying waste to old forms of production and ways of life in favor of new, more efficient manufacturing. Since then it has combined nearly uninterrupted transformation of the instruments of production with immense wealth for a few and unrelieved exploitation, insecurity, misery, and racial and gender inequality for the many, along with periodic wars, and a vast zone of countries imprisoned in a seemingly inescapable web of abject poverty.  Yet as bad as that record is, its most destructive effects on our world could still be ahead.  Why do I say that? Because capitalism, with its imperatives of capital accumulation, profit maximization and competition, is the cause of new global problems that threaten the prospects and lives of billions of people worldwide, and, more importantly, it is also a formidable barrier to humankind’s ability to solve these problems. Foremost among these, in addition to ecological degradation, economic crises, population pressures, and endemic diseases, is the threat of nuclear mass annihilation.  With the end of the Cold War, most of us thought that the threat of nuclear war would fade and with it the stockpiles of nuclear weapons.  But those hopes were dashed. Rather than easing, the nuclear threat is more palpable in some ways and caches of nuclear weapons are growing. And our own government possesses the biggest stockpiles by far. Much like previous administrations, the Bush administration has continued to develop more powerful nuclear weapons, but with a twist: it insists on its singular right to employ nuclear weapons preemptively in a range of military situations. This is a major departure from earlier U.S. policy – the stated policy of all previous administrations was that nuclear weapons are weapons of last resort to be used only in circumstances in which our nation is under severe attack.  Meanwhile, today’s White House bullies demonize, impose sanctions, and make or threaten war on states that are considering developing a nuclear weapons capability. Bush tells us that this policy of arming ourselves while disarming others should cause no anxiety because, he says, his administration desires only peace and has no imperial ambitions. Not surprisingly, people greet his rhetorical assurances skeptically, especially as it becomes more and more obvious that his administration’s political objective is not world peace, but world domination, cunningly couched in the language of “fighting terrorism.”  It is well that millions of peace-minded people distrust Bush’s rhetoric. The hyper-aggressive gang in the Oval Office and Pentagon and the absolutely lethal nature of modern weapons of mass destruction make for a highly unstable and explosive situation that could cascade out of control. War has a logic of its own.  But skepticism alone is not enough. It has to be combined with a sustained mobilization of the world community – the other superpower in this unipolar world – if the hand of the warmakers in the White House and Pentagon is to be stayed.  A heavy responsibility rests on the American people. For we have the opportunity to defeat Bush and his counterparts in Congress in the November elections. Such a defeat will be a body blow to the policies of preemption, regime change, and saber rattling, and a people’s mandate for peace, disarmament, cooperation, and mutual security. The world will become a safer place.  In the longer run, however, it is necessary to replace the system of capitalism. With its expansionary logic to accumulate capital globally and its competitive rivalries, capitalism has an undeniable structural tendency to militarism and war.  This doesn’t mean that nuclear war is inevitable. But it does suggest that nuclear war is a latent, ever-present possibility in a world in which global capital is king. Whether that occurs depends in large measure on the outcome of political struggle within and between classes and social movements at the national and international level.  

Extinction

Global capitalism threatens survival – its is not a question of just the state corporations manipulate and control the market and our ecological well-being 
Zizek 99 Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies, Ljubljana, Slavoj, The Ticklish Subject, page 350-351

This already brings us to the second aspect of our critical distance towards risk society theory: the way it approaches the reality of capitalism. Is it not that, on closer examination, its notion of 'risk' indicates a narrow and precisely defined domain in which risks are generated: the domain of the uncontrolled use of science and technology in the conditions of capitalism? The paradigmatic case of 'risk', which is not simply one among many out risk 'as such', is that of a new scientific-technological invention put to use by a private corporation without proper public democratic debate and control, then generating the spectre of unforeseen cata​strophic long-term consequences. However, is not this kind of risk rooted in the fact that the logic of market and profitability is driving privately owned corporations to pursue their course and use scientific and techno​logical innovations (or simply expand their production) without actually taking account of the long-term effects of such activity on the environ​ment, as well as the health of humankind itself? Thus - despite all the talk about a 'second modernity' which compels us to leave the old ideological dilemmas of Left and Right, of capitalism versus socialism, and so on, behind - is not the conclusion to be drawn that in the present global situation, in which private corporations outside public political control are making decisions which can affect us all, even up to our chances of survival, the only solution lies in a kind of direct socialization of the productive process - in moving towards a society in which global decisions about the fundamental orientation of how to develop and use productive capacities at the disposal of society would somehow be made by the entire collective of the people affected by such decisions? Theorists of the risk society often evoke the need to counteract reign of the 'depoliticized' global market with a move towards radical repoliticization, which will take crucial decisions away from state planners and experts and put them into the hands of the individuals and groups concerned themselves (through the revitalization of active citizenship, broad public debate, and so on) - however, they stop short of putting in question the very basics of the anonymous logic of market relations and global capitalism, which imposes itself today more and more as the 'neutral' Real accepted by all parties and, as such, more and more depoliticized.   
Capitalist militarism leads to extinction

Mészáros, 03 (“The American Century to the crossroads, Militarism and the Coming Wars.” Monthly Review pr. 17-19 June)//MP
It is not for the first time in history that militarism weighs on the consciousness of the people as a nightmare. To go into detail would take far too long. However, here it should be enough to go back in history only as far as the nineteenth century when militarism, as a major instrument of policy making, came into its own, with the unfolding of modern imperialism on a global scale, in contrast to its earlier—much more limited—varieties. By the last third of the nineteenth century the British and French Empires were not the only prominent rulers of vast territories. The United States, too, made its heavy imprint by directly or indirectly taking over the former colonies of the Spanish Empire in Latin America, adding to them the bloody repression of a great liberation struggle in the Philippines and installing themselves as rulers in that area in a way which still persists in one form or another. Nor should we forget the calamities caused by “Iron Chancellor” Bismarck’s imperialist ambitions and their aggravated pursuit later on by his successors, resulting in the eruption of the First World War and its deeply antagonistic aftermath, bringing with it Hitler’s Nazi revanchism and thereby very clearly foreshadowing the Second World War itself. The dangers and immense suffering caused by all attempts at solving deep-seated social problems by militaristic interventions, on any scale, are obvious enough. If, however, we look more closely at the historical trend of militaristic adventures, it becomes frighteningly clear that they show an ever greater intensification and an ever-increasing scale, from local confrontations to two horrendous world wars in the twentieth century, and to the potential annihilation of humankind when we reach our own time. It is most relevant to mention in this context the distinguished Prussian military officer and practical as well as theoretical strategist, Karl Marie von Clausewitz (1780-1831), who died in the same year as Hegel; both of them killed by cholera. It was von Clausewitz, director of the Military School of Berlin in the last thirteen years of his life, who in his posthumously published book—Vom Kriege (On War, 1833)—offered a classic definition of the relationship between politics and war that is still frequently quoted: “war is the continuation of politics by other means.” This famous definition was tenable until quite recently, but has become totally untenable in our time. It assumed the rationality of the actions which connect the two domains of politics and war as the continuation of one another. In this sense, the war in question had to be winnable, at least in principle, even if miscalculations leading to defeat could be contemplated at the instrumental level. Defeat by itself could not destroy the rationality of war as such, since after the—however unfavorable—new consolidation of politics the defeated party could plan another round of war as the rational continuation of its politics by other means. Thus the absolute condition of von Clausewitz’s equation to be satisfied was the winnability of war in principle, so as to recreate the “eternal cycle” of politics leading to war, and back to politics leading to another war, and so on ad infinitum. The actors involved in such confrontations were the national states. No matter how monstrous the damage inflicted by them on their adversaries, and even on their own people (just remember Hitler!), the rationality of the military pursuit was guaranteed if the war could be considered winnable in principle. Today the situation is qualitatively different for two principal reasons. First, the objective of the feasible war at the present phase of historical development, in accordance with the objective requirements of imperialism—world domination by capital’s most powerful state, in tune with its own political design of ruthless authoritarian “globalization” (dressed up as “free exchange” in a U.S. ruled global market)—is ultimately unwinnable, foreshadowing, instead, the destruction of humankind. This objective by no stretch of imagination could be considered a rational objective in accord with the stipulated rational requirement of the “continuation of politics by other means” conducted by one nation, or by one group of nations against another. Aggressively imposing the will of one powerful national state over all of the others, even if for cynical tactical reasons the advocated war is absurdly camouflaged as a “purely limited war” leading to other “open ended limited wars,” can therefore be qualified only as total irrationality. The second reason greatly reinforces the first. For the weapons already available for waging the war or wars of the twenty first century are capable of exterminating not only the adversary but the whole of humanity, for the first time ever in history. Nor should we have the illusion that the existing weaponry marks the very end of the road. Others, even more instantly lethal ones, might appear tomorrow or the day after tomorrow. Moreover, threatening the use of such weapons is by now considered an acceptable state strategic device. Thus, put reasons one and two together, and the conclusion is inescapable: envisaging war as the mechanism of global government in today’s world underlines that we find ourselves at the precipice of absolute irrationality from which there can be no return if we accept the ongoing course of development. What was missing from von Clausewitz’s classic definition of war as the “continuation of politics by other means” was the investigation of the deeper underlying causes of war and the possibility of their avoidance. The challenge to face up to such causes is more urgent today than ever before. For the war of the twenty first century looming ahead of us is not only “not winnable in principle.” Worse than that, it is in principle unwinnable. Consequently, envisaging the pursuit of war, as the Bush administration’s September 17, 2002 strategic document does, make Hitler’s irrationality look like the model of rationality.


Laundry List

The spectral logic of Capitalism justifies realities of poverty, violence, and injustices – sweeps them under the rug
Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 12-13, CH)//jc
The notion of objective violence needs to be thoroughly historicised: it took on a new shape with capitalism. Marx described the mad, self-enhancing circulation of capital, whose solipsistic path of parthenogenesis reaches its apogee in today's meta-reflexive speculations on futures. It is too simplistic to claim that the spectre of this self-engendering any human or envionmental conern is an ideological abstraction and that behind this abstraction there are real people and natural objects on whose productive capacities and resources capital's circulation is based and on which it feeds like a gigantic parasite. The problem is that this "abstraction" is not only in our financial speculators' misperception of social reality, but that it is the "real" in the precise sense of determining the structure of the material social processes: the fate of whole strata of the population and sometimes of whole countries can be decided by the "solipsistic"speculative in blessed indifference to how its movement will affect social reality. So Marx's point is not primarily to reduce this second dimension to the first one, that is, to demonstrate how the theological mad dance of commodities arises out of the antagonisms of "real life." Rather his point is that one cannot properly grasp the first (the social reality of material production and social interaction) without the second: it is the self-propelling metaphysical dance of capital that runs the show, that provides the key to real-life developments and catatrophes. Therein resides the fundamental systemic violence of capitalism, much more uncanny that any direct pre-capitalist socio-ideological violence: this violence is no longer attributable to concrete individuals and their "evil" intentions, but is purely "objective," systemic, anonymous. Here we encounter the Lacanian difference between reality and the Real: "reality" is the social reality of the actual people involved in interaction and in the productive processes, while the Real is the inexorable "abstract," spectral logic of capital that determines what goes on in social reality. One can experience this gap in a palpable way when one visits a country where life is obviously in shambles. We see a lot of ecological decay and human misery. However, the economist's report that one reads afterwards informs us that the country's economic situation is "financially sound" – reality doesn't matter, what matters is the situation of capital... Is this not truer than ever today? Do phenomena usually designated as those of virtual capitalism (the futures trade and similar abstrat financial speculations) not points towards the reign of the "real abstraction" at its purest, far more radical than in Marx's time? In short, the highest for of ideology does not reside in getting caught in ideological spectrality, forgetting about its foundation in real people and their relations, but precisely in overlooking this Real of spectrality and in pretending directly to address "real people with their real worries." Visitors to the London Stock Exchange get a free leaflet which explains that the stock market is not about mysterious fluctuations, but about real people and their products. This really is ideology at its purest. 
Fantasy Impacts
Sym v. Real

The gap between the symbolic and the real causes endless violence

Zizek 95

(Slavoj, “IDEOLOGY BETWEEN FICTION AND FANTASY”, Cardozo Law Review 1511, 1995, Lexis//HH) 

Our argument can be briefly summarized as follows: the outbreak of "real" violence is conditioned by a symbolic deadlock. Real violence is a kind of acting out that emerges when the symbolic fiction that guarantees the life of a community is in danger. There is, however, a feature with regard to which the example of the Amazon gold diggers differs from the first two: in the first two examples, the disturbed fiction was a publicly unacknowledged, shadowy, obscene agency (Kafka's Court, the sailors' obscene initiation rituals), whereas in the Amazon gold-digger community the disturbance affected the symbolic fiction that determines the very structure of public authority. The best way to elaborate this crucial difference is to approach the problem from the other end: what is the target of the outbursts of violence? What are we aiming at, what do we endeavor to annihilate when we exterminate Jews or beat up foreigners in our cities? The first answer that offers itself again involves symbolic fiction: is not, beyond direct physical pain and personal humiliation, [*1518] the ultimate aim of the rapes in the Bosnian war, for example, to undermine the fiction (the symbolic narrative) that guarantees the coherence of the Muslim community? Is not a consequence of extreme violence also that "the story the community has been telling itself about itself no longer makes sense" (to paraphrase Richard Rorty n8 )? This destruction of the enemy's symbolic universe, this "culturocide," however, is in itself not sufficient to explain an outburst of ethnic violence - its ultimate cause (in the sense of driving force) is to be sought at a somewhat deeper level. What does our "intolerance" towards foreigners feed on? What is it that irritates us about them and disturbs our psychic balance? Already at the level of a simple phenomenological description, the crucial characteristic of this cause is that it cannot be pinpointed to some clearly defined observable property: although we usually can enumerate a series of features that annoy us with "them" (the way they laugh too loudly, the bad smell of their food, etc.), these features function as indicators of a more radical strangeness. Foreigners may look and act like us, but there is some unfathomable je ne sais quoi, something "in them more than themselves" that makes them "not quite human" ("aliens" in the precise sense this term acquired in the science fiction films of the fifties). Our relationship to this unfathomable traumatic element that "bothers us" in the Other is structured in fantasies (about the Other's political and/or sexual omnipotence, about "their" strange sexual practices, about their secret hypnotic powers, etc.). Jacques Lacan baptized this paradoxical uncanny object that stands for what in the perceived positive, empirical object necessarily eludes my gaze and as such serves as the driving force of my desiring it, objet petit a, the object-cause of desire; n9 another name for it is plus-de-jouir, the "surplus-enjoyment" that designates the excess over the satisfaction brought about by the positive, empirical properties of the object. At its most radical level, violence is precisely an endeavor to strike a blow at this unbearable surplus-enjoyment contained in the Other. Since hatred is thus not limited to the "actual properties" of its object but targets its real kernel, objet a, what is "in the object more than itself," the object of hatred is stricto sensu indestructible: the more we destroy the object in reality, the more powerful its sublime kernel rises in front of us. This paradox has already [*1519] emerged apropos of the Jews in Nazi Germany: the more they were ruthlessly exterminated, the more horrifying were the dimensions acquired by the remainder... 

Freedom

Capitalism’s enjoyment collapses on itself – It creates a double bind that thwarts freedom

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 187)//JC

This account of ideology enables Žižek to analyze the different ways that contradictory or incompatible ideological arrangements of enjoyment create unbearable binds for the subject. At one level, the subject is enjoined to disavow his or her fantasy. At another, this disavowal is a way for the subject to protect or secure it. For example, I might disavow the ways that I find pornography stimulating by criticizing the porn industry for making and distributing stimulating pornography. I might self-effacingly emphasize the unimportance of academic writing, even as I keep writing, support the necessity of publishing for tenure, and avoid confronting the gaping hole that would be left if I simply stopped and said, “I would prefer not to.” As the discussion of the superego injunction to enjoy makes clear, these tensions occur at larger, societal levels: under conditions of communicative capitalism, subjects are commanded to enjoy and to have it all, even as all sorts of regulations and instructions establish constraints on the enjoyment commanded. Indeed, in communicative capitalism the traditional structures organizing enjoyment and regulating libidinal life have disintegrated. Whereas traditional and modern accounts of patriarchy emphasize prohibition, that one should not engage in extramarital sex, for example, current society encourages sexuality. Drugs for erectile disfunction, sex therapists, wife-swapping on reality television—all tell the subject to enjoy sex and that something must be seriously wrong if one is not having frequent, vigorous orgasms. Likewise, whereas families under Fordist economics were expected to save, under post-Fordist consumerist arrangements, we are enjoined to spend, to buy on credit, and to fight terrorism by going shopping. With respect to both injunctions to enjoy, however, subjects get caught in such a way that their very access to enjoyment is blocked. On the one hand, it is increasingly difficult to arrange sexuality transgressively: those transgressions that remain—sex with children, students, interns, employees—are criminal and unconscionable. They are sexual abuses rather than sexual expressions. On the other hand, directly telling someone, “Do it! Go for it! Perform! Have an orgasm!” can make arousal difficult. Similarly, spending and consuming are expected, obligatory, and difficult to avoid. We might think here of mall shopping and tourism, of the search for something to buy, out of boredom or necessity, that, once bought, fails to satisfy. We might think of how much more difficult it is to achieve satisfaction: there must be something better out there, something that is really what I want, really what will do it; I just haven’t found it yet. Žižek’s use of enjoyment as a political category, then, gives us some insight into new experiences of command and frustration, insight into how we remain profoundly unfree even as choices multiply and ever more experiences seem available for the taking.
Otherization Impacts

Violence

When otherization is allowed, it justifies the extermination of the Other – turns the case

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 44-46, CH)

Harris violates his own rules when he focuses on September 11, and in his critique of Chomsky. Chomsky's point is precisely that there is a hypocrisy in tolerating the abstract-anonymous killing of thousands, while condemning individual cases of the violation of human rights. Why should Kissinger, when he ordered the carpet bombing of Cambodia that led to the deaths of tens of thousands, be less of a criminal than those responsible for the Twin Towers collapse? Is it not because we are victims of an "ethical illusion"? The horror of September 11 was presented in detail in the media, but al-Jazeera TV was condemned for showing shots of the results of U.S. bombing in Fallujah and condemned for complicity with the terrorists. There is, however, a much more disquieting prospect at work here: the proximity (of the tortured subject) which causes sympathy and makes torture unacceptable is not the victim's mere physical proximity but, at its most fundamental, the proximity of the Neighbour, with all the Judeo-Christian-Freudian weight of this term, the proximity of the thing which, no matter how far away it is physically, is always by definition "too close." What Harris is aiming at with his imagined "truth pill" is nothing less than the abolition of the dimension of the Neighbour. The tortured subject is no longer a Neighbour, but an object whose pain is neutralised, reduced to a property that has to be dealt with in a rational utilitarian calculus (so much pain is tolerable if it prevents a much greater amount of pain). What disappears here is the abyss of the infinity that pertains to a subject. It is thus significant that the book which argues for torture is also a book entitled The End of Faith-not in the obvious sense of, "You see, it is only our belief in God, the divine injunction to love your neighbour, that ultimately prevents us from torturing people!," but in a much more radical sense. Another subject (and ultimately the subject as such) is for Lacan not something directly given, but a "presupposition," something presumed, an object of belief-how can I ever be sure that what I see in front of me is another subject, not a flat biological machine lacking depth?

Otherization eventually grows into a hatred that justifies any atrocity

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 55-56, CH)

Christians usually praise themselves for overcoming the Jewish exclusivist notion of the Chosen People and encompassing the entirety of humanity. The catch is that, their very insistence that they are the Chosen People with a privileged direct link to God, Jews accept the humanity of the other people who celebrate their false gods, while Christian universalism tendentiously excludes non-believers from the very universality of humankind.  So what about the opposite gesture-such as that made by the French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas-of abandoning the claim to sameness that underlies universality, and replacing it by a respect for otherness? Here is, as Sloterdijk has pointed out, another obverse and much more unsettling dimension to the Levinasian figure of the Neighbour as the imponderable Other who deserves our unconditional respect.12 That is, the imponderable Other as enemy, the enemy who is the absolute Other and no longer the "honourable enemy," but Someone whose very reasoning is foreign to us, so that no authentic encounter with him in battle is possible. Although Levinas did not have this dimension in mind, the radical ambiguity, the traumatic character of the Neighbour makes it easy to understand how Levinas's notion of the Other prepared the ground (opened up the space) for it in a way strictly homologous to the way that Kantian ethics prepared the ground for the notion of diabolical evil. Horrible as it may sound, the Levinasian Other as the abyss of otherness from which the ethical injunction emanates and the Nazi figure of the Jew as the less-than-human Other-enemy originate from the same source
Bare Life

Otherization causes bare life 

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 42, CH)

Post-political bio-politics also has two aspects which cannot but appear to belong to two opposite ideological spaces: that of the reduction of humans to "bare life," to Homo sacer, that so-called sacred being who is the object of expert caretaking knowledge, but is excluded, like prisoners at Guantanamo or Holocaust victims, from all rights; and that of respect for the vulnerable Other brought to an extreme through an attitude of narcissistic subjectivity which experiences the self as vulnerable, constantly exposed to a multitude of potential "harassments." Can there be a more emphatic contrast than the one between respect for the Other's vulnerability and the reduction of the Other to mere "bare life" regulated by administrative knowledge? But what if these two stances none the less spring from a single root? What if they are two aspects of one and the same underlying attitude? What if they coincide in what one is tempted to designate as the con-temporary case of the Hegelian "infinite judgment" which asserts the identity of opposites? What these two poles share is precisely the underlying refusal of any higher causes, the notion that the ultimate goal of our lives is life itself. This is why there is no contradiction between the respect for the vulnerable Other and the readiness to justify torture, the extreme expression of treating individuals as Homini sacer.

Bare life makes dehumanization inevitable
Zizek, 2002 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, “Are we in a war? Do we have an enemy?”, 2002, London Book Review, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v24/n10/zize2410.htm, CH)
The point is not the cruel and arbitrary treatment of the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories but that they are reduced to the status of homo sacer, objects of disciplinary measures and/or even humanitarian help, but not full citizens. And what the refuseniks have achieved is a reconceptualisation of the Palestinian from homo sacer to 'neighbour': they treat Palestinians not as 'equal full citizens', but as neighbours in the strict Judeo-Christian sense. And there resides the difficult ethical test for contemporary Israelis: 'Love thy neighbour' means 'Love the Palestinian,' or it means nothing at all. This refusal, significantly downplayed by the major media, is an authentic ethical act. It is here that there effectively are no longer Jews or Palestinians, full members of the polity and homines sacri. An awareness of moments like this is the best antidote to the antisemitic temptation often clearly detectable among critics of Israeli politics.

Capitalism Impacts

VTL

Capitalism destroys VTL

Langley ’11, doctorate completing Politics and History, and International Political Economy, teaches IR at University of York (Dr. Paul, “The Violence of Financial Capitalism” Capital & Class Volume 35 Issue 2 June 2011 Proquest Pg. 337 search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/abicomplete/docview/896357939/1376DB0F695113EDE09/3?accountid=14667)//JES

Second, and related, Marazzi sets out to directly challenge the opposition between material productive and non-material financial that tends to frame the political economy accounts of financialisation. The point here is that financialisation is not a 'parasitic deviation of growing quotas of surplus-value and collective saving, but rather the form of capital accumulation symmetrical with new processes of value production' (p. 49, emphasis in the original). Drawing on other Italian Marxist writers - most notably Vanni Codeluppi and Andrea Fumagalli - Marazzi thus re-situates finance and financial crises in 'biocapitalism', in transformations whereby value production increasingly relies less on raw materials, machines and workers in the productive sphere proper, and more on the spheres of circulation, exchange and reproduction where the consumer's unpaid labour is put to work in the externalisation of production costs and the extraction of value on a massive scale. Rent, in short, has become profit, a shift in which financialisation both propels consumption and looms large in the logics of innovation, cost reduction and lifestyle that characterise biocapitalism. Ultimately, then, Marazzi begins to turn on its head much of the political economy literature that addresses financial crises. The financial crisis is not the outcome of a lack of investment and accumulation in the productive economy as such, but more a consequence of an excess of surplus value and the associated overtrading of too few good financial assets. Financial crises, moreover, are an inherent feature of 'financial (bio) capitalism' (p. 66) that cannot be reformed away. The seemingly radical opposition of political economists to crisis management interventions that have socialised losses whilst protecting financial gains, or their calls for the closing-down of speculation and the restoration of a meaningful investment relationship between the financial and productive economies, miss the point for Marazzi. All financial crises are marked by the violent destruction of capital - 'a destruction that in biocapitalism strikes the totality of human beings, their emotions, feelings, affects, that is, all the "resources" put to work by the capital' (p. 75-6). The political choice that is presented is one of learning to live with this violence, or of adapting long-standing assertions of the right to the social ownership of common goods against the new enclosures of financial biocapitalism. 

Capitalism has evolved to kill our value to life

Zizek 91

[Slavoj, “Looking Awry”, MIT Press, Page 10-11, javi]

It was no accident that Shakespeare was so attentive to these paradoxes of "something begot by nothing" (the same problem lies at the very heart of King Lear), for he lived in a period of the rapid dissolution of precapitalist social relations and of the lively emergence of the elements of capitalism, i.e., in a period when he was able daily to observe the way a reference to "nothing," to some pure semblance (speculating with "worthless" paper money that is only a "promise" of itself as "real" money, for example), triggers the enormous machinery of a production process that changes the very surface of the earth.8 Hence Shakespeare's sensitivity to the paradoxical power of money which converts everything into its opposite, procures legs for a cripple, makes a handsome man out of a freak, etc.—all those memorable lines from Timon of Athens quoted again and again by Marx. Lacan was well justified in modeling his notion of surplus enjoyment (plus-de-jouir) on the Marxian notion of surplus value: surplus enjoyment has the same paradoxical power to convert things (pleasure objects) into their opposite, to render disgusting what is usually considered a most pleasant "normal" sexual experience, to render inexplicably attractive what is usually considered a loathsome act (of torturing a beloved person, of enduring painful humiliation, etc.). Such a reversal engenders, of course, a nostalgic yearning for the "natural" state in which things were only what they were, in which we perceived them straightforwardly, in which our gaze had not yet been distorted by the anamorphotic spot. Far from announcing a kind of "pathological fissure," however, the frontier separating the two ''substances," separating the thing that appears clearly in an objective view from the "substance of enjoyment" that can be perceived clearly only by "looking awry," is precisely what prevents us from sliding into psychosis. Such is the effect of the symbolic order on the gaze. The emergence of language opens up a hole in reality, and this hole shifts the axis of our gaze. Language redoubles "reality" into itself and the void of the Thing that can be filled out only by an anamorphotic gaze from aside.

No value to life or true freedom in a capitalist society 

Zizek 8

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “In Defense of Lost Causes”, p. 19-20) //ZA

The properly Marxist notion of the "base" (in contrast with the superstructure") should not be understood as a foundation which determines and thus constrains the scope of our freedom ("we think we are free, but we are really determined by the base"); one should rather conceive it as the very base (frame, terrain, space) of anà for our freedom. The base" is a social substance which sustains our freedom —in this sense, the rules of civility do not constrain our freedom, but provide the only space within which our freedom can thrive; the legal order enforced by state apparatuses is the base for our free-market exchanges; the grammatical rules are the indispensable base for our (in order to "think freely," we have to practice these rules blindly) ; the collective of believers is the base, the only terrain, within which a Christian subject can be free, and so on. This is also how one should understand the infamous Marxist plea for "concrete, real freedom" as opposed to the bourgeois "abstract, merely formal freedom": this "concrete freedom" does not constrain the possible content ("you can only be truly free if you support your Communist, side"); the question is, rather, what " base " should be secured for freedom. For example, although workers in capitalism are formally free, there is no "base" that would allow them to actualize their freedom as producers; although there is "formal" freedom of speech, organization, and so forth, the base of this freedom is constrained. The theoretical point of civility is thus that free subjectivity has to be sustained by feigning. Contrary to what we might expect, however, this is not feigning to perform a free act when one is simply doing what one is under pressure or obliged to do (the most elementary form of it is, of course, the ritual of "potlatch," exchange of gifts, in "primitive" societies), how, then, does civility relate to the set of unwritten rules which de facto constrain my freedom while sustaining its appearance? Let us imagine a scene in which, to be polite and not to humiliate the other, I formulate my order to him (since I am in the position of authority towards him, so that he has to obey my orders) as a kind request: "Could you perhaps be so kind as to . . . " (Along the same lines, when powerful or famous people receive an unknown individual, one of the polite forms is to pretend that it is the unknown individual who is doing them a favor by visiting them — " Thank you for being so kind as to pay me a visit . . . ") This, however, is not true civility: civility is not simply obligation-feigned-as- free-act; it is rather its exact opposite: a free act feigned ad an obligation. Back to our example: the true act of civility from someone in power would be for him to feign that he is simply doing something he has to do when, in reality, it is an act of generosity on his part. Freedom is thus sustained by a paradox that turns around the Spinozan definition of freedom as conceived necessity: it is freedom which is feigned necessity.

Capitalism fosters an envy of the Other – kills VTL
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 90-91, CH)
So what is envy? Let's return to the Augustinian scene of a sibling envying his brother who is suckling at the mother's breast. The subject does not envy the Other's possession of the prized object as such, but rather the way the Other is able to enjoy this object, which is why it is not enough for him simply to steal and thus gain possession of the object. His true aim is to destroy the Other's ability/capacity to enjoy the ob​ject. So we see that envy needs to be placed within the triad of envy, thrift, and melancholy, the three forms of not being able to enjoy the object and, of course, reflex-ively enjoying that very impossibility. In contrast to the subject of envy, who envies the other's possession and/or puissance of the object, the miser possesses the object, but cannot enjoy/consume it. His satisfaction derives from just possessing it, elevating it into a sa​cred, untouchable/prohibited entity which should un​der no conditions be consumed. The proverbial figure of the lone miser is the one we see returning home, lately locking the doors, opening up his chest, and then taking that secret peek at his prized object, ob​serving it in awe. The very thing that prevents his con​sumption of the object guarantees its status as the object of desire. As for the melancholic subject, like the miser he possesses the object, but he loses the reason |hat made him desire it. Most tragic of all, the melancholic has free access to all he wants, but finds no satis​faction in it.18|- This excess of envy is the base of Rousseau's well-known, but none the less not fully exploited, dis​tinction between egotism, amour-de-soi (that love of the itself which is natural), and amour-propre, the perverted preferring of oneself to others in which a person focuses not on achieving a goal, but on destroying the obstacle to it:
Dehum

Capitalism exploits labor forces – causes dehumanization

Tumino 12, teaches at the City University of New York (Kingsborough) (Stephen, “‘Barneyworld’: the cultural imaginary of the global factory” Textual Practice Volume 26 Issue 3 May 24, 2012 Taylor & Francis pgs. 496-497 http://www.tandfonline.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1080/0950236X.2012.658435)//JES

For a more materialist cultural theory of the contemporary, one has to turn to the writings of Fredric Jameson to understand how the utopian ‘passion’ of a cultural transcendence of labour relations is specifically tied to the capitalist mode of production. This is because central to Jameson’s writings is Marx’s concept of ‘commodity fetishism’, which he understands primarily through Luka´cs’ theory of ‘reification’ – the material process of production whereby social relations are depersonalized and seen as relations between things and ideas due to the dominance of exchange-value (production for profit). In the Grundrisse Marx theorized that the technical and naturalistic ways of discussing labour in classical political economy was a symptom of the real practical indifference towards individual labours in capitalism that reflects the concrete social whole in an ideological way.45 Following Marx, Jameson argues that any conception of the autonomous separation of culture from the economic is ‘a symptom and a reinforcement of the reification and privatization of contemporary life’ due to the ‘universal commodification of labor power’46 Such a distinction reconfirms that structural, experiential, and conceptual gap between the public and the private, between the social and the psychological, or the political and the poetic, between history or society and the ‘individual’, which – the tendential law of social life under capitalism – maims our existence as individual subjects and paralyzes our thinking about time and change just as surely as it alienates us from our speech itself . . . To imagine that, sheltered from the omnipresence of history and the implacable influence of the social, there already exists a realm of freedom . . . is only to strengthen the grip of Necessity over all such blind zones in which the individual seeks refuge, in pursuit of a purely individual, a merely psychological, project of salvation.47

Capitalism perpetuates unethical social exclusion and inequality – causes mass poverty and no value to life

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 40-41, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

Last, new forms of apartheid, new Walls and slums. On September 11th, 2001, the Twin Towers were hit; twelve years earlier, on November 9th, 1989, the Berlin Wall fell. The latter date announced the "happy '90s," the Francis Fukuyama dream of the "end of history," the belief that liberal democracy had, in principle, won, that the search was over, that the advent of a global, liberal world community was just around the corner, that the obstacles to this ultra-Hollywood happy ending were merely empirical and contingent (local pockets of resistance where the leaders did not yet grasp that their time is over). In contrast, 9/11 is the main symbol of the end of the Clintonite happy '90s, of the forthcoming era in which new walls are emerging everywhere, between Israel and the West Bank, around the European Union, on the U.S.-Mexico border. So, what if the new proletarian position is that of the inhabitants of slums in the new megalopolises? The explosive growth of slums in the last decades, especially in the Third World megalopolises from Mexico City and other Latin American capitals through Africa (Lagos, Chad) to India, China, Philippines and Indonesia, is perhaps the crucial geopolitical event of our times.1 Since, sometime very soon (or maybe, given the imprecision of the Third World censuses, it has already happened), the urban population of the earth will outnumber the rural population, and since slum inhabitants will compose the majority of the urban population, we are in no way dealing with a marginal phenomenon. We are thus witnessing the fast growth of the population outside state control, living in conditions half outside the law, in terrible need of the minimal forms of self-organization. Although their population is composed of marginalized laborers, redundant civil servants and ex-peasants, they are not simply a redundant surplus: they are incorporated into the global economy in numerous ways, many of them working as informal wage workers or self-employed entrepreneurs, with no adequate health or social security coverage. (The main source of their rise is the inclusion of the Third World countries in the global economy, with cheap food imports from the First World countries ruining local agriculture.) They are the true "symptom" of slogans like "Development," "Modernization," and "World Market": not an unfortunate accident, but a necessary product of the innermost logic of global capitalism.2 No wonder the hegemonic form of ideology in slums is Pentecostal Christianity, with its mixture of charismatic miracles-and-spectacles-oriented fundamentalism and social programs like community kitchens and care for children and the elderly. While one should resist the temptation to elevate and idealize slum dwellers into a new revolutionary class, one should nonetheless, in Badiou's terms, perceive slums as one of the few authentic "evental sites" in today's society—slum-dwellers are literally a collection of those who are the "part of no part," the "surnumerary" element of society, excluded from the benefits of citizenship, uprooted and dispossessed, with "nothing to lose but their chains." It is surprising how many features of slum dwellers fit the good old Marxist determination of the proletarian revolutionary subject: they are "free" in the double meaning of the word even more than the classic proletariat ("freed" from all substantial ties; dwelling in a free space, outside police regulations of the state); they are a large collective, forcibly thrown together, "thrown" into a situation where they have to invent some mode of being-together, and simultaneously deprived of any support in traditional ways of life, in inherited religious or ethnic life-forms.

Death under capitalism is unquantifiable- leads to dehumanization 

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 41-42, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

Of course, there is a crucial break between the slum-dwellers and the classic Marxist working class: while the latter is defined in the precise terms of economic "exploitation" (the appropriation of surplus-value generated by the situation of having to sell one's own labor as a commodity on the market), the defining feature of the slum-dwellers is socio-political, it concerns their (non)integration into the legal space of citizenship with (most of) its incumbent rights—in somewhat simplified terms, more than a refugee, a slum-dweller is a homo sacer, the systemically generated "living dead" or "animal" of global capitalism. He is a kind of negative of the refugee: a refugee from his own community, the one whom the power is not trying to control through concentration, where (to repeat the unforgettable pun from Ernst Lubitch's To Be Or Not to Be) those in power do the concentrating while the refugees do the camping, but pushed into the space of the out-of-control. In contrast to the Foucauldian micro-practices of discipline, a slum-dweller is the one with regard to whom the power renounces its right to exert full control and discipline, finding it more appropriate to let him dwell in the twilight zone of slums.3 What one finds in the "really-existing slums" is, of course, a mixture of improvised modes of social life, from religious "fundamentalist" groups held together by a charismatic leader to criminal gangs and germs of a new "socialist" solidarity. The slum dwellers are the counter-class to the emerging so-called "symbolic class" (managers, journalists and PR people, academics, artists, etc.), which is also uprooted and perceives itself as directly universal (a New York academic has more in common with a Slovene academic than with Blacks in Harlem half a mile from his campus). Is this the new axis of class struggle, or is the "symbolic class" inherently split, so that one can make the emancipatory wager on the [End Page 41] coalition between the slum-dwellers and the "progressive" part of the symbolic class? What we should be looking for are the signs of the new forms of social awareness that will emerge from the slum collectives; they will be the germs of the future. What makes slums so interesting is their territorial character. While today's society is often characterized as the society of total control, slums are the territories within a state, with boundaries from which the state (partially) has withdrawn its control—territories that function as white spots, blanks, on the official map of a state territory. Although they are de facto included in a state by the links of black economy, organized crime, religious groups, etc., state control is nonetheless suspended therein; they are domains outside the rule of law. In the map of Berlin from the times of the now defunct GDR, the area of West Berlin was left blank, a weird hole in the detailed structure of the big city; when Christa Wolf, the well-known East German half-dissident writer, took her small daughter to East Berlin's TV tower, from which one had a nice view over the prohibited West Berlin, the small girl shouted gladly: "Look, mother, it is not white over there, there are houses with people like here!"—as if discovering a prohibited slum Zone... This is why the "destructured" masses, poor and deprived of everything, situated in a non-proletarianized urban environment, constitute one of the principal horizons of the politics to come. These masses are an important factor in the phenomenon of globalization. True globalization, today, would be found in the organization of these masses—on a worldwide scale, if possible—whose conditions of existence are essentially the same. Whoever lives in the banlieues of Bamako or Shanghai is not essentially different from someone who lives in the banlieue of Paris or the ghettos of Chicago. Effectively, if the principal task of the emancipatory politics of the nineteenth century was to break the monopoly of the bourgeois liberals by politicizing the working class, and if the task of the twentieth century was to politically awaken the immense rural population of Asia and Africa, the principal task of the twenty-first century is to politicize—organize and discipline—the "destructured masses" of slum-dwellers, those regarded as the "animals" by global capitalism.

Violence

Capitalism justifies systemic impacts like poverty, violence, and injustices – sweeps them under the rug
Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 12-13, CH)

The notion of objective violence needs to be thoroughly historicised: it took on a new shape with capitalism. Marx described the mad, self-enhancing circulation of capital, whose solipsistic path of parthenogenesis reaches its apogee in today's meta-reflexive speculations on futures. It is too simplistic to claim that the spectre of this self-engendering any human or envionmental conern is an ideological abstraction and that behind this abstraction there are real people and natural objects on whose productive capacities and resources capital's circulation is based and on which it feeds like a gigantic parasite. The problem is that this "abstraction" is not only in our financial speculators' misperception of social reality, but that it is the "real" in the precise sense of determining the structure of the material social processes: the fate of whole strata of the population and sometimes of whole countries can be decided by the "solipsistic"speculative in blessed indifference to how its movement will affect social reality. So Marx's point is not primarily to reduce this second dimension to the first one, that is, to demonstrate how the theological mad dance of commodities arises out of the antagonisms of "real life." Rather his point is that one cannot properly grasp the first (the social reality of material production and social interaction) without the second: it is the self-propelling metaphysical dance of capital that runs the show, that provides the key to real-life developments and catatrophes. Therein resides the fundamental systemic violence of capitalism, much more uncanny that any direct pre-capitalist socio-ideological violence: this violence is no longer attributable to concrete individuals and their "evil" intentions, but is purely "objective," systemic, anonymous. Here we encounter the Lacanian difference between reality and the Real: "reality" is the social reality of the actual people involved in interaction and in the productive processes, while the Real is the inexorable "abstract," spectral logic of capital that determines what goes on in social reality. One can experience this gap in a palpable way when one visits a country where life is obviously in shambles. We see a lot of ecological decay and human misery. However, the economist's report that one reads afterwards informs us that the country's economic situation is "financially sound" – reality doesn't matter, what matters is the situation of capital... Is this not truer than ever today? Do phenomena usually designated as those of virtual capitalism (the futures trade and similar abstrat financial speculations) not points towards the reign of the "real abstraction" at its purest, far more radical than in Marx's time? In short, the highest for of ideology does not reside in getting caught in ideological spectrality, forgetting about its foundation in real people and their relations, but precisely in overlooking this Real of spectrality and in pretending directly to address "real people with their real worries." Visitors to the London Stock Exchange get a free leaflet which explains that the stock market is not about mysterious fluctuations, but about real people and their products. This really is ideology at its purest. 
Capitalism makes humans inferior to capital, ensuring systematic violence and environmental decay

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections” pg 11-13)//ctc

There is an old joke about a husband who returns home earlier than usual from work and finds his wife in bed with another man. The surprised wife exclaims: “Why have you come back early?” The husband furiously snaps back: “What are you doing in bed with another man?” The wife calmly replies: “I asked you a question first—don’t try to squeeze out of it by changing the topic!” The same goes for violence: the task is precisely to change the topic, to move from the desperate humanitarian SOS call to stop violence to the analysis of that other SOS, the complex interaction of the three modes of violence: subjective, objective, and symbolic. The lesson is thus that one should resist the fascination of subjective violence, of violence enacted by social agents, evil individuals, disciplined repressive apparatuses, fanatical crowds: subjective violence is just the most visible of the three. The notion of objective violence needs to be thoroughly historicised: it took on a new shape with capitalism. Marx described the mad, self-enhancing circulation of capital, whose solipsistic path of parthenogenesis reaches its apogee in today’s meta-reflexive speculations on futures. It is far too simplistic to claim that the spectre of this self-engendering monster that pursues its path disregarding any human or environmental concern is an ideological abstraction and that behind this abstraction there are real people and natural objects on whose productive capacities and resources capital’s circulation is based and on which it feeds like a gigantic parasite. The problem is that this “abstraction” is not only in our financial speculators’ misperception of social reality, but that it is “real” in the precise sense of determining the structure of the material social processes: the fate of whole strata of the population and sometimes of whole countries can be decided by the “solipsistic” speculative dance of capital, which pursues its goal of profitability in blessed indifference to how its movement will affect social reality. So Marx’s point is not primarily to reduce this second dimension to the first one, that is, to demonstrate how the theological mad dance of commodities arises out of the antagonisms of “real life.” Rather his point is that one cannot properly grasp the first (the social reality of material production and social interaction) without the second: it is the self-propelling metaphysical dance of capital that runs the show, that provides the key to real-life developments and catastrophes. Therein resides the fundamental systemic violence of capitalism, much more uncanny than any direct pre capitalist socio-ideological violence: this violence is no longer attributable to concrete individuals and their “evil” intentions, but is purely “objective,” systemic, anonymous. Here we encounter the Lacanian difference between reality and the Real: “reality” is the social reality of the actual people involved in interaction and in the productive processes, while the Real is the inexorable “abstract,” spectral logic of capital that determines what goes on in social reality. One can experience this gap in a palpable way when one visits a country where life is obviously in shambles. We see a lot of ecological decay and human misery. However, the economist’s report that one reads afterwards informs us that the country’s economic situation is “financially sound”—reality doesn’t matter, what matters is the situation of capital... 

Global capitalism creates two forms of violence –structural violence caused from the exclusion by the capitalist system, and subjective violence caused by “liberal communists” attempting to solve those very issues 

Zizek 06 [Slavoj Zizek, Monterery County Weekly, May 18-May 24, 2006. , Iss. 921; pg. 16, 2 pgs, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=3&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=1077992151&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340386415&clientId=17822 // Accessed: June 22nd 2012 // BP]

In the liberal communist ethics, the ruthless pursuit of profit is counteracted by charity: Charity today is the humanitarian mask that hides the underlying economic exploitation. In a blackmail of gigantic proportions, the developed countries are constantly "helping" the undeveloped, thereby avoiding the key issue, namely, their complicity in the miserable situation of the undeveloped. And the same goes for the very opposition between the "smart" and "non-smart" approach. Outsourcing is the key. By way of outsourcing, you export the (necessary) dark side-low wages, harsh labor practices, ecological pollution-to "non-smart" Third World places (or invisible places in the First World itself). The ultimate liberal communist dream is to export the working class itself to the invisible Third World sweatshops. Etienne Balibar distinguishes the two opposite but complementary forms of excessive violence in the world today: the objective ("structural") violence that is inherent in the social conditions of global capitalism-i.e., the "automatic" creation of excluded and dispensable individuals (the homeless, the uninsured, the unemployed)-and the subjective violence of newly emerging ethnic and/or religious fundamentalisms. While they fight subjective violence, liberal communists are the very agents of the structural violence that creates the conditions for such explosions of subjective violence. Precisely because liberal communists want to resolve all these secondary malfunctions of the global capital system-to render it "frictionless" for their mechanations-they are the direct embodiment of what is wrong with the system as such. In the midst of any necessary tactical alliances one has to make with liberal communists when fighting racism, sexism and religious obscurantism, we should remember: Liberal communists are the enemy of every true progressive struggle today.

Jouissance

The drive to private property within capitalism destroys jouissance  

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections”)//ctc

Rawls thus proposes a terrifying model of a society in which hierarchy is directly legitimised in natural properties, thereby missing the simple lesson an anecdote about a Slovene peasant makes palpably clear. The peasant is given a choice by a good witch. She will either give him one cow and his neighbour two cows, or she’ll take one cow from him and two from his neighbour. The peasant immediately chooses the second option.‘5 Gore Vidal demonstrates the point succinctly: "It is not enough for me to win-the other must lose.” The catch of envy/resentment is that it not only endorses the zero-sum game principle where my victory equals the other’s loss. It also implies a gap between the two, which is not the positive gap (we can all win with no losers at all), but a negative one. If I have to choose between my gain and my opponent’s loss, I prefer the opponent’s even if it means also a loss to me. It is as if my eventual gain from the opponent’s loss functions as a kind of pathological element that stains the purity of my victory. Friedrich Hayek knew that it was much easier to accept inequalities if one can claim that they result from an impersonal blind force: the good thing about the “irrationality” of the market and success or failure in capitalism is that it allows me precisely to perceive my or success as “undeserved,” contingent.16 Remember the old motif of the market as the modern version of an imponderable fate. The fact that capitalism is not “just" is thus a key feature of what makes it acceptable to the majority. I can live with my failure much more easily if I know that it is not due to my inferior qualities, but to chance. What Nietzsche and Freud share is the idea that justice as equality is founded on envy— on the envy of the who has what we do not have, and who enjoys it. The demand for justice is thus ultimately the demand that the excessive enjoyment of the Other should be curtailed so that everyone’s access to jouissance is equal. The necessary outcome of this demand, of course, is asceticism. Since it is not possible to impose equal jouissance, what is imposed instead to be equally shared is prohibition. Today, in our allegedly permissive society, however, this asceticism assumes the form of its opposite, a generalised superego injunction, the command “Enjoy!” We are all under the spell of this injunction. The outcome is that our enjoyment is more hindered than ever. Take the yuppie who combines narcissistic “self-fulfilment” with those utterly ascetic disciplines of jogging, eating health food, and so on. Perhaps this is what Nietzsche had in mind with his notion of the Last Man, though it is only today that we can really discern his contours in the guise of the hedonistic asceticism of yuppies. Nietzsche wasn’t simply urging life-assertion against asceticism: he was well aware that a certain asceticism is the obverse of a decadent excessive sensuality. His criticism of Wagner’s Parsifal, and more generally of late-Romantic decadence which oscillates between damp sensuality and obscure spiritualism, makes the point.” So what is envy? Let’s return to the Augustinian scene of a sibling envying his brother who is suckling at the mother’s breast. The subject does not envy the Other’s possession of the prized object as such, but rather the way the Other is able to enjoy this object, which is why it is not enough for him simply to steal and thus gain possession of the object. His true aim is to destroy the Other’s ability/capacity to enjoy the object. So we see that envy needs to be placed within the triad of envy, thrift, and melancholy, the three forms of not being able to enjoy the object and, of course, reflexively enjoying that very impossibility. In contrast to the subject of envy, who envies the other’s possession and/or jouissance of the object, the miser possesses the object, but cannot enjoy/consume it. His satisfaction derives from just possessing it, elevating it into a sacred, untouchable/prohibited entity which should under no conditions be consumed. The proverbial figure of the lone miser is the one we see returning home, safely locking the doors, opening up his chest, and then taking that secret peek at his prized object, observing it in awe. The very thing that prevents his consumption of the object guarantees its status as the of desire. As for the melancholic subject, like the miser he possesses the object, but he loses the reason that made him desire it. Most tragic of all, the melancholic has free access to all he wants, but finds no satisfaction in it. 

Enviro/Resc Wars

Capitalism makes ecological collapse and resource wars inevitable

Tilder 2011 (Lisa is an associate professor at the Knowlton School of Architecture at Ohio State University, January 2011 “The Lost Decade?” http://www.field-journal.org/uploads/file/2011%20Volume%204/8%20The%20Lost%20Decade.pdf)//ctc

Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Žižek moves beyond Pope’s call for suspension to one of acceptance. Žižek has proposed that the global capitalist system is approaching an apocalyptic ‘zero-point.’ This is a combinatory effect of the convergence of ecological crisis, the consequences of the biogenetic revolution, global imbalances including intellectual property and forthcoming struggles over raw materials, food and water, and the explosive growth of social divisions and exclusions. 5  Far from an argument for sustainability, Žižek instead considers the ‘zero-point’ as an opportunity to embrace our uncertain existence, arguing against Hegelian notions of progress by positioning catastrophes and broken equilibriums as a part of natural history. He reminds us that oil, our main source of energy, is the result of a past catastrophe of unimaginable dimensions. 6 Catastrophe may, after all, be tomorrow’s opportunity. Žižek argues compellingly for the acceptance of nature as an ongoing and transmuting phenomenon, by insisting that our conception of nature is an idealization that in fact does not exist: 'The ‘nature’ qua the domain of balanced reproduction, of organic deployment into which humanity intervenes, with its hubris, brutally throwing off the rails its circular motion, is man’s fantasy; nature is already in itself ‘second nature,’ its balance is always secondary, an attempt to negotiate a ‘habit’ that would restore some order after catastrophic interruptions.' 7  In contemporary architectural discourse, the notion of sustainability carries an assumption that we can situate nature within measurable limits– of resources, of efficiency, of performance. Here, the design act is one of regulation– mediating the boundary between architecture and nature. While ecological limits are based in science, more often than not the notion of sustainability carries with it a moral exactitude that implies that design (and architecture as an aesthetic project) is frivolous. Thus the term sustainability reduces architectural imagination to problem solving rooted in empirical limits, promoting a condition of stasis that automatically dismisses the potential of digression from its calculated equilibrium. With sustainability we are doomed to tread water indefinitely. If we are not sustaining, then might we not be projecting into the (ecological) void? Instead of sustaining, we might consider the ‘zero-point’ as an opportunity to move from the anthropological to the ecological, where we permanently and perpetually lose our place at the centre of the universe. We must first set a course to reconsider architecture as a dynamic and projective practice that reflects a more sophisticated understanding of the potential for the ecological. 

Makes environmental impact are inevitable – focus of preserving capitalism kills solvency
Žižek 2012 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, March 29th, 2012, “Use Your Illusions” http://worldofnarendraarya.blogspot.com/2012/03/use-your-illusions-slavoj-zizek.html)//ctc
The true battle begins now, after the victory: the battle for what this victory will effectively mean, especially within the context of two other more ominous events: 9/11 and the current financial meltdown, an instance of history repeating itself, the first time as tragedy, the second as comedy. President Bush’s addresses to the American people after 9/11 and the financial meltdown sound like two versions of the same speech. Both times, he evoked the threat to the American way of life and the need for fast and decisive action. Both times, he called for the partial suspension of American values (guarantees to individual freedom, market capitalism) to save those very values. Where does this similarity come from? The fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November 1989 marked the beginning of the ‘happy 1990s’. According to Francis Fukuyama, liberal democracy had, in principle, won. The era is generally seen as having come to an end on 9/11. However, it seems that the utopia had to die twice: the collapse of the liberal-democratic political utopia on 9/11 did not affect the economic utopia of global market capitalism, which has now come to an end. The financial meltdown has made it impossible to ignore the blatant irrationality of global capitalism. In the fight against Aids, hunger, lack of water or global warming, we may recognise the urgency of the problem, but there is always time to reflect, to postpone decisions. The main conclusion of the meeting of world leaders in Bali to talk about climate change, hailed as a success, was that they would meet again in two years to continue the talks. But with the financial meltdown, the urgency was unconditional; a sum beyond imagination was immediately found. Saving endangered species, saving the planet from global warming, finding a cure for Aids, saving the starving children . . . All that can wait a bit, but ‘Save the banks!’ is an unconditional imperative which demands and gets immediate action. The panic was absolute. A transnational and non-partisan unity was immediately established, all grudges among world leaders momentarily forgotten in order to avert the catastrophe. (Incidentally, what the much-praised ‘bi-partisanship’ effectively means is that democratic procedures were de facto suspended.) The sublimely enormous sum of money was spent not for some clear ‘real’ task, but in order to ‘restore confidence’ in the markets – i.e. for reasons of belief. Do we need any more proof that Capital is the Real of our lives, the Real whose demands are more absolute than even the most pressing demands of our social and natural reality? 

Capitalism causes environmental degradation and will collapse the system

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 62-63, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

The aftermath of the constant capitalist innovation is, of course, the permanent production of the piles of leftover waste: "The main production of the modern and postmodern capitalist industry is precisely waste. We are postmodern beings because we realize that all our aesthetically appealing consumption artifacts will eventually end as [End Page 62] leftover, to the point that it will transform the earth into a vast waste land. You lose the sense of tragedy, you perceive progress as derisive" (Miller, 1999, 19). The flip side of the incessant capitalist drive to produce more and more new objects are the growing piles of useless waste—mountains of used cars, computers, etc., like the famous airplane "resting place" in the Mojave desert... In these ever-growing piles of inert, dysfunctional "stuff," which cannot but strike us with their useless, inert presence, one can, as it were, perceive the capitalist drive at rest. Therein resides the interest of Andrei Tarkovsky's films, especially his masterpiece Stalker, showing the post-industrial wasteland with wild vegetation growing over abandoned factories, concrete tunnels and railroads full of stale water, where stray cats and dogs wander. Nature and industrial civilization are here again overlapping, but through a common decay—civilization in decay is in the process of being reclaimed, not by idealized harmonious Nature, but by nature in decomposition. The ultimate Tarkovskian landscape is that of a river or pond close to some forest, full of the debris of human artifices—old concrete blocks, rusty metal. The postindustrial wasteland of the Second World is the privileged "evental site," the symptomatic point out of which one can undermine the totality of today's global capitalism. One should love this world, with its grey, decaying buildings and sulphuric smell, for all this stands for history, threatened with erasure between the post-historical First World and the pre-historical Third World. Let's recall Walter Benjamin's notion of "natural history" as "re-naturalized history": it takes place when historical artifacts lose their meaningful vitality and are perceived as dead objects, reclaimed by nature or, in the best case, as monuments of a past dead culture. (For Benjamin, it was in confronting such dead monuments of human history reclaimed by nature that we experience history at its purest.) The paradox here is that this re-naturalization overlaps with its opposite, with de-naturalization. Since culture is for us humans our "second nature," since we dwell in a living culture, experiencing it as our natural habitat, the re-naturalization of cultural artifacts equals their de-naturalization. Deprived of their function within a living totality of meaning, artifacts dwell in an inter-space between nature and culture, between life and death, leading a ghost-like existence, belonging neither to nature nor to culture, appearing as something akin to the monstrosity of natural freaks, like a cow with two heads and three legs. The challenge of technology is thus not that we should (re)discover how all our activity has to rely on our unsurpassable (unhintergebar) embeddedness in our life-world, but, on the contrary, that we must cut [End Page 63] off this embeddedness and accept the radical abyss of our existence. This is the terror that even Heidegger didn't dare to confront. To put it in the terms of a problematic comparison, insofar as we remain humans, are we embedded in a pre-reflexive symbolic life-world, rather than being something like "symbolic plants"? Hegel says somewhere in his Philosophy of Nature that a plant's roots are its entrails which, in contrast to an animal, a plant has outside itself, in the earth, which prevents a plant from cutting its roots and freely roaming around; for a plant, cutting its roots is death. Isn't our symbolic life-world in which we are always-already pre-reflexively embedded something like our symbolic entrails outside ourselves? And isn't the true challenge of technology that we should repeat the differentiation between plants and animals also at the symbolic level, cutting off our symbolic roots and accepting the abyss of freedom? In this very precise sense we can accept the formula that humanity will/should pass into post-humanity, since being embedded in a symbolic world is a definition of being-human. And in this sense, also, technology is a promise of liberation through terror. The subject that emerges in and through this experience of terror is ultimately the cogito itself, the abyss of self-relating negativity that forms the core of transcendental subjectivity, the acephalous subject of the death-drive. It is the properly in-human subject.

Capitalism inevitably results in ecological degradation and result in extinction- turns case 

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 37-39, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

It is easy to make fun of Fukuyama's notion of the End of History, but the majority today is "Fukuyamaian": liberal-democratic capitalism is accepted as the finally-found formula of the best possible society; all one can do is to render it more just, tolerant, etc. The only true question today is: do we endorse this "naturalization" of capitalism, or does [End Page 37] today's global capitalism contain strong enough antagonisms that will prevent its indefinite reproduction? There are three (or, rather, four) such antagonisms: 1. Ecology: in spite of the infinite adaptability of capitalism which, in the case of an acute ecological catastrophe or crisis, can easily turn ecology into a new field of capitalist investment and competition, the very nature of the risk involved fundamentally precludes a market solution. Why? Capitalism only works in precise social conditions: it implies trust in the objectified/"reified" mechanism of the market's "invisible hand" which, as a kind of Cunning of Reason, guarantees that the competition of individual egotisms works for the common good. However, we are in the midst of a radical change. Till now, historical Substance played its role as the medium and foundation of all subjective interventions: whatever social and political subjects did, it was mediated and ultimately dominated—overdetermined—by the historical Substance. What looms on the horizon today is the unheard-of possibility that a subjective intervention will intervene directly into the historical Substance, catastrophically disturbing its run by triggering an ecological catastrophe, a fateful biogenetic mutation, a nuclear or similar military-social catastrophe, etc. No longer can we rely on the safeguarding role of the limited scope of our acts: it no longer holds that, whatever we do, history will go on. For the first time in human history, the act of a single socio-political agent effectively can alter and even interrupt the global historical process, so that, ironically, it is only today that we can say that the historical process should effectively be conceived "not only as Substance, but also as Subject." This is why, when confronted with singular catastrophic prospects (say, a political group that intends to attack its enemy with nuclear or biological weapons), we no longer can rely on the standard logic of the "Cunning of Reason" which, precisely, presupposes the primacy of the historical Substance over acting subjects: we no longer can adopt the stance of "let the enemy who threatens us deploy its potentials and thereby self-destruct"—the price for letting the historical Reason do its work is too high since, in the meantime, we may all perish along with the enemy.

Capitalism is the root cause of environmental issues-we must address it before we address how to deal with environmental catastrophe 

Burgess 09 [James Burgess, staffwriter for New Statesman: Everyone's gone green, Slavoj Žižek on the dangers of ecological utopianism, http://www.newstatesman.com/blogs/cultural-capital/2009/11/381-382-climate-crisis-global  // Accessed: June 25th 2012 // BP]

Žižek argues that, whilst it is true that the climate crisis is a universal problem -- one that affects all humanity regardless of social position or wealth, as well as the majority of all species -- and so cannot be reduced simply to a crisis of capitalism, it would be a mistake to attempt to address the environmental issue independently of its cause, namely, the global capitalist economic framework. In this sense, ecology is not the solution, as this often puts aside political differences for the "greater good" of the environment. Instead, we should deal with the specific problem of global capitalism, thereby addressing the climate crisis.

In many ways, this resonates with Tim Jackson's essay in the New Statesman Copenhagen supplement earlier this year -- the economic system contains within it the seeds of its (and all of our) destruction: capitalist economies depend on economic growth, and economic growth is unsustainable in a finite ecological system.

So what of Žižek's communist solution? John Gray is right to say in a recent review that Žižek overlooks the lack of public or political appetite for communism in his latest book First as Tragedy, Then as Farce where he (perhaps predictably) advocates his brand of Leninism as the answer to the current combination of encroaching corporatism, environmental catastrophe and financial collapse. And insofar as Žižek is an activist, he fails, as the activist must engage with actually existing conditions. However, as intellectual, Žižek fulfils his role; as he himself identifies, his task as an intellectual is not to answer questions, but to correct how they are formulated. As such, Žižek offers great insight to the those on the left who may feel dismayed at the co-opting of the environmental agenda by diverse conservative political (and corporate) forces. Žižek rightly identifies the global economic capitalist framework as responsible for both the financial and the climate crises, and poses a choice: we can put aside political differences to attempt to tackle impending climatic doom (with the inevitable resurgence of capitalist crisis under business as usual), or we can face the driving force of the crisis head on.

Status quo capitalism fails to address an ecological collapse - rejection in favor of a new system is key to prevent extinction

Zizek 10 [Slavoj Zizek, New Statesman: London: May 3, 2010. Vol. 139, Iss. 4999; pg. 33, 2 pgs,  http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=3&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=2028256551&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340300593&clientId=17822// // Accessed: June 21st 2012 // BP]

When it comes to the risk of ecological catastrophe, we are dealing with "unknown unknowns", to use the terms of the Rumsfeldian theory of knowledge. Donald Rumsfeld set out this theory in a bit of amateur philosophising in February 2002, when he was still George W Bush's defence secretary. He said: There are known knowns; there are things we know we know. We also know there are known unknowns; that is to say we know there are some things we do not know. But there are also unknown unknowns - the ones we don't know we don't know. What Rumsfeld forgot to add was the crucial fourth term: the "unknown knowns", things we don't know that we know - which is the Freudian unconscious, the "knowledge which doesn't know itself", as Lacan put it. To the assertion that the main dangers in the Iraq war were the "unknown unknowns" - the threats that we did not even suspect existed - we should reply that the main dangers are, on the contrary, the "unknown knowns", the disavowed beliefs and suppositions to which we are not even aware we adhere. In the case of ecology, these disavowed beliefs and suppositions are the ones that prevent people from believing in the possibility of catastrophe, and they combine with the "unknown unknowns". Humankind should get ready to live in a more nomadic way: local or global changes in environment may demand unprecedented large-scale social transformations. Let's say that a huge volcanic eruption makes the whole of Iceland uninhabitable: where will the ? eople of Iceland move? Under what conditions? Should they be given a piece of land, or just dispersed around the world? What if northern Siberia becomes more inhabitable and appropriate for agriculture, while great swaths of sub -Sanaran Africa become too dry for a large population to live there - how will the exchange of population be organised? When similar things happened in the past, the social changes occurred in a wild, spontaneous way, with violence and destruction. Such a prospect is catastrophic in a world in which many nations have access to weapons of mass destruction. One thing is clear: national sovereignty will have to be redefined and new levels of global co-operation invented. And what about the immense changes to economies and consumption levels demanded and brought about by new weather patterns or shortages of water and energy sources? How will such changes be decided and executed? It is instructive, here, to return to the four elements of what the French Marxist philosopher Alain Badiou calls the "eternal idea" of revolutionary politics. What is demanded, first, is strict egalitarian justice: worldwide norms of per capita energy consumption should be imposed, stopping developed nations from poisoning the environment at the present rate while blaming developing countries, from Brazil to China, for ruining our shared environment. Terror firmer Second, terror: the ruthless punishment of all those who violate the imposed protective measures, including severe limitations of liberal "freedoms" and the technological control of prospective lawbreakers. Third, voluntarism: the only way to confront the threat of ecological catastrophe is by means of collective decision -making that will arrest the "spontaneous" logic of capitalist development (Walter Benjamin, in his essay "On the Concept of History", pointed out that the task of a revolution is to "stop the train" of history that runs towards the precipice of global catastrophe - an insight that has gained new weight with the prospect of ecological catastrophe). Last but not least, trust in the people: the wager that the large majority of the people support these severe measures, see them as their own and are ready to participate in their enforcement. We should not be afraid to encourage, as a combination of terror and trust in the people, the resurgence of an important figure in all egalitarian -revolutionary terror - the "informer" who denounces culprits to the authorities. (In the case of the Enron scandal, Time magazine was right to celebrate the insiders who tipped off the financial authorities as true public heroes.) Once upon a time, we called this communism.

Capitalism is the cause of lack-of-political action on global warming –the state of the economy is put first, Capital has become the Real of our lives

Zizek 08 [Slavoj Zizek, London Review of Books: Use Your Illusions, http://www.lrb.co.uk/2008/11/14/slavoj-zizek/use-your-illusions  // Accessed: June 19th 2012 // BP]

The financial meltdown has made it impossible to ignore the blatant irrationality of global capitalism. In the fight against Aids, hunger, lack of water or global warming, we may recognise the urgency of the problem, but there is always time to reflect, to postpone decisions. The main conclusion of the meeting of world leaders in Bali to talk about climate change, hailed as a success, was that they would meet again in two years to continue the talks. But with the financial meltdown, the urgency was unconditional; a sum beyond imagination was immediately found. Saving endangered species, saving the planet from global warming, finding a cure for Aids, saving the starving children … All that can wait a bit, but ‘Save the banks!’ is an unconditional imperative which demands and gets immediate action. The panic was absolute. A transnational and non-partisan unity was immediately established, all grudges among world leaders momentarily forgotten in order to avert the catastrophe. (Incidentally, what the much-praised ‘bi-partisanship’ effectively means is that democratic procedures were de facto suspended.) The sublimely enormous sum of money was spent not for some clear ‘real’ task, but in order to ‘restore confidence’ in the markets – i.e. for reasons of belief. Do we need any more proof that Capital is the Real of our lives, the Real whose demands are more absolute than even the most pressing demands of our social and natural reality? Compare the $700 billion spent on stabilising the banking system by the US alone to the $22 billion pledged by richer nations to help poorer nations cope with the food crisis, of which only $2.2 billion has been made available. The blame for the food crisis cannot be put on the usual suspects of corruption, inefficiency or state interventionism. Even Bill Clinton has acknowledged that ‘we all blew it, including me,’ by treating food crops as commodities instead of a vital right of the world's poor. Clinton was very clear in blaming not individual states or governments, but the long-term Western policy imposed by the US and European Union and enacted by the World Bank, the IMF and other international institutions. African and Asian countries were pressured into dropping government subsidies for farmers, opening up the way for the best land to be used for more lucrative export crops. The result of such ‘structural adjustments’ was the integration of local agriculture into the global economy: crops were exported, farmers were thrown off their land and pushed into sweat-shops, and poorer countries had to rely more and more on imported food. In this way, they are kept in postcolonial dependence, vulnerable to market fluctuations – soaring grain prices (caused in part by the use of crops for biofuels) have meant starvation in countries from Haiti to Ethiopia.

Attempting to solve for an ecological crisis through the capitalist structure is impossible 

Zizek 07 [Slavoj Zizek, Lacan.com: Censorship Today: Violence, or

Ecology as a New Opium for the Masses, part 1, http://www.lacan.com/zizecology1.htm  // Accessed: June 20th 2012 // BP]

So what is the problem here? It is easy to make fun of Fukuyama's notion of the End of History, but the majority today is "Fukuyamaian": liberal-democratic capitalism is accepted as the finally-found formula of the best possible society, all one can do is to render it more just, tolerant, etc. The only true question today is: do we endorse this "naturalization" of capitalism, or does today's global capitalism contain strong enough antagonisms which will prevent its indefinite reproduction? There are three (or, rather, four) such antagonisms: Ecology: In spite of the infinite adaptability of capitalism which, in the case of an acute ecological catastrophe or crisis, can easily turn ecology into a new field of capitalist investment and competition, the very nature of the risk involved fundamentally precludes a market solution - why? Capitalism only works in precise social conditions: it implies the trust into the objectivized/"reified" mechanism of the market's "invisible hand" which, as a kind of Cunning of Reason, guarantees that the competition of individual egotisms works for the common good. However, we are in the midst of a radical change. Till now, historical Substance played its role as the medium and foundation of all subjective interventions: whatever social and political subjects did, it was mediated and ultimately dominated, overdetermined, by the historical Substance. What looms on the horizon today is the unheard-of possibility that a subjective intervention will intervene directly into the historical Substance, catastrophically disturbing its run by way of triggering an ecological catastrophe, a fateful biogenetic mutation, a nuclear or similar military-social catastrophe, etc. No longer can we rely on the safeguarding role of the limited scope of our acts: it no longer holds that, whatever we do, history will go on. For the first time in human history, the act of a single socio-political agent effectively can alter and even interrupt the global historical process, so that, ironically, it is only today that we can say that the historical process should effectively be conceived "not only as Substance, but also as Subject." This is why, when confronted with singular catastrophic prospects (say, a political group which intends to attack its enemy with nuclear or biological weapons), we no longer can rely on the standard logic of the "Cunning of Reason" which, precisely, presupposes the primacy of the historical Substance over acting subjects: we no longer can adopt the stance of "let the enemy who threatens us deploy its potentials and thereby self-destruct himself" - the price for letting the historical Reason do its work is too high since, in the meantime, we may all perish together with the enemy. Recall a frightening detail from the Cuban missile crisis: only later did we learn how close to nuclear war we were during a naval skirmish between an American destroyer and a Soviet B-59 submarine off Cuba on October 27 1962. The destroyer dropped depth charges near the submarine to try to force it to surface, not knowing it had a nuclear-tipped torpedo. Vadim Orlov, a member of the submarine crew, told the conference in Havana that the submarine was authorized to fire it if three officers agreed. The officers began a fierce, shouting debate over whether to sink the ship. Two of them said yes and the other said no. "A guy named Arkhipov saved the world," was a bitter comment of a historian on this accident.

Policy Failure

Capitalism forces false scientific claims to be invented which splits “experts” into believing different theories - leads to serial policy failure

Žižek 2010 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, April 29th, 2010, “Joe Public v the Volcano” http://www.newstatesman.com/environment/2010/05/essay-nature-catastrophe)//ctc
In the media, the volcanic ash has sometimes been treated as a natural catastrophe, sometimes as a meteorological phenomenon; sometimes it has been said to concern the economy (that is, the financial loss of the airline companies or of those who rely on air transport, such as the flower growers in Kenya). At other times the focus has been on the disruption of social life and the plight of passengers stranded abroad for days, even weeks. The main argument in favour of the closure of airspace over Europe was the danger that the volcanic dust posed to planes' engines; the main argument against was the financial loss this closure entailed for the airlines and the wider economy. The confusion of natural and cultural or economic concerns in the arguments over the prohibition of flights raised the following suspicion: how come the scientific evidence began to suggest it was safe to fly over most of Europe just when the pressure from the airlines became most intense? Is this not further proof that capital is the only real thing in our lives, with even scientific judgements having to bend to its will? The problem is that scientists are supposed to know, but they do not. Science is helpless and covers up this helplessness with a deceptive screen of expert assurance. We rely more and more on experts, even in the most intimate domains of our experience (sexuality and religion). As a result, the field of scientific knowledge is transformed into a terrain of conflicting "expert opinions". Most of the threats we face today are not external (or "natural"), but generated by human activity shaped by science (the ecological consequences of our industry, say, or the psychic consequences of uncontrolled genetic engineering), so that the sciences are simultaneously the source of such threats, our best hope of understanding those threats, and the means through which we may find a way of coping with them. Even if we blame scientific-technological civilisation for global warming, we need the same science not only to define the scope of the threat, but also, often, to perceive it in the first place. The "ozone hole", for example, can be "seen" in the sky only by scientists. That line from Wagner's Parsifal - "Die Wunde schliest der Speer nur, der Sie schlug" ("The wound can only be healed by the spear that made it") - acquires a new relevance here. How much can we "safely" pollute our environment? How many fossil fuels can we burn? How much of a poisonous substance does not threaten our health? That our knowledge has limitations does not mean we shouldn't exaggerate the ecological threat. On the contrary, we should be even more careful about it, given that the situation is extremely unpredictable. The recent uncertainties about global warming signal not that things are not too serious, but that they are even more chaotic than we thought, and that natural and social factors are inextricably linked. Either we take the threat of ecological catastrophe seriously and decide today to do things that, if the catastrophe does not occur, will appear ridiculous, or we do nothing and risk losing everything if the catastrophe does take place. The worst response would be to apply a limited range of measures - in that case, we will fail whatever happens. 

Colonialism

Capitalism is a super-charged version of neo-colonialism - root cause of social inequality 

Moolenaar 4 (R. Moolenaar, department of philosophy, Tilbury University, Netherlands December, 2004, “Slavoj Žižek and the Real Subject of Politics”, Studies in East European Thought, p. 289-292) //ZA

Repeatedly Zizek argues for a radical repolitization of the economy (TTS: 353). In this respect, he speaks about the direct multinational functioning of Capital as a form of 'auto-colonization', whereby global corporations, as it were, cut the umbilical cord with their 'mother-nation' and treat their country of origin as simply another territory to be colonized. What we encounter here is a paradox of colonization in which there are only colonies, no colonizing countries - the colonizing power is no longer a nation-state but the global company itself. So, according to WTO sponsored investment agreements - which are elaborated and discussed behind closed doors - corporations will be able to sue sovereign states if they impose 'over stringent' ecological or health and labor standards. In the long term, Zizek warns us, we shall all not only wear Banana Republic shirts but also live in banana republics (TTS: 215-216; TFA: 55). We need to counter this process and move urgently towards a society in which global decisions about the fundamental orientation of how to develop and use the productive capacities would somehow be made by the 'entire collective of people' affected by these decisions. And the only way effectively to bring about a society in which all kinds of risky long-term decisions would ensue from a public debate involving all concerned, says Zizek, is some kind of radical limitation of Capital's freedom and the subordination of the process of production to social control. Correcting Clinton's dictum 'It's the economy, stupid', Zizek states emphatically, 'It's the political economy, stupid' - and, of course, this means at the same time an obvious reminder of Marx (among others) (TTS: 347 vv.). 

Racism

Capitalism causes social violence because it justifies racism – outweighs every impact
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 94-96, CH)
So what was the catastrophe that took place in New Orleans? On closer inspection, the first thing to note is its strange temporality, a kind of delayed reaction. Im​mediately after the hurricane struck, there was momen​tary relief: its eye had missed New Orleans by about twenty-five miles. Only ten people were reported dead, so the worst, the feared catastrophe, had been avoided. Then, in the aftermath, things started to go badly wrong. Part of the protective levee of the city broke down. The city was flooded and social order disintegrated... The natural catastrophe, the hurricane, thus revealed itself to be "socially mediated" in multiple ways. First, there are good reasons to suspect that the U.S. is getting more hurricanes than usual owing to man-induced global warming. Second, the catastrophic immediate effect of the hurricane-the flooding of the city-was to a large extent due to human failure: the protective dams were not good enough, and the authorities were insufficiently prepared to meet the easily predictable humanitarian needs which followed. But the true and greater shock took place after the event, in the guise of the social effect of the natural catastrophe. The disintegration of the social order came as a kind of deferred action, as if natural Catastrophe were repeating itself as social catastrophe. ; How are we to read this social breakdown? The first reaction is the standard conservative one. The events in New Orleans confirm yet again how fragile social order is, how we need strict law enforcement and ethical pressure to prevent the explosion of violent passions. Human nature is naturally evil, descent into social chaos is a permanent threat... This argument can also be given a racist twist: those who exploded into violence were almost exclusively black, so here we have new proof of how blacks are not really civilised. Natural catastrophes bring to light the scum which is barely kept hidden and under check in normal times. Of course, the obvious answer to this line of argument Is that the New Orleans descent into chaos rendered visible the persisting racial divide in the U.S. New Orleans was 68 per cent black. The blacks are the poor and the Underprivileged. They had no means by which to flee tile city in time. They were left behind, starving and uncared for. No wonder they exploded. Their violent reaction should be seen as echoing the Rodney King riots in LA, or even the Detroit and Newark outbursts in the late 1960s. More fundamentally, what if the tension that led to the explosion in New Orleans was not the tension between "human nature" and the force of civilisation that keeps it in check, but the tension between the two aspects of our civilisation itself? What if, in endeavouring to control explosions like the one in New Orleans, the forces of law and order were confronted with the very nature of capitalism at its purest, the logic of individualist competition, of ruthless self-assertion, generated by capitalist dynamics, a "nature" much more threatening and violent than all the hurricanes and earthquakes? In his theory of the sublime (das Erhabene), Immanuel Kant interpreted our fascination at the outbursts of the power of nature as a negative proof of the superiority of spirit over nature. No matter how brutal the display of ferocious nature is, it cannot touch the moral law in ourselves. Does the catastrophe of New Orleans not provide a similar example of the sublime? No matter how brutal the vortex of the hurricane, it cannot disrupt the vortex of the capitalist dynamic.
Capitalism/globalization breed new forms of racism and social divides
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 101-102, CH)
But we are not dealing here only with good old racism. Something more is at stake: a fundamental feature of our emerging "global" society. On 11 September 2001 the Twin Towers were hit. Twelve years earlier, on 9 November 1989, the Berlin Wall fell. That date heralded the "happy 90s," the Francis Fukuyama dream of the "end Of history"-the belief that liberal democracy had, in principle, won; that the search was over; that the advent of a global, liberal world community lurked just around the corner; that the obstacles to this ultra-Hollywood happy ending were merely empirical and contingent (local pockets of resistance where the leaders did not yet grasp that their time was up). In contrast, 9/11 is the main symbol of the end of the Clintonite happy '90s. This is the era in which new walls emerge everywhere, between Israel and the West Bank, around the Euro​pean Union, on the U.S.-Mexico border. The rise of the populist New Right is just the most prominent example of the urge to raise new walls. A couple of years ago, an ominous decision of the European Union passed almost unnoticed: the plan to establish an all-European border police force to secure the isolation of Union territory and thus to prevent the influx of immigrants. This is the truth of globalisation: the construction of new walls safeguarding prosperous Europe from the immigrant flood. One is tempted to resuscitate here the old Marxist "humanist" opposition of "relations between things" and "relations between persons": in the much-celebrated free circulation opened up by global capitalism, it is "things" (commod​ities) which freely circulate, while the circulation of "persons" is more and more controlled. We are not deal​ing now with "globalisation" as an unfinished project but with a true "dialectics of globalisation": the segrega​tion of the people is the reality of economic globalisa​tion. This new racism of the developed is in a way much more brutal than the previous ones: its implicit legitimisation is neither naturalist (the "natural" superiority of the developed West) nor any longer culturalist (we in the West also want to preserve our cultural identity), but unabashed economic egotism. The fundamental divide is one between those included in the sphere of (relative) economic prosperity and those excluded from it.
Exclusion

Capitalism deems those in the slums as inferior and waste products of the system

Zizek 08 [Slavoj Zizek, In These Times: The Ambiguous Legacy of ’68, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=3&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=1506070961&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&TS=1340389715&clientId=17822// Accessed: June 22nd 2012 // BP]

ECONOMIST NICHOLAS STERN rightly characterized the climate crisis as "the greatest market failure in human history." There is an increasing awareness that we need global environmental citizenship, a political space to address climate change as a matter of common concern of all humanity. One should give weight to the terms "global citizenship" and "common concern." Doesn't this desire to establish a global political organization and engagement that will neutralize and channel market forces mean that we are in need of a properly communist perspective? The need to protect the "commons" justifies the resuscitation of the notion of Communism: It enables us to see the ongoing "enclosure" of our commons as a process of proletarization of those who are thereby excluded from their own substance. It is, however, only the antagonism between the Included and the Excluded that properly justifies the term Communism. In slums around the world, we are witnessing the fast growth of a population outside state control, living in conditions outside the law, in terrible need of minimal forms of self-organization. Although marginalized laborers, redundant civil servants and ex-peasants make up this population, they are not simply a redundant surplus: They are incorporated into the global economy, many working as informal wage workers or self-employed entrepreneurs, with no adequate health or social security coverage. (The main source of their rise is the inclusion of the Third World countries in the global economy, with cheap food imports from the First World countries ruining local agriculture.) These new slum dwellers are not an unfortunate accident, but a necessary product of the innermost logic of global capitalism. Whoever lives in the favelas-or shanty towns-of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, or in Shanghai, China, is not essentially different from someone who lives in the banlieues-or outskirts-of Paris or the ghettos of Chicago. If the principal task of the 19th century's emancipatory politics was to break the monopoly of the bourgeois liberals by politicizing the working class, and if the task of the 20th century was to politically awaken the immense rural population of Asia and Africa, the principal task of the 21st century is to politicize-organize and discipline-the "destructured masses" of slum-dwellers. If we ignore this problem of the Excluded, all other antagonisms lose their subversive edge. Ecology turns into a problem of sustainable development. Intellectual property turns into a complex legal challenge. Biogenetics becomes an ethical issue. Corporations-like Whole Foods and Starbucks-enjoy favor among liberals even though they engage in anti-union activities; they just sell products with a progressive spin. You buy coffee made with beans bought at above fair-market value. You drive a hybrid vehicle. You buy from companies that provide good benefits for their customers (according to corporation's standards). In short, without the antagonism between the Included and the Excluded, we may well find ourselves in a world in which Bill Gates is the greatest humanitarian fighting poverty and diseases, and NewCorp's Rupert Murdoch the greatest environmentalist mobilizing hundreds of millions through his media empire. In contrast to the classic image of proletarians who have "nothing to lose but their chains," we are thus ALL in danger of losing ALL. The risk is that we will be reduced to abstract empty Cartesian subjects deprived of substantial content, dispossessed of symbolic substance, our genetic base manipulated, vegetating in an unlivable environment. These triple threats to our being make all of us potential proletarians. And the only way to prevent actually becoming one is to act preventively. The true legacy of '68 is best encapsulated in the formula Soyons realistes, demandons l'impossible! (Let's be realists, demand the impossible.) Today's Utopia is the belief that the existing global system can reproduce itself indefinitely. The only way to be realistic is to envision what, within the coordinates of this system, cannot but appear as impossible.

Econ Collapse

This system makes economic collapse inevitable

Žižek 2009 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, 2009, “First as Tragedy, Then as Farce”)//ctc

The only truly surprising thing about the 2008 financial meltdown is how easily the idea was accepted that its happening was an unpredictable surprise which hit the markets out of the blue. Recall the demonstrations which, throughout the first decade of the new millennium, regularly accompanied meetings of the IMF and the World Bank: the protesters' complaints took in not only the usual anti-globalizing motifs (the growing exploitation of Third World countries, and so forth), but also how the banks were creating the illusion of growth by playing with fictional money, and how this would all have to end in a crash. It was not only economists such as Paul Krugman and Joseph Stiglitz who warned of the dangers ahead and made it clear that those who promised continuous growth did not really understand what was going on under their noses. In Washington in 2004, so many people demonstrated about the danger of a financial collapse that the police had to mobilize 8,000 additional local policemen and bring in a further 6,000 from Maryland and Virginia. What ensued was tear-gassing, clubbing and mass arrests-so many that police had to use buses for transport. The message was loud and clear, and the police were used literally to stifle the truth. After this sustained effort of willful ignorance, it is no wonder that, when the crisis did finally break out, as one of the participants put it, "No one really knew what to do." The reason being that expectations are part of the game: how the market will react depends not only on how much people trust this or that intervention , but even more so on how much they think others will trust them-one cannot take into account the effects of one's own choices. Long ago, John Maynard Keynes rendered this self-referentiality nicely when he compared the stock market to a silly competition in which the participants have to pick several pretty girls from a hundred photographs, the winner being the one who chooses girls closest to the average opinion: "It is not a case of choosing those which, to the best of one's judgment, are really the prettiest, nor even those which average opinion genuinely thinks the prettiest. We have reached the third degree where we devote our intelligence to anticipating what average opinion expects the average opinion to be:" So, we are forced to choose without having at our disposal the knowledge that would enable a qualified choice, or, as John Gray put it: "We are forced. to live as if we were free. "1 At the height of the meltdown, Joseph Stiglitz wrote that, in spite of the growing consensus among economists that any bail-out based on US Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson's plan would not work, it is impossible for politicians to do nothing in such a crisis. So we may have to pray that an agreement crafted with the toxic mix of special interests, misguided economics, and right-wing ideologies that produced the crisis can somehow produce a rescue plan that works-or whose failure doesn't do too much damage.3 He is correct, since markets are effectively based on beliefs (even beliefs about other people's beliefs), so when the media worry about "how the markets will react" to the bail-out, it is a question not only about its real 1 John Maynard Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, New York: Management Laboratory Press 2009, Chapter 12. 2 John Gray, Straw Dogs, New York: Farrar Straus and Giroux 2007, p. uo . 3 Joseph Stiglitz, "The Bush administration may rescue Wall Street, but what about the economy?" The Guardian, September 30, 2008. ITS IDEOLOGY, STUPID! consequences, but about the belief of the markets in the plan's efficacy. This is why the bail-out may work even if it is economically wrong-headed.4 The pressure "to do something" here is like the superstitious compulsion to make some gesture when we are observing a process over which we have no real influence. Are not our acts often such gestures? The old saying "Don't just talk, do something!" is one of the most stupid things one can say, even measured by the low standards of common sense. Perhaps, rather, the problem lately has been that we have been doing too much, such as intervening in nature, destroying the environment, and so forth .. . Perhaps it is time to step back, think and say the right thing. True, we often talk about something instead of doing it; but sometimes we also do things in order to avoid talking and thinking about them. Such as throwing $700 billion at a problem instead of reflecting on how it arose in the first place

Industry/Tech

A focus on industry and technology causes more problems than it solves, turns the case

Zizek 8

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008,  “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 50-51, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA 

How, then, do we react to this threat? Habermas's logic is here: since the results of science pose a threat to our (predominant) notion of autonomy and freedom, one should curtail science. The price we pay for this solution is the fetishist split between science and ethics ("I know very well what science claims, but, nonetheless, in order to retain (the appearance of) my autonomy, I choose to ignore it and act as if I don't know it"). This prevents us from confronting the true question: how do these new conditions compel us to transform and reinvent the very notions of freedom, autonomy, and ethical responsibility? Science and technology today no longer aim only at understanding and reproducing natural processes, but at generating new forms of life that will surprise us; the goal is no longer just to dominate existing nature, [End Page 50] but to generate something new—greater, stronger than ordinary nature, including ourselves (note the obsession with artificial intelligence, aimed at producing a brain stronger than the human brain). The dream that sustains the scientific-technological endeavor is to trigger a process with no return, a process that would exponentially reproduce itself and continue on its own. The notion of "second nature" is therefore today more pertinent than ever, in both of its main meanings. First, literally, as the artificially generated new nature: monsters of nature, deformed cows and trees, or—a more "positive" dream—genetically manipulated organisms, "enhanced" in the direction that suits us. Then, the "second nature" in the more standard sense of the autonomization of the results of our own activity: the way our acts elude us in their consequences, the way they generate a monster with a life on its own. It is this horror at the unforeseen results of our own acts that causes shock and awe, not the power of nature over which we have no control; it is this horror that religion tries to domesticate. What is new today is the short-circuit between these two senses of "second nature": "second nature" in the sense of objective Fate, of the autonomized social process, is generating "second nature" in the sense of an artificially created nature, of natural monsters—the process that threatens to run out of control is no longer just the social process of economic and political development, but new forms of natural processes themselves, from unforeseen nuclear catastrophe to global warming and the unforeseen consequences of biogenetic manipulations. Can one even imagine the unforeseen result of nanotechnological experiments: new life forms reproducing themselves out of control in a cancer-like way?11 Here is a standard description of this fear: Within fifty to a hundred years, a new class of organisms is likely to emerge. These organisms will be artificial in the sense that they will originally be designed by humans. However, they will reproduce, and will "evolve" into something other than their original form; they will be "alive" under any reasonable definition of the word. […] the pace of evolutionary change will be extremely rapid. […] The impact on humanity and the biosphere could be enormous, larger than the industrial revolution, nuclear weapons, or environmental pollution.

Neolib

Neoliberalism destroys the environment and marginalizes the poor trapping them in poverty and killing their VTL 

Negi, '11, Ph.D at OH State University; teaches global issues at University of IL (Rohit, "India's New Economic Policy: A Critical Analysis" 'Ch.8 Neoliberalism, Environmentalism, and Urban Politics In Delhi'  pg. 180 Taylor & Francis US http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=v0PgcbSII2gC&oi=fnd&pg=PA179&ots=1hPRpyPRJM&sig=uI_tkc7P97TMZTxFfjV7u5ri_Gw#v=onepage&q&f=false)//JES

I use the case of the relocation of industries from Delhi as a window into these issues. This followed the Supreme Court order which required the state administration to close down all supposedly hazardous industries operating in the city and to relocate them outside city borders. Developed land was to be made for this purpose so that workers were not rendered jobless for a protracted length of time. However, governmental apathy, the inability of small-scale industries to relocate, and the decision of several owners to shut shop meant that many workers were quite severely affected, and eventually unemployed.  Many critical analyses of industrial relocation have correctly read it against the emergence of a discourse of globality in millennial Delhi (Nigam 2001; Routray 2006; Padhi 2007; Bhan 2009), which makes the urban poor marginal to the real and imagined urban economy. The argument is that the politics of urban space has turned, during the last two decades, on the need to remake Delhi as a world class city, an ideological imperative within which certain spaces and inhabitants come to be viewed as superfluous at best, and 'encroachers' at worst. These also happen to be precisely the economic activities and populations that are also considered environmentally degrading by the judiciary. This articulation of the neoliberal and the environmental agenda has tilted the conflict between industrial firms and workers on the one hand, and interests tied to a post-industrial future on the other, in favor of the latter. At stake is the attempted rescaling of Delhi from the capital of post-colonial India, which implies a geography rooted in the hinterland, to one part of a global network that includes other such economic and cultural centers (see Smith 2002). The former are resistant to such a change. In the available literature, however, the specific interests on either side of this conflict are less well theorized. As noted previously, the workers - joined initially by petty capitalists who owned the small-scale factories under threat- did not acquiesce in the face of this challenge to their livelihoods. There were massive protests that were quelledb by the police, leading to the deaths of at least three workers. However, and as a result of workers' organization and pressure, the local state had to intervene to mitigate the worst effects of the original court order. In the end, no significant gains were made toward reducing pollution, while industrial workers were left contemplating the incsecurity of their fate in the capital city. Not only did this frustrate environmentalists, but it also left social activists increasingly suspicious of environmentalism in India, which is regrettable because environmental issues are undeniably of pressing concern. This chapter therefore, and after describing the case and the articulation of the environmental and the neoliberal agenda, ends with a discussion on the problems of environmentalism and suggest an alternative way forward.
Language Impacts

Violence

Language doesn’t stop violence – causes it
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 60-61, CH)
This simple and all too obvious reflection on the way in which language works renders problematic the prev​alent idea of language and the symbolic order as the medium of reconciliation and mediation, of peaceful coexistence, as opposed to a violent medium of imme​diate and raw confrontation.15 In language, instead of exerting direct violence on each other, we are meant to debate, to exchange words, and such an exchange, even when it is aggressive, presupposes a minimal recogni​tion of the other party. The entry into language and the renunciation of violence are often understood as two aspects of one and the same gesture: "Speaking is the foundation and structure of socialization, and happens jto be characterized by the renunciation of violence," as I text by Jean-Marie Muller written for UNESCO tells 0s.lS Since man is a "speaking animal," this means that -the renunciation of violence defines the very core of be​ing human: "it is actually the principles and methods of non-violence... that constitute the humanity of human beings, the coherence and relevance of moral standards based both on convictions and a sense of responsibil​ity," so that violence is "indeed a radical perversion of humanity."17 Insofar as language gets infected by vio​lence, this occurs under the influence of contingent "pathological" circumstances which distort the inher​ent logic of symbolic communication. What if, however, humans exceed animals in their capacity for violence precisely because they speak?1* As Hegel was already well aware, there is something vio​lent in the very symbolisation of a thing, which equals its mortification. This violence operates at multiple lev​els. Language simplifies the designated thing, reducing it to a single feature. It dismembers the thing, destroy​ing its organic unity, treating its parts and properties as autonomous. It inserts the thing into a field of meaning which is ultimately external to it. When we name gold "gold," we violently extract a metal from its natural tex​ture, investing into it our dreams of wealth, power, spir​itual purity, and so on, which have nothing whatsoever to do with the immediate reality of gold.
Language causes systemic violence

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 64-65, CH)
There is the elementary matrix of the Hegelian dialecti​cal process here: the external opposition (between law and its criminal transgression) is transformed into the opposition, internal to the transgression itself, between particular transgressions and the absolute transgres​sion which appears as its opposite, as the universal law. And mutatis mutandis, the same goes for violence: when we perceive something as an act of violence, we mea​sure it by a presupposed standard of what the "normal" non-violent situation is-and the highest form of vio​lence is the imposition of this standard with reference to which some events appear as "violent." This is why language itself, the very medium of non-violence, of mutual recognition, involves unconditional violence. In words, it is language itself which pushes our desire beyond proper limits, transforming it into a "desire that contains the infinite," elevating it into an absolute striving that cannot ever be satisfied. What Lacan calls et petit a is precisely this ethereal "undead" object, [surplus object that causes desire in its excessive and [tiling aspect. One cannot get rid of this excess: it is substantial with human desire as such.
Language creates ontological violence - turns the aff because it makes all levels of violence inevitable
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 69-72, CH)
Let's unravel this a little. For a medieval Christian, the "essence" of gold resides in its incorruptibility and di​vine sheen which make it a "divine" metal. For us, it is either a flexible resource to be used for industrial pur​poses or a material appropriate for aesthetic purposes. Another example: the castrato voice was once the very voice of angels prior to the Fall; for us today, it is a mon​strous creation. This change in our sensitivity is sus​tained by language; it hinges on the shift in our symbolic universe. A fundamental violence exists in this "essencing" ability of language: our world is given a partial twist, it loses its balanced innocence, one partial colour gives the tone of the whole. The operation designated by the political thinker Ernesto Laclau as that of hegemony is inherent to language. So when, in his reading of the famous chorus from Antigone on the "uncanny/ demonic" character of man in the Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger deploys the notion of "ontological" violence that pertains to every founding gesture of the new communal world of a people, accomplished by poets, thinkers, and statesmen, one should always bear in mind that this "uncanny/demonic" dimension is ulti​mately that of language itself: Violence is usually seen in terms of the domain in which concurring compromise and mutual assistance set the standard for Dasein, and accordingly all violence is necessarily deemed only a disturbance and an offence ... The violent one, the creative one who sets forth into the unsaid, who breaks into the unthought, who compels what has never happened and makes appear what is unseen-this violent one stands at all times in daring ... Therefore the violence-doer knows no kindness and conciliation (in the ordinary sense), no appeasement and mollification by success or prestige and by their confirmation... For such a one, disaster is the deepest and broadest Yes to the Overwhelming ... Essential de-cision, when it is carried out and when it resists the constantly pressing ensnarement in the everyday and the customary, has to use violence. This act of violence, this de-cided setting out upon the way to the Being of beings, moves humanity out of the hominess of what is most directly nearby and what is usual.25 As such, the Creator is "hupsipolis apolis" (Antigone, line 370): he stands outside and above polis and its ethos; he is unbound by any rules of "morality" (which are only a degenerative form of ethos); only as such can he ground a new form of ethos, of communal being in a polis... Of course, what reverberates here is the topic of an "illegal" violence that founds the rule of the law it​self.26 Heidegger hastens to add how the first victim of this violence is the Creator himself, who has to be erased with the advent of the new order that he grounded. This erasure can take different forms. The first is physical destruction-from Moses and Julius Caesar onwards, we know that a founding figure has to be killed. But there is also the relapse into madness, as in the case of great poets, from Holderlin to Ezra Pound, who were blinded by the very force of their poetic vision. Interest​ingly, the point in Antigone where the chorus bewails man as the most "demonic" of all creatures, as a being of excess, a being who violates all proper measures, comes immediately after it is revealed that someone has defied Creon's order and performed the funeral ritual on Polyneices body.27 It is this act which is perceived as a "demonic" excessive act, not Creon's prohibition. An​tigone is far from being the place-holder of moderation, of respect for proper limits, against Creon's sacrilegious hubris; quite the contrary, the true violence is hers. What accounts for the chilling character of the quoted passage is that Heidegger does not merely pro​vide a new variation on his standard rhetorical figure of inversion ("the essence of violence has nothing to do with ontic violence, suffering, war, destruction, etc.; the essence of violence resides in the violent character of the very imposition/founding of the new mode of the Essence-disclosure of communal Being-itself"); im​plicitly, but clearly, Heidegger reads this essential vio​lence as something that grounds-or at least opens up the space for-the explosions of ontic or physical vio​lence itself. Consequently, we should not immunise ourselves against the effects of the violence Heidegger is talking about by classifying it as "merely" ontological: although it is violent as such, imposing a certain disclo​sure of world, this world constellation also involves so​cial relations of authority. In his interpretation of Heraclitus fragment 53 ("Conflict [polemos] is the father of all things and king of all. Some he shows to be gods and others men; some he makes slaves and others free"),Heidegger-in contrast to those who accuse him of |admitting to consider the "cruel" aspects of the ancient Greek life (slavery, etc.)-openly draws attention to how ^rank and dominance" are directly grounded in a dis​closure of being, thereby providing a direct ontological grounding to social relations of domination:If people today from time to time are going to busy themselves rather too eagerly with the polis of the Greeks, they should not suppress this side of it; otherwise the concept of the polis easily becomes innocuous and sentimental. What is higher in rank is what is stronger. Thus Being, logos, as the gathered harmony, is not easily available for every man at the same price, but is concealed, as opposed to that harmony which is always mere equalizing, the elimination of tension, leveling.18 There is thus a direct link between the ontological vio​lence and the texture of social violence (of sustaining re​lations of enforced domination) that pertains to language. In her America Day by Day (1948), Simone de Beauvoir noted: "many racists, ignoring the rigors of science, insist on declaring that even if the psychological reasons haven't been established, the fact is that blacks are inferior. You only have to travel through America to be convinced of it."29 Her point about racism has been too easily misun​derstood. In a recent commentary, for example, Stella Sandford claims that "nothing justifies Beauvoir's... acceptance of the 'fact' of this inferiority":
Racism

Language is at the core of all racism and exclusion – justifies violence against the Other

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 66-67, CH)
So, perhaps, the fact that reason and race have the same root in Latin (ratio) tells us something: language, not primitive egotistic interest, is the first and greatest divider, it is because of language that we and our neighbours (can) "live in different worlds" even when we live on the same street. What this means is that verbal violence is not a secondary distortion, but the ultimate resort of every specifically human violence. Take the example of anti-Semitic pogroms, which can stand in for all racist violence. What the perpetrators of pogroms find intoler​able and rage-provoking, what they react to, is not the immediate reality of Jews, but the image/figure of the "Jew" which circulates and has been constructed in their tradition. The catch, of course, is that one single individ​ual cannot distinguish in any simple way between real and their anti-Semitic image: this image overdetermines the way I experience real Jews themselves, and furthermore it affects the way Jews experience themselves. What makes a real Jew that an anti-Semite encounters on the street "intolerable," what the anti-Semite to destroy when he attacks the Jew, the true target of fury, is this fantasmatic dimension. The same principle applies to every political protest: when workers protest their exploitation, they do not protest a simple reality, but an experience of their real predicament made meaningful through language. Re​alty in itself, in its stupid existence, is never intolerable: is language, its symbolisation, which makes it such. So precisely when we are dealing with the scene of a furious crowd, attacking and burning buildings and |Cars, lynching people, etc., we should never forget the placards they are carrying and the words which sustain and justify their acts. It was Heidegger who elaborated this feature at the formal-ontological level when, in his reading of "essence or Wesen" as a verb ("essencing"), he provided a de-essentialised notion of essence. Tradi​tionally, "essence" refers to a stable core that guarantees the identity of a thing. For Heidegger, "essence" is some​thing that depends on the historical context, on the ep​ochal disclosure of being that occurs in and through language. He calls this the "house of being." His expres​sion " Wesen der Sprache" does not mean "the essence of language," but the "essencing," the making of essences, that is the work of language:
Language causes exclusion - justifies racism 

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 72-73, CH)
We can now locate precisely what makes Sandford and other critics of Beauvoir resist her formulation that blacks actually were inferior: this resistance is itself ide​ological. At the base of this ideology is the fear that, if one concedes this point, we will have lost the inner free​dom, autonomy, and dignity of the human individual. Which is why such critics insist that blacks are not inferior but merely "inferiorised" by the violence imposed on them by white racist discourse. That is, they are af​fected by an imposition which does not affect them in the very core of their being, and consequently which they can (and do) resist as free autonomous agents through their acts, dreams, and projects.
***K of DA’s***
Modifier

A link to your DA prevents Alternative or Counterplan solvency – We must remove each nuggest of capitalism
Zizek 2004 - Slavoj < Thinkin’ Person, Professor at the University of Ljubljana > Revolution at the Gates pgs.169 - 171

Indeed, since the "normal" functioning of capitalism involves some kind Ol disavowal to the basic principle of its functioning (today's model capital ist is someone who. after ruthlessly generating profit, then generously shares parts of its giving large donations to churches, victims of ethnic or sexual abuse, etc., posing as a humanitarian I, the ultimate act of transgression is to assert this principle directly, depriving ir of its humanitarian mask. I am therefore tempted to reverse Marx's Thesis 11: the first task today is precisely not ro succumb to the temptation to act, to intervene directly and change things which then inevitably ends in a uil-dc-sac ot debilitating impossibility: "What can we do against global capital?"), but to question the hegemonic ideological co-ordinates. In short, our historical moment is still that of Adorno: To ihe question "What should we do?" I can most often truly answer only with "I don't know." I can only try to analyse rigorously what there is. Here people reproach me: When you practise criticism, you .ire also obliged ro say how one should make it betrer. To my mind, this is mcontrovertibly a bourgeois prejudice. Many times in history ir so happened that the very works which pursued purely theoretical goals transformed consciousness, and thereby also soci.il reality.'* It, today, we follow a direct call to act, this act will not I K - performed in an empty space - it will be an act within the hegemonic ideological co* ordinates: those who "really want to do something to help people" get involved in undoubtedly honourable) exploits like Med cents sjtis front teres, Greenpeace, feminist and anti-racist campaigns, which are all not only tolerated bur even supported by the media, even if they seemingly encroach on economic territory {tor example, denouncing and boycotting companies which do not respect ecological conditions, or use child labour) they are tolerated and supported as long as they do not get too close to a certain limit.* Ibis kind of activity provides the perfect example of mterpassiviryf of doing things not in order to achieve something, but to prevent something from really happening, really changing. All this frenetic humanitarian. Politically C orrect, etc., activity lits the formula of 'Let's go on changing something all the time so that, globally, things will remain the same!". If standard Cultural Studies criticize capitalism, they do so in the coded way that exemplifies Hollywood liberal paranoia: the enemy is "the system", the hidden "organization", the anti-democratic "conspiracy*1, not simply capitalism and state apparatuses. The problem with this critical stance is not only that it replaces concrete social analysis with a struggle against abstract paranoiac fantasies, but that - in a typical paranoiac gesture - it unnecessarily redoubles social reality, as if there were a secret Organization behind the "visible* capitalist and state organs- What we should accept is that there is no need for a secret "organization-within an-organization": the "conspiracy" is already in the "visible" organization as such, in the capitalist system, in the way the political space and state apparatuses work
Link: Generic
That is inherently biopolitical and destroys VTL
Clifford in 2001   (Michael Clifford, Political Genealogy After Foucault, 2001, pg 111)

The emergence of population as a political category of primary impor​tance has a double focus, a focus that operates "both at the level of each individual who goes to make up the population, and also the interest of population as such."38 It will be discovered that the population as a whole "has its own regularities," that it "carries a range of intrinsic aggregate effects" (GV, 17). The state will seek to manipulate these effects by imple​menting certain practices and techniques that affect, for example, birth rates, regional distributions of people, and the flow of capital to designated segments of the population. The individual will become a unit of the pop​ulation-deserving special attention, but always with reference to the wel​fare of the larger social aggregate. The practices (as opposed to the ideology) of the state brought to bear on the individual will recognize her, not so much as a person, but as a body, whose activities, lifestyle, habits, and relations reflect trends peculiar to particular segments of the popula​tion. The power exercised on the individual will be essentially disciplinary in nature, in that it will be characterized by distributions of individuals in space, the control of time and activity, and, above all, the employment of a disciplinary gaze that monitors the individual and "fixes" her place in the broader demographic aggregate of the population.39 The shift from the territory to population as the primary target of the state gave rise to a new type of political rationality, says Foucault: that of "governmentality." To explain this rationality, Foucault contrasts the work of Machiavelli and one of his contemporary critics, Guillaume de La Per​riere. The politics of Machiavelli's The Prince, or at least the interpretations of it that led to anti-Machiavellian literature, posited the sovereign as occupying "a position of externality and transcendence" to his principality. In this perspective, the foundation of sovereignty is the territory, which the sovereign acquires through inheritance or conquest. Subjects are merely inhabitants of the territory, to a great degree as much property of the sov​ereign as the territory itself. The link between the sovereign and the terri​tory, and the subjects that inhabit that territory, is the principality, understood as the rule the sovereign exercises over a (more or less) defined geographical area, as the relation the sovereign, as ruler, bears to the terri​tory and its inhabitants. This link is a fragile one, says Foucault, constantly threatened from both without and within. The task of sovereignty, the savoir-faire that The Prince is written to explain and defend, consists in this, "that the objective of the exercise of power is to reinforce, strengthen, and protect this principality." Thus, Machiavelli's text is concerned with (1) identifying dangers to the sovereign's rule, and (2) with developing an "art of manipulating the power relations that will allow the Prince to pro​tect his principality" (G V, 7-8).
The use of manufactured drama trivializes suffering and numbs us to the drama articulated in their position. This ultimately undercuts our ability to truly engage politics
BENNETT IN 1996 [W. Lance Bennett, teaches Political Science at the University of Washington, News: The Politics of Illusion, New York: Longman Publishers, 3rd Edition; 1996; pg 56-57]

The most obvious effect of dramatization is to trivialize news content. In place of unswerving attention to major events and problems, there is an increasing tendency to substitute manufactured drama. Even when the drama may reflect an actual fea​ture of the situation, as in the case of a congressional vote, the preoccupation with drama often distracts attention from any broad or enduring political significance the event may have had. As Gaye Tuchman has observed so cogently, the action imperative feeds on events that have some rapidly developing action to report. As a result, chronic social problems and longstanding political issues often go unre​ported because they develop too slowly.49 In these respects, dramatization com​pounds many of the same effects of personalization. In addition to magnifying the pitfalls of personalization, dramatized news also creates a difficulty of its own. Because dramas are simple, easy to grasp, and offer a semblance of insight into the individual motives behind an action, they may give people a misguided sense of understanding the politics of a situation. People may think they understand an issue when, in fact, their understanding is based on a mix​ture of fantasy, fiction, and myth. Under these circumstances, according to Lapham, the political world becomes sheer abstraction, and "we exhaust ourselves in pas​sionate arguments about things that few of us have ever seen. We talk about the third world as if it were a real place rather than a convenient symbol, about the gears of the national economy as if it were as intelligible as the gears on a bicy​cle.s50 This, ultimately, is what is wrong with the false sense of understanding con​veyed by medodramatic news. It leaves people unprepared to deal effectively with serious social problems. The human capacity for planning, compromise, and sensi​tive analysis dissolves in the face of crisis, confrontation, and simplistic images.
Link: Alt Energy
Alternative energy fails to solve warming – only a reduction in consumption and a transition away from capitalism can

Wallis ‘9 – professor of Liberal Arts at the Berklee College of Music (Victor, “Beyond Green Capitalism”, 11/3/2009, http://monthlyreview.org/2010/02/01/beyond-green-capitalism)//DHirsch
Biomass (burning biological materials as fuel) also threatens to reduce the land-area available for growing food. Hydrogen, for its part, carries the danger of leakage and of rising to the stratosphere, where it could destroy the ozone layer. Tapping geothermal energy can, in certain regions, risk provoking seismic disturbances; in addition, there may be high costs associated with the depth of requisite drilling, and the emerging heat may be dissipated in various ways. Wind energy, despite its clear positive potential, is limited by materials and space requirements, as well as by the irregularity of its source in many locations. Tidal power is more continuous than wind energy, but in addition to the high installation cost of its requisite barrages or underwater turbines, it poses—as do wind turbines—certain dangers for resident or migrant wildlife. Solar energy, finally, is extraordinarily promising in direct localized applications, but for power generation on a large scale, it would risk impinging on space required for other purposes. As for solar collectors situated in otherwise unused desert regions, their dust-free maintenance in such sites would require the long-distance trans-shipment of vast quantities of water.

All these technologies, with the partial exception of biomass, avoid adding to the net concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. The same might perhaps be said ofnuclear power, provided that, as the more up-to-date versions promise, it does not entail further large-scale mining and refinement of fissionable material. Nuclear power has other problematic implications, however, beyond its daunting startup costs in both time and money. Even if we were to suppose—as is further claimed—that the problem of waste has been minimized via repeated re-use (until there is hardly any radioactive material left) and that the dangers of a Chernobyl-type disaster or of vulnerability to military attack have been addressed by engineering improvements,11 there still remains the fact that nuclear power is linked to the potential for making bombs, and no disarmament process is underway. The imperialist governments will therefore not allow nuclear power to be distributed on a scale sufficient to match the potential global demand for it. The longer-term ecological and political desideratum would not be to undo such restrictions, but rather to impose them on the imperialist powers themselves, as part of a full-scale conversion process.

The upshot of all these considerations is that the question of how to supply the world’s currently growing energy demand without continuing recourse to carbon dioxide-producing fossile fuels-coal, oil, and natural gas – has not yet been solved. In view of the problems associated with all the alternative energy sources, a radical and comprehensive reconsideration of the demand side of this equation would seem to be called for. This is the essence of the socialist response: while encouraging the use of various safe-energy alternatives, it can accept the fact that these alternatives are ultimately limited in their total power-generating capacity, and therefore that the world’s aggregate energy consumption will actually have to be reduced. Once this is understood, one can then focus on the interrelated issues of how to identify and prioritize real needs, and how to correspondingly reorganize society in such a way as to assure everyone’s wellbeing. This is beyond the purview of capitalist thought, whatever its level of awareness of the environment danger. 

Link: Airport Security
Increasing airport security to try to solve terrorism will only feed it because it ignores objective violence, we must accept a way of thinking that will allow for a new symbolic agreement between the two

Howie 11 [Luke Howie from Monash University: Australia, International Study of Zizek Studies: Volume Five, Number Two, http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/236/390  // Accessed: June 23rd 2012 // BP]
In both the short and long term it seems that fighting terror with terror is likely to create more terror. The recent attempt to detonate an underwear bomb on a flight between Amsterdam and Detroit is significant evidence of that. It is incredible that whilst fighting terror with bombs and guns in Afghanistan and Iraq is showing some results (see Kilcullen 2009), security at Western airports remains so vulnerable to innovative individuals determined to carry out an act of terrorism (Associated Press, 2009). More incredibly, this attempted attack has led to cries for the profiling of potential terrorists – a further escalation of the systemic, objective violence, a violence that forms the contours of outbursts of subjective violence. Subjective and objective violence seem to feed on each other and the phrase “All of this has happened before, and all of it will happen again” is perhaps the best explanation of “progress” in the “war on terror” – it is a progress towards repetition. If true progress is to be made then a “fully co-opted acting out” will not suffice (Žižek, 2010: 327). What is needed is a “passage à l’acte” – a way of thinking that deletes the symbolic link, suspends symbolic efficiency and allows for a new symbolic agreement, one that will not ensure cycles of violence (emphasis in original. Žižek, 2010: 326). Yet, the passage à l’acte brings irony since “Our predicament is that the only alternatives appear to be violent outbursts”. Terror to fight terror. Perhaps the US government does not get the credit it deserves.

Forms of anti-terrorist measures allow us to protect us from a common enemy, while capitalism continues to dominate us and create new forms of terrorism, making their impact inevitable.

Zizek 2

(Slavoj, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, Revolution at the Gates, p. 234-36)

Along the same lines, Rightist commentators like George Will also immediately proclaimed the end of the American “holiday from history” —the impact of reality shattering the isolated tower of the liberal tolerant attitude and the Cultural Studies focus on textuality. Now, we are forced to strike back, to deal with real enemies in the real world. . . . Whom, however, do we strike at? Whatever the response, it will never hit the right target, bringing us full satisfaction. The ridicule of America attacking Afghanistan cannot fail to strike us: if the greatest power in the world destroys one of the world’s poorest countries, in which peasants barely survive on barren hills, will this not be the ultimate case of impotent acting out? In many ways Afghanistan is an ideal target: a country that is already reduced to rubble, with no infrastructure, repeatedly destroyed by war for the last two decades ... we cannot avoid the surmise that the choice of Afghanistan will also be determined by economic considerations: is it not best procedure to act out one’s anger at a country for which no one cares, and where there is nothing to destroy? Unfortunately, the choice of Afghanistan recalls the anecdote about the madman who searches for a lost key beneath a streetlamp; asked why there, when he lost the key in a dark corner somewhere, he answers: “But it’s easier to search under strong light!” Is it not the ultimate irony that the whole of Kabul already looks like downtown Manhattan? To succumb to the urge to act and retaliate means precisely to avoid confronting the true dimensions of what occurred on 11 September — it means an act whose true aim is to lull us into the secure conviction that nothing has really changed. The true long-term threats are further acts of mass terror in comparison with which the memory of the WTC collapse will pale — acts that are less spectacular, but much more horrifying. What about bacteriological warfare, what about the use of lethal gas, what about the prospect of DNA terrorism (developing poisons which will affect only people who share a determinate genome)? In this new warfare, the agents claim their acts less and less publicly: not only are “terrorists” themselves no longer eager to claim responsibility for their acts (even the notorious Al Qaida did not explicitly appropriate the 11 September attacks, not to mention the mystery about the origins of the anthrax letters); “anti​terrorist” state measures themselves are draped in a shroud of secrecy; all this constitutes an ideal breeding ground for conspiracy theories and generalized social paranoia. And is not the obverse of this paranoiac omnipresence of the invisible war its desubstantialization? So, again, just as we drink beer without alcohol or coffee without caffeine, we are now getting war deprived of its substance — a virtual war fought behind computer screens, a war experienced by its participants as a video game, a war with no casualties (on our side, at least). With the spread of the anthrax panic in October 2001, the West got the first taste of this new “invisible” warfare in which — an aspect we should always bear in mind — we, ordinary citizens, are, with regard to information about what is going on, totally at the mercy of the authorities: we see and hear nothing; all we know comes from the official media. A superpower bombing a desolate desert country and, at the same time, hostage to invisible bacteria — this, not the WTC explosions, is the first image of twenty-first-century warfare. Instead of a quick acting-out, we should confront these difficult questions: what will “war” mean in the twenty-first century? Who will “they” be, if they are, clearly, neither states nor criminal gangs? Here I cannot resist the temptation to recall the Freudian opposition of the public Law and its obscene superego double: along the same lines, are not “international terrorist organizations” the obscene double of the big multi​national corporations — the ultimate rhizomatic machine, omnipresent, yet with no clear territorial base? Are they not the form in which nationalist and/or religious “fundamentalism” accommodated itself to global capital​ism? Do they not embody the ultimate contradiction, with their particular! exclusive content and their global dynamic functioning? For this reason, the fashionable notion of the “clash of civilizations” must be thoroughly rejected: what we are witnessing today, rather, are clashes within each civilization. A brief look at the comparative history of Islam and Christi​anity tells us that the “human rights record” of Islam (to use an anachronistic term) is much better than that of Christianity: in past centuries, Islam was significantly more tolerant towards other religions than Christianity. It is also time to remember that it was through the Arabs that, in the Middle Ages, we in Western Europe regained access to our Ancient Greek legacy. While I do not in any way excuse today’s horrific acts, these facts none the less clearly demon​strate that we are dealing not with a feature inscribed into Islam “as such”, but with the outcome of modern sociopolitical conditions. If we look more closely, what is this “clash of civilizations” really about? Are not all real-life “clashes” clearly related to global capitalism? The Muslim “fundamentalist” target is not only global capitalism’s corrosive impact on social life, but also the corrupt “traditionalist” regimes in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and so on. The most horrifying slaughters (those in Rwanda, Congo, and Sierra Leone) not only took place — and are taking place — within the same “civilization”, but are also clearly related to the interplay of global economic interests. Even in the few cases which would vaguely fit the definition of the “clash of civilisations” (Bosnia and Kosovo, southern Sudan, etc.), the shadow of other interests is easily discernible. A suitable dose of “economic reductionism” would therefore be appropriate here: instead of the endless analyses of how Islamic “fundamentalism” is intolerant towards our liberal societies, and other “clash-of-civilization” topics, we should refocus our attention on the economic background of the conflict — the clash of economic interests, and of the geopolitical interests of the United States itself (how to retain privileged links both with Israel and with conservative Arab regimes like those of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait).

Link: Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism is equivalent to racism

Žižek, 2 

a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (Slavoj, “A Plea for Leninist Intolerance”,  Critical Inquiry, Winter 2002, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1344281)//EW-

Singer, a social Darwinist with a collectivist socialist face, starts inno-cently enough, trying to argue that people will be happier if they lead lives committed to ethics, for a life spent trying to help others and reduce suffering is really the most moral and fulfilling one. He radicalizes and actualizes Jeremy Bentham, the father of utilitarianism: the ultimate ethi-cal criterion is not the dignity (rationality, soul) of man but the ability to suffer, to experience pain, which man shares with animals. With inexor-able radicality, Singer levels the animal/human divide. Better to kill an old suffering woman than healthy animals. Look an orangutan straight in the eye and what do you see? A none-too-distant cousin, a creature worthy of all the legal rights and privileges that humans enjoy. One should thus extend aspects of equality, including the right to life, the protection of individual liberties, the prohibition of torture, at least to the nonhuman great apes (chimpanzees, orangutans, gorillas). Singer argues that "speciesism" (privileging the human species) is no different from racism; our perception of a difference between humans and (other) animals is no less illogical and unethical than our one-time perception of an ethical difference between, say, men and women, or blacks and whites. Intelligence is no basis for determining ethical stature. The lives of humans are not worth more than the lives of animals simply because they display more intelligence (if intelligence were a standard of judgment, Singer points out, we could perform medical experiments on the mentally retarded with moral impunity). Ultimately, all things being equal, an animal has as much interest in living as a human. Therefore, all things being equal, medical experimentation on animals is immoral. Those who advocate such experiments claim that sacrificing the lives of twenty animals will save millions of human lives. However, what about sacrificing twenty humans to save millions of animals? As Singer's critics like to point out, the horrifying extention of this principle is that the interests of twenty people outweigh the interests of one, which gives the green light to all sorts of human rights abuses.

Link: American Culture
American pop culture causes Otherization
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 179-181, CH)
Two Hollywood productions were released to mark the fifth anniversary of 9/11: Paul Greengrass's United 93 and Oliver Stone's World Trade Center. The first thing that strikes the eye about these films is that both try to be as anti-Hollywood as possible. They focus on the courage of ordinary people, with no glamorous stars, no special effects, no grandiloquent heroic gestures, just a terse realistic depiction of everyday people in extraordinary circumstances. However, both films also contain notable formal exceptions: moments which violate their basic style. United 93 starts with kidnappers in a motel room, praying, getting ready. They look austere, like angels of death of some kind. The first shot after the title credits confirms this impression: it is a panoramic view from high above Manhattan at night, accompanied by the sound of the kidnappers' prayers, as if the kidnappers are floating above the city preparing to descend on earth to reap their harvest. Similarly, there are no direct shots of the planes hitting the towers in World Trade Center. All that we see, seconds before the catastrophe, is a policeman on a busy street in a crowd of people and an ominous shadow quickly passing over them-the shadow of the first plane. (Significantly, after the policemen-heroes are caught in the rubble, the camera, in a Hitchcockian move, withdraws back into the air to a "God's view" of New York City.) This direct passage from down-to-earth daily life to the view from above confers on both films a strange theological reverberation-as if the "terrorist" attacks were a kind of divine intervention. What can this mean? The first reaction of right-wing Christians Jerry Fal-well and Pat Robertson to the 9/11 bombings was to see them as a sign that God had lifted his protection from the United States because of the sinful lives of Americans. They blamed hedonist materialism, liberalism, and rampant sexuality, and claimed that America had got what it deserved. The fact that the very same condemnation of liberal America voiced by the Muslim Other also came from the heart of I'Amerique profonde should give us pause for reflection.
Psychological torture and humiliation are inherent in US culture
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 172-173, CH)
However, a number of disturbing features compli​cate this simple picture. The main feature that strikes the eye is the contrast between the "standard" way pris​oners were tortured in Saddam's regime and the U.S. army tortures. Under Saddam, the accent was on direct and brutal infliction of pain. The American soldiers fo​cused on psychological humiliation. Recording the hu​miliation with a camera, with the perpetrators, a stupid grin on their faces, included in the picture, side by side with the twisted naked bodies of their prisoners, is an integral part of the process, in stark contrast to the se​crecy of the Saddam tortures. When I saw the well-known photo of a naked prisoner with a black hood covering his head, electric cables attached to his limbs, standing on a chair in a ridiculous theatrical pose, my first reaction was that this was a shot from the latest performance-art show in Lower Manhattan. The very positions and costumes of the prisoners suggest a theat​rical staging, a kind of tableau vivant, which cannot but bring to mind the whole spectrum of American perfor​mance art and "theatre of cruelty"-the photos of Map-plethorpe, the weird scenes in David Lynch's films, to name but two. It is this feature that brings us to the crux of the matter: to anyone acquainted with the reality of the American way of life, the photos immediately evoked the obscene underside of U.S. popular culture-say, the initiation rituals of torture and humiliation one has to undergo in order to be accepted into a closed commu​nity. Similar photos appear at regular intervals in the U.S. press when some scandal explodes in an army unit or on a high-school campus where the initiation ritual went overboard and soldiers or students were forced to assume a humiliating pose or to perform debasing acts, such as inserting a beer bottle into their anus or being pierced by needles, while their peers looked on. Hurt here went beyond a level considered tolerable and the press were informed. (Incidentally, since Bush himself is a member of Skull and Bones, the most exclusive se​cret society at Yale, it would be interesting to learn which rituals he had to undergo in order to be accepted.)
Link: Aid
Aid re-entrenches the poor in poverty – the aff just gives them a new Master

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

We encounter the same ‘‘unity of opposites’’ in the new capitalist ethics, where the ruthless pursuit of profit is counteracted by charity: charity is, today, part of the game: it serves as a humanitarian mask hiding the underlying economic exploitation. In a superego blackmail of gigantic proportions, the developed countries are constantly ‘‘helping’’ the undeveloped (with aid, credits, and so on), thereby avoiding the key issue, namely, their complicity in and coresponsibility for the miserable situation of the undeveloped. Which discursive shift underlies this new form of domination? Lacan provides the answer in L’envers de la psychanalyse, his Seminar XVII (1969–1970) on the four discourses, Lacan’s response to the events of 1968—its premise is best captured in his reversal of the well-known antistructuralist graffiti from the Paris walls of 1968, ‘‘Structures do not walk on the streets!’’—if anything, this seminar endeavors to demonstrate how structures do walk on the streets, that is, how structural shifts can account for the social outbursts like that of 1968. Instead of the one symbolic Order with its set of a priori rules that guarantee social cohesion, we get the matrix of the passages from one to another discourse: Lacan’s interest is focused on the passage from the discourse of the Master to the discourse of the university as the hegemonic discourse in contemporary society. No wonder that the revolt was located at the universities: as such, it merely signaled the shift to the new forms of domination in which the scientific discourse serves to legitimize the relations of domination. Lacan’s underlying premise is skeptic-conservative—Lacan’s diagnosis is best captured by his famous retort to the student revolutionaries: ‘‘As hysterics, you demand a new master. You will get it!’’ This passage can also be conceived in more general terms, as the passage from the prerevolutionary ancien régime to the postrevolutionary new Master who does not want to admit that he is one, but proposes himself as a mere ‘‘servant’’ of the People—in Nietzsche’s terms, it is simply the passage from Master’s ethics to slave morality, and this fact, perhaps, enables a new approach to Nietzsche: when Nietzsche scornfully dismisses ‘‘slave morality,’’ he is not attacking lower classes as such, but, rather, the new masters who are no longer ready to assume the title of the Master—slave is Nietzsche’s term for a fake master. How, then, more closely, are we to read the University Discourse? S 2 ba — — S 1a$ The University Discourse is enunciated from the position of ‘‘neutral’’ Knowledge; it addresses the remainder of the real (say, in the case of pedagogical knowledge, the ‘‘raw, uncultivated child’’), turning it into the subject ($). The ‘‘truth’’ of the University Discourse, hidden beneath the bar, of course, is power, that is, the Master-Signifier: the constitutive lie of the University Discourse is that it disavows its performative dimension, presenting what effectively amounts to a political decision based on power as a simple insight into the factual state of things. What one should avoid here is the Foucauldian misreading: the produced subject is not simply the subjectivity that arises as the result of the disciplinary application of knowledge-power, but its remainder, that which eludes the grasp of knowledge-power. Production (the fourth term in the matrix of discourses) does not stand for the result of the discursive operation, but rather for its ‘‘indivisible remainder,’’ for the excess that resists being included in the discursive network—that is, for what the discourse itself produces as the foreign body in its very heart. 

Status quo economic system masks exploitation of the working class through outsourcing with humanitarianism 

Zizek 06 [Slavoj Zizek, Monterey Country Weekly: May 18-May 24, 2006. , Iss. 921; pg. 16, 2 pgs: Globalist Denial, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=3&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=1077992151&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340656479&clientId=17822 // Accessed: June 25th 2012 // BP]
The new economy's leaders are like the robber barons of old.

On the last decade, Davos and Porto Alegre have emerged as the twin cities of globalization. In Davos, the exclusive Swiss ski resort, the global elite of managers, statesmen and media personalities meets under heavy police protection, trying to convince us (and themselves) that globalization is its own best remedy. In the sub-tropical, Brazilian city of Porto Alegre, the counter-elite of the anti-globalization movement convenes, trying to convince us (and themselves) that capitalist globalization is not our fate, that, as their official slogan has it, "another world is possible." Lately, however, the Porto Alegre reunions seem to have lost their impetus. Where did the bright stars of Porto Alegre go?

Some of them, at least, moved to Davos itself! That is to say, more and more, the predominant tone of the Davos meetings comes from the group of entrepreneurs who French journalist Olivier Malnuit ironically refers to as "liberal communists" (that is "liberal" in the pro-market, European sense) who no longer accept the opposition between "Davos" (global capitalism) and "Porto Alegre" (the new social movements' alternative to global capitalism). They claim that we can have the global capitalist cake (thrive as profitable entrepreneurs) and eat it too (endorse anti-capitalist causes of social responsibility, ecology, etc.). So who are these liberal communists? The usual gang of suspects: Bill Gates and George Soros, the CEOs of Google, IBM, Intel, eBay, as well as court-philosophers like Thomas Friedman. What makes this group interesting is that their ideology is becoming indistinguishable from that of Antonio Negri, who has praised postmodern digital capitalism, which, according to Negri, is becoming almost indistinguishable from communism. By Negri's reckoning, both the Old Right-with its ridiculous belief in authority, order and parochial patriotism-and the Old Left-with its big Struggle against Capitalism-are the true conservatives today, completely out of touch with the new realities. The signifier of this new reality in the liberal communist Newspeak is "smart." Smart means dynamic and nomadic against centralized bureaucracy; dialogue and cooperation against central authority; flexibility against routine; culture and knowledge against old industrial production; and spontaneous interaction against fixed hierarchy. Bill Gates-software mogul and philanthropist-is the icon of what he called "frictionless capitalism," the post-industrial society in which we witness the "end of labor," in which software is winning over hardware and in which the young nerd has replaced the black-suited manager. In the new company headquarters, there is little external discipline, and (ex)hackers dominate the scene, working long hours and enjoying free drinks in plush surroundings. In this respect, it is a crucial feature of Gates as icon that he is (perceived as) the ex-hacker who made it. At the fantasmatic level, the underlying notion here is that Gates is a subversive marginal hooligan who has taken over and dresses himself up as a respectable chairman. Liberal communists are big executives reforming the spirit of contest, or, to put it the other way round, countercultural geeks who took over big corporations. Their dogma is a new, postmodernized, version of Adam Smith's invisible hand: Market and social responsibility are not opposites, they can be employed together for mutual benefit. Collaboration with employees, respect for the environment and transparent deal-making are now key Liberal communists are pragmatic, they hate ideology. There is no single exploited Working Class today, only concrete problems to be solved, such as starvation in Africa, the plight of Muslim women or religious fundamentalist violence. When there is a humanitarian crisis in Africa, we should simply examine what solves the problem: Engage people, governments and business in a common enterprise, approach the crisis in a creative, unconventional way, and skip labels. Liberal communists also love May '68: What an explosion of youthful energy and creativity! How it shattered the confines of stiff bureaucratic order! What an impetus it gave to economic and social life after the political illusions dropped away! And although they've changed since then, they didn't resign to reality, but rather changed in order to really change the world, to really revolutionize our lives. Didn't Marx say that all the world's political upheavals paled in comparison with the invention of the steam engine when it came to changing our lives? And wouldn't Marx say today: What are all the protests against global capitalism in comparison with the Internet? Above all, liberal communists see themselves as true citizens of the world, good people who worry. They worry about populist fundamentalists and irresponsible, greedy corporations. They see the "deeper causes" of today's problems, the mass poverty and hopelessness that breed fundamentalist terror. So their goal is not to earn money, but to change the world (and, in this way, as a byproduct, make even more money). The catch, of course, is that, in order to give it to the community, first you have to take it (or, as they put it, create it). The rationale of liberal communists is that, in order to really help people, you must have the means to do it. And as experience-the dismal failure of all centralized state and collectivist approaches-teaches us, private initiative is by far the most efficient way. So if the state wants to regulate their business, to tax them excessively, it is effectively undermining its own official goal (to make life better for the large majority, to really help those in need). However, is any of this really new? What about good old Andrew Carnegie, employing a private army to brutally suppress organized labor and then distributing large parts of his wealth for educational, arts and humanitarian causes, proving that, although a man of steel, he has a heart of gold? In the same way, today's liberal communists give with one hand what they first took away with the other This is what makes a figure like Soros ethically so problematic. His daily routine is a lie embodied: Half of his working time is devoted to financial speculations and the other half to humanitarian activities (providing finances for cultural and democratic activities in post-Communist countries, coining pejorative terms like "free-market fundamentalists") that ultimately fight the effects of his own speculations. Likewise the two faces of Bill Gates: a cruel businessman, destroying or buying out competitors, aiming at virtual monopoly...and the greatest philanthropist in the history of mankind. In the liberal communist ethics, the ruthless pursuit of profit is counteracted by charity: Charity today is the humanitarian mask that hides the underlying economic exploitation. In a blackmail of gigantic proportions, the developed countries are constantly "helping" the undeveloped, thereby avoiding the key issue, namely, their complicity in the miserable situation of the undeveloped. And the same goes for the very opposition between the "smart" and "non-smart" approach. Outsourcing is the key. By way of outsourcing, you export the (necessary) dark side-low wages, harsh labor practices, ecological pollution-to "non-smart" Third World places (or invisible places in the First World itself). The ultimate liberal communist dream is to export the working class itself to the invisible Third World sweatshops. Etienne Balibar distinguishes the two opposite but complementary forms of excessive violence in the world today: the objective ("structural") violence that is inherent in the social conditions of global capitalism-i.e., the "automatic" creation of excluded and dispensable individuals (the homeless, the uninsured, the unemployed)-and the subjective violence of newly emerging ethnic and/or religious fundamentalisms. While they fight subjective violence, liberal communists are the very agents of the structural violence that creates the conditions for such explosions of subjective violence. Precisely because liberal communists want to resolve all these secondary malfunctions of the global capital system-to render it "frictionless" for their mechanations-they are the direct embodiment of what is wrong with the system as such. In the midst of any necessary tactical alliances one has to make with liberal communists when fighting racism, sexism and religious obscurantism, we should remember: Liberal communists are the enemy of every true progressive struggle today.
Link: Competition
Competition disrupts the social order – justifies racism
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 161-163, CH)
Let us imagine a more down-to-earth situation. When, after being engaged in a fierce competition for a job promotion with my closest friend, I win, the proper thing to do is to offer to withdraw, so that he will get the promotion. The proper thing for him to do is to reject my offer. This way, perhaps, our friendship can con​tinue. What we have here is symbolic exchange at its purest: a gesture made to be rejected. The magic of sym​bolic exchange is that although at the end we are where we were at the beginning, there is a distinct gain for both parties in their pact of solidarity. There is a similar logic at work in the process of apologising: if I hurt someone with a rude remark, the proper thing for me to do is to offer him a sincere apology, and the proper thing for him to do is to say something like, "Thanks, I appreciate it, but I wasn't offended, I knew you didn't mean it, so you really owe me no apology!" The point is, of course, that although the final result is that no apol​ogy is needed, one has to go through the process of of​fering it: "you owe me no apology" can be said only after I do offer an apology, so that although formally nothing happens, and the offer of apology is proclaimed unnecessary, there is a gain at the end of the process and perhaps a friendship is saved. But what if the person to whom the offer to be re​jected is made actually accepts it? What if, upon being beaten in the competition, I accept my friend's offer to take the promotion instead of him? Such a situation is properly catastrophic: it causes the disintegration of the semblance of freedom that pertains to social order. This is equal to the disintegration of the social sub​stance itself, the dissolution of social links. It is in this precise sense that revolutionary-egalitarian figures from Robespierre to John Brown are-potentially, at least-figures without habits: they refuse to take into ac​count the habits that qualify the functioning of a uni​versal rule. If all men are equal, then all men are equal and are to be effectively treated as such; if blacks are also human, they need immediately to be treated as equals.
Link: Modernization

Modern society makes otherization inevitable

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 40-41, CH)

The Politics of Fear Today's predominant mode of politics is post-political bio-politics-an awesome example of theoretical jargon which, however, can easily be unpacked: "post-political" is a politics which claims to leave behind old ideological struggles and instead focus on expert management and administration, while "bio-politics" designates the regulation of the security and welfare of human lives as its primary goal.1 It is clear how these two dimensions overlap: once one renounces big ideological causes, what remains is only the efficient administration of life... almost only that. That is to say, with the depoliticised, socially objective, expert administration and coordination of interests as the zero level of politics, the only way to introduce passion into this field, to actively mobilise people, is through fear, a basic constituent of today's subjectivity. For this reason, bio-politics is ultimately a politics of fear; it focuses on defence from potential victimisation or harassment. This is what separates a radical emancipatory politics from our political status quo. We're talking here not about the difference between two visions, or sets of axioms, but about the difference between politics based on a set of universal axioms and a politics which renounces the very constitutive dimension of the political, since it resorts to fear as its ultimate mobilising principle: fear of immigrants, fear of crime, fear of godless sexual depravity, fear of the excessive state itself, with its burden of high taxation, fear of ecological catastrophe, fear of harassment. Political correctness is the exemplary liberal form of the politics of fear. Such a (post-)politics always relies on the manipulation of a paranoid ochlos or multitude: it is the frightening rallying of frightened people. Thus the big event of 2006 was when anti-immigration politics went mainstream and finally cut the umbilical cord that had connected it to far-right fringe parties. From France to Germany, from Austria to Holland, in the new spirit of pride in cultural and historical identity, the main parties now found it acceptable to stress that immigrants are guests who must accommodate themselves to the cultural values that define the host society-"It is our country, love it or leave it." Today's liberal tolerance towards others, the respect of otherness and openness towards it, is counterpointed by an obsessive fear of harassment. In short, the Other is just fine, but only insofar as his presence is not intrusive, insofar as this Other is not really other... In a strict homology with the paradoxical structure of the previous chapter's chocolate laxative, tolerance coincides with its opposite. My duty to be tolerant towards the Other effectively means that I should not get too close to him, intrude on his space. In other words, I should respect his intolerance of my over-proximity. What increasingly emerges as the central human right in late-capitalist society is the right not to be harassed, which is a right to remain at a safe distance from others.

Link: Class Division
Class divisions cause social exclusion – root cause of racism
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 166-168, CH)
There is nothing "inner" in this true ideological identity that Orwell posits. Innermost beliefs are all "out there," embodied in practices which reach up to the immediate materiality of my body. My notions—of good and evil, of pleasant and unpleasant, of funny and serious, of ugly and beautiful—are essentially middle-class no​tions; my taste in books and food and clothes, my sense of honour, my table manners, my turns of phrase, my accent, even the characteristic movements of my body, are all matters of habit. Smell could usefully be added to this series. Perhaps the key difference between lower-class and middle-class concerns lies in the way they re​late to smell. For the middle class, the lower classes smell, their members do not wash regularly enough - and this brings us to one of the possible definitions of what Neighbour means today: a Neighbour is one who by definition smells. This is why today deodorants and soaps are crucial-they make neighbours at least mini​mally tolerable: I am ready to love my neighbours... provided they don't smell too bad. According to a recent report, scientists in a laboratory in Venezuela, through genetic manipulations, succeeded in growing beans which, upon consumption, do not generate bad-smelling and socially embarrassing wind. So, after decaf coffee, fat-free cakes, diet Cola, and alcohol-free beer, we now get wind-free beans...12 Here we come to the "heart of darkness" of habits. Remember the numerous cases of paedophilia that shat​tered the Catholic Church? When its representatives in​sist that these cases, deplorable as they may be, are the Church's internal problem and display a great reluctance to collaborate with the police in their investigations, they are, in a way, right. The paedophilia of Catholic priests is not something that concerns merely the per​sons who, because of accidental reasons of private his​tory with no relation to the Church as an institution, happened to choose the priesthood as a profession. It is a phenomenon that concerns the Catholic Church as such, that is inscribed into its very functioning as a socio-symbolic institution. It does not concern the "pri​vate" unconscious of individuals, but the "unconscious" of the institution itself: it is not something that happens because the institution has to accommodate itself to the pathological realities of libidinal life in order to survive, but something that the institution itself needs in order to reproduce itself. One can well imagine a "straight" (not paedophiliac) priest who, after years of service, gets involved in paedophilia because the very logic of the in​stitution seduces him into it. Such an institutional unconscious designates the ob​scene disavowed underside that, precisely as disavowed, sustains the public institution. In the army, this under​side consists of the obscene sexualised rituals of frag​ging which sustain group solidarity. In other words, it is not simply that, for conformist reasons, the Church tries to hush up the embarrassing paedophilic scandals; in defending itself, the Church defends its innermost obscene secret. What this means is that identifying one​self with this secret side is a key constituent of the very identity of a Christian priest: if a priest seriously (not just rhetorically) denounces these scandals, he thereby excludes himself from the ecclesiastic community. He is no longer "one of us" in exactly the same way that any white Southerner in the U.S. of the 1920s who informed on the Ku Klux Klan excluded himself from his com​munity, having betrayed its fundamental solidarity. Consequently, the answer to the Church's reluctance should be not only that we are dealing with criminal cases and that if the Church does not fully participate in their investigation, it is an accomplice after the fact. The Church as an institution should itself be investigated with regard to the way it systematically creates condi​tions for such crimes.
Link: Desire
Desire to achieve the unachievable creates a death drive

Žižek, 2 

a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (Slavoj, “A Plea for Leninist Intolerance”,  Critical Inquiry, Winter 2002, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1344281)//EW
The obvious counterargument is here: so what? Why should we not reduce humankind to its proper place, to that of one of the animal species? What gets lost in this reduction? Jacques-Alain Miller, the main pupil of Jacques Lacan, once described an uncanny laboratory experiment with rats.9 In a labyrinthine setup, a desired object (a piece of good food or a sexual partner) is first made easily accessible to a rat; then, the setup is changed in such a way that the rat sees and thereby knows where the desired object is, but cannot gain access to it. In exchange for it, as a kind of consolation prize, a series of similar objects of inferior value is made easily accessible. How does the rat react to it? For some time, it tries to find its way to the "true" object; then, upon ascertaining that this object is definitely out of reach, the rat will renounce it and put up with some of the inferior substitute objects. In short, it will act as a "rational" subject of utilitarianism. It is only now, however, that the true experiment begins: the scientists performed a surgical operation on the rat, messing about with its brain, doing things to it with laser beams about which, as Miller put it delicately, it is better to know nothing. So what happened when the altered rat was again let loose in the labyrinth, the one in which the "true" object is inaccessible? The rat insisted; it never became fully reconciled to the loss of the "true" object and resigned itself to one of the inferior substitutes, but repeatedly returned to it, attempted to reach it. In short, the rat was in a sense humanized; it assumed the tragic "human" relationship toward the unattainable absolute object that, on account of its very inaccessibility, forever captivates our desire. On the other hand, this very "conservative" fixation pushes us to continuing renovation because we never can fully integrate this excess into our life process. So we can see why Freud used the term Todestriebt: the lesson of psychoanalysis is that humans are not simply alive but are possessed by a strange drive to enjoy life in excess of the ordinary run of things. "Death" stands simply and precisely for the dimension beyond ordinary biological life.

Link: Democracy
“Democracy” is veil for modern dictators to hide behind

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 27-28, CH)

In Alfonso Cuaron's film Children of Men, based on the P. D. James novel, the liberal-communist village is the United Kingdom itself. It is 2027. The human race is infertile. The earth's youngest inhabitant, born eighteen years earlier, has just been killed in Buenos Aires. The U.K. lives in a permanent state of emergency: anti-terrorist squads chase illegal immigrants, the state power administering a dwindling population which vegetates in sterile hedonism. Hedonist permissiveness plus new forms of social apartheid and control based on fear-are these not what our societies are now about? But here is Cuaron's stroke of genius: "Many of the stories of the future involve something like 'Big Brother,' but I think that's a twentieth-century view of tyranny. The tyranny happening now is taking new disguises—the tyranny of the twenty-first century is called 'democracy.' This is why the rulers of Cuaron's world are not grey and uniformed Orwellian "totalitarian" bureaucrats, but enlightened, democratic administrators, cultured, each with his or her own "life style." When the hero visits an ex-friend, now a top government official, to gain a special permit for a refugee, we enter some-thing like a Manhattan upper-class gay couple's loft, the informally dressed official with his crippled partner at the table.

Democracy is rooted in a form of capitalism that marginalizes the poor

Zizek 91

[Slavoj, “Looking Awry”, MIT Press, Page 99, javi]

All this has, of course, far-reaching consequences for the very notion of democracy. Even in the '60s, Lacan predicted a new rise of racism for the coming decades, an aggravation of ethnic tensions and of aggressive affirmations of ethnic particularities. Although Lacan aimed above all at Western societies, the recent flare of nationalism in the countries of "real socialism" bears out his premonition more fully than he could have anticipated. From what does this sudden impact of the ethnic Cause, the ethnic Thing (this term is to be conceived here in its precise Lacanian sense as a traumatic, real object fixing our desire), draw its strength? Lacan locates its strength as the reverse of the striving after universality that constitutes the very basis of our capitalist civilization: it was Marx himself who conceived the dissolution of all particular, "substantial" ethnic, hereditary ties as a crucial feature of capitalism. In recent decades, the striving for universality has been given a new thrust by a whole series of economic, technological, and cultural processes: the overcoming of national frontiers in the economic domain; technological, cultural, and linguistic homogenization by means of new media (the computer revolution, satellite transmission of information); the rise of "planetary" political issues (concern for human rights, the ecological crisis), etc. In all these different forms of the movement toward planetary "integration," the very notions of a sovereign nation state, of a national culture, etc., seem slowly but unavoidably to lose their weight. All the so-called ''ethnic particularities" are of course preserved, but precisely as submerged in the medium of universal integration—no longer independently grown, they are posited as particular aspects of the universal many-sidedness. Such, for example, is the fate of "national cuisines" in a contemporary megalopolis: behind every corner lurk Chinese, Italian, French, Indian, Mexican, Greek restaurants, which fact only confirms the loss of the proper ethnic roots of these cuisines. This is, of course, a commonplace of contemporary conservative "cultural criticism." Does Lacan, then, by linking the rise of racism to the process of universalization, range himself with this ideological argument which warns that contemporary civilization, by causing people to lose their anchoring, their sense of belonging to some particular community, precipitates a violent backlash of nationalism? While Lacan (a follower, in this respect, of Marx) does recognize a moment of truth in this nostalgic, conservative attitude, he nonetheless radically subverts its whole perspective. We should begin with an elementary question: who is the subject of democracy.? The Lacanian answer is unequivocal: the subject of democracy is not a human person, "man" in all the richness of his needs, interests, and beliefs. The subject of democracy, like the subject of psychoanalysis, is none other than the Cartesian subject in all its abstraction, the empty punctuality we reach after subtracting all its particular contents. In other words, there is a structural homology between the Cartesian procedure of radical doubt that produces the cogito, an empty point or reflective selfreference as a remainder, and the preamble of every democratic proclamation "all people without regard to (race, sex, religion, wealth, social status)." We should not fail to notice the violent act of abstraction at work in this "without regard to"; it is an abstraction of all positive features, a dissolution of all substantial, innate links, which produces an entity strictly correlative to the Cartesian cogito as a point of pure, nonsubstantial subjectivity. Lacan likened the subject of psychoanalysis to this entity, to the great surprise of those used to the "psychoanalytic image of man" as a wealth of ''irrational" drives; he denotes the subject by a crossed-out S, indicating thereby a constitutive lack of any support that would offer the subject a positive, substantial identity. It is because of this lack of identity, that the concept of identification plays such a crucial role in psychoanalytic theory: the subject attempts to fill out its constitutive lack by means of identification, by identifying itself with some mastersignifier guaranteeing its place in the symbolic network. This violent act of abstraction does not express an ideologically overstretched image of democracy, an "exaggeration never met in real life," it pertains on the contrary to the very logic we follow as soon as we accept the principle of formal democracy: "democracy" is fundamentally "antihumanistic," it is not "made to the measure of (concrete, actual) men," but to the measure of a formal, heartless abstraction. There is in the very notion of democracy no place for the fullness of concrete human content, for the genuineness of community links: democracy is a formal link of abstract individuals. All attempts to fill out democracy with "concrete contents" succumb sooner or later to the totalitarian temptation, however sincere their motives may be. 15 Critics of democracy are thus correct in a way: democracy implies a split between the abstract citoyen and the bourgeois bearer of particular, "pathological" interests, and any reconciliation between the two is structurally impossible. Or, to refer to the traditional opposition between Gesellschaft (society, as a mechanical, external agglomeration of atomized individuals) and Gemeinschaft (society as a community held together by organic links): democracy is definitely bound up with Gesellschaft; it literally lives on the split between the "public" and "private,'' it is possible only within the framework of what was once, when the voice of Marxism was still heard, called "alienation." Today, we can perceive this affinity of democracy with "alienated" Gesellschaft in the so-called "new social movements": ecology, feminism, the peace movement. They differ from traditional political movements (parties) by a certain self-limitation, the reverse side of which is a certain surplus; they want at the same time "less" and "more" than the traditional parties. That is to say, the "new social movements" are reluctant to enter the routine political struggle, they continually emphasize their unwillingness to become political parties like the others, they exempt themselves from the sphere of the struggle for power. At the same time, however, they make it clear that their aim is much more radical than that of the ordinary political parties: what they are striving after is a fundamental transformation of the entire mode of action and belief, a change in the "life paradigm" affecting our most intimate attitudes. They offer, for example, a new attitude toward nature, which would no longer be that of domination but rather that of a dialogic interplay; against aggressive "masculine" reason, they stand for a pluralistic, "soft," "feminine" rationality, etc. In other words, it is not possible to be an ecologist or feminist in quite the same way as one can be a conservative or a social democrat in a Western formal democracy. What is at stake in the former case is not just a political belief but an entire life attitude. And such a project of radical change in the "life paradigm," once formulated as a political program, necessarily undermines the very foundations of formal democracy. The antagonism between formal democracy and the "new social movements" is irreducible, which is why this antagonism has to be fully assumed and not eluded by means of

The Aff’s claims of democracy are veils for totalitarian capitalism

Feldner & Vighi ‘09, critical & political theory and theoretical psychoanalysis & PhD; research focuses on Lacanian psychoanalysis, critical theory and contemporary European thought; both are co-directors of the Cardiff University Centre for Ideology Critique and Žižek Studies (Heiko & Fabio, “Pathological Attachments: Slavoj Zizek on Anticapitalism and Liberal Democracy” Rethinking Marxism Vol. 21 Issue 2 Political Science Complete April 1, 2009 pgs. 290-297 http://web.ebscohost.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ehost/detail?sid=9828b3da-11f0-42b8-b583-aa9a9d4085ff%40sessionmgr111&vid=1&hid=107&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=poh&AN=37184681)//JES
The first point to emphasise is that, far from confining itself to a descriptive account of ideological procedures, Zizek’s ideology critique encourages us to embrace a more complex and sophisticated understanding of agency that calls into question, as a necessary prerequisite to our critical engagement with the world, our very unconscious attachment to the symbolic framework demarcating our subjectivity. This is the reason the sheer reference to anticapitalism needs to be supplemented by a psychoanalytically minded interrogation concerning our pathological attachment to the very term we intend to repudiate. More to the point, Zizek suggests that today’s shared perception of the limits of capitalism may well sustain the opposite agenda: namely, the perpetuation of capitalism as a global hegemonic enterprise. In his view, the political economy of global capitalism can be effectively attacked only by contesting its concealed anchoring point, the very notion of liberal democracy. ‘‘Today, when everyone is ‘anti-capitalist’, right up to the Hollywood ‘socio-critical’ conspiracy movies . . . the signifier ‘anti-capitalism’ has lost its subversive sting. What we should be discussing, rather, is the self-evident opposite of this ‘anti-capitalism’: the trust that the democratic substance of honest Americans can break up the conspiracy. This is the hard kernel of today’s global capitalist universe, its true Master-Signifier: democracy’’ (Zizek 2002, 273). Along these lines, Zizek argues that anticapitalism has become an elusive misnomer within the discourse of today’s radical Left, the reason being that, at best, it has come to signify the emergence of ‘‘sites of resistance’’ (297) lacking authentic political incisiveness and ultimately serving the purpose of the radical Left’s proud self-marginalization. In view of this, Zizek grants that, politically, the more viable response to the onslaught of contemporary capitalism is currently represented by the two institutionalized positions of the moderate Left. On the one hand, there is the ‘‘opportunistic pragmatism’’ of the ‘‘Third Way’’ Left, effectively trying to harness the global interests of capital by complying with its demands, and, on the other hand, there is the social-democratic instance of ‘‘principled opportunism’’ (Zizek 2004, 71), which encourages us to stick to old, pre-1989 formulae such as the defense of the welfare state. However, Zizek’s view with regard to the Left’s fidelity to traditional recipes is that it leads to a political dead end, as the fall of the Berlin Wall has not only sealed the downfall of really existing socialism but, along with it, the demise of the social democratic project. All in all, given the ineffectual and fundamentally narcissistic stance of its most radical wing, the task of today’s Left would be ‘‘thoroughly to rethink the leftist project, beyond the alternative of ‘accommodating to new circumstances’ and sticking with old slogans’’ (73). What exactly, however, does this injunction to rethink the leftist project involve? As anticipated, Zizek believes that, today, any genuine and legitimate anticapitalist stance must be complemented by an attack on liberal democracy, on the grounds that holding on to the latter functions as a blackmail against the implementation of radical political projects. At this stage, however, Zizek’s argument takes a more ruthless turn, aiming to expose the complicity between today’s diluted version of democracy and none other than totalitarianism. After reminding us that, owing to its supposedly intrinsic openness, liberal democracy is hailed today as the only solution against the ‘‘totalitarian’’ temptation to close the gap of externality and otherness (79), he proceeds to argue that rather than being situated on the opposite side of liberal democracy, the totalitarian temptation is its (inevitable) other side.1 By submitting the notion of liberal democracy to a Lacanian examination, Zizek denounces the collusion between today’s postpolitical platforms (from the Third Way to multiculturalism) and the ‘‘totalitarian excess’’ he regards as both their fantasmatic supplement and ‘‘concealed true face’’ (2000, 205). The more democracy is conceptualized as an abstract container purified of ideological divisions, the more it reveals its traumatic disavowed core by generating new forms of racism and senseless violence with no utilitarian or ideological implications.2 In a nutshell, the democratic empty place and the discourse of totalitarian fullness are strictly correlative, two sides of the same coin: it is meaningless to play one against the other, and advocate a ‘‘radical’’ democracy which would avoid this unpleasant supplement. So when Laclau and Mouffe complain that only the Right has the requisite passion, is able to propose a new mobilizing Imaginary, while the Left merely administers, what they fail to see is the structural necessity of what they perceive as a mere tactical weakness of the Left. (2004, 112)
The Democracy promoted by the aff is corrupted by capitalism

Žižek 2001 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, Spring 2001, “The Rhetorics of Power,” Project Muse)//ctc

Today, when everyone is “anticapitalist”—even Hollywood “sociocritical” conspiracy movies (from The Pelican Brief to The Insider) in which the enemies are big corporations with their ruthless pursuit of profit—the signifier “anticapitalism” has lost its subversive sting. What one should problematize is rather the self-evident opposite of this “anticapitalism”: trust that the democratic substance of honest Americans is able to break up the conspiracy. This is the hard kernel of today’s global capitalist universe, its true Master-Signifier: democracy. The limit of democracy is the State: in the democratic electoral process, the social body is symbolically dissolved, reduced to a pure numerical multitude. The electoral body is precisely not a body, a structured whole, but a formless abstract multitude, a multitude without a State (in both Badiouian senses of this term: the state as the represented unity of the multitude and the State with its apparatuses). The point is thus not that democracy is inherent to the State, sustained by its apparatuses, but that it structurally ignores this dependency. When Alain Badiou says that the State is always in excess with regard to the multitude it represents, this means that it is precisely this excess which is structurally overlooked by democracy: the illusion is that the democratic process can control this excess of the State [Badiou 37]. Which is why the antiglobalization movement is not enough: at some point, one will have to problematize the self-evident reference to “freedom and democracy.” Therein resides the ultimate “Leninist” lesson for today: paradoxically, it is only in this way, by problematizing democracy—by making it clear how liberal democracy a priori, in its very notion (as Hegel would have put it), cannot survive without capitalist private property— that we can become effectively anticapitalist. Did the disintegration of Communism in 1990 not provide ultimate confirmation of the most “vulgar” Marxist thesis that the actual economic base of political democracy is the private ownership of the means of production, that is, capitalism with its class distinctions? The big urge after the introduction of political democracy was “privatization,” the frantic effort to find—at any price, in whatever way—new owners, who can be the descendants of the old owners whose property was nationalized when the Communists took power, ex-Communist apparatchiks, mafiosi . . . whoever, simply in order to establish a “base” of democracy. The ultimate tragic irony is that this is all taking place too late—at exactly the moment when, in First World “postindustrial” societies, private ownership has begun to lose its central regulating role. The battle to be fought is thus twofold: first, yes, anticapitalism. However, anticapitalism without problematizing capitalism’s political form (liberal parliamentary democracy) is not sufficient, no matter how “radical” it is. Perhaps the lure today is the belief that one can undermine capitalism without effectively problematizing the liberal democratic legacy which—as some Leftists claim—although engendered by capitalism, has acquired autonomy and can serve to criticize capitalism. This lure is strictly correlative to its apparent opposite, to the pseudo-Deleuzian love-hate fascinating/fascinated poetic depiction of Capital as a rhizomatic monster/vampire that deterritorializes and swallows all, indomitable, dynamic, ever-rising from the dead, each crisis making it stronger, Dionysos-Phoenix reborn. . . . It is in this poetic (anti)capitalist reference to Marx that Marx is really dead: appropriated when deprived of his political sting. The problem with democracy is that, the moment it is established as a positive formal system regulating the way a multitude of political subjects compete for power, it has to exclude some options as “nondemocratic,” and this exclusion, this founding decision about who is included in and who is excluded from the field of democratic options, is not democratic. We are not simply playing formal-logical games here with the paradoxes of metalanguage, since, at this precise point, Marx’s old insight remains fully valid: this inclusion/exclusion is over determined by fundamental social antagonism (“class struggle”), which, for this very reason, cannot ever be adequately translated into the form of democratic competition. The ultimate democratic illusion—and, simultaneously, the point at which the limitation of democracy becomes directly palpable—is that one can accomplish social revolution painlessly, through “peaceful means,” simply by winning elections. This illusion is formalist in the strictest sense of the term: it abstracts from the concrete framework of social relations within which the democratic form is operative. Consequently, although there is no profit in ridiculing political democracy, one should nonetheless insist on the Marxist lesson, confirmed by the postSocialist craving for privatization, that political democracy has to rely on private property. In short, the problem with democracy is not that it is a democracy but—to use the phrase introduced apropos of the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia—in its “collateral damage,” in the fact that it is a form of State Power involving certain relations of production. 

Democracy results in a rise in racism due to the striving for universality from “planetary issues” like the ecological crisis and human rights 
Zizek 91 [Slavoj Zizek, Formal Democracy and its Discontents. Amer. Imago, 48:181-198, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF 8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Formal+Democracy+and+its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=American+Imago&rft.au=IZEK%2C+SLAVOJ&rft.date=1991-01-01&rft.issn=0065-860X&rft.volume=48&rft.issue=2&rft.spage=181&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=101100020002 // Accessed: June 25th 2012 // BP]

All this has, of course, far-reaching consequences for the very notion of democracy. Even in the sixties, Lacan predicted a new rise of racism for the coming decades, an aggravation of ethnic tensions and of aggressive affirmations of ethnic particularities. Although he aimed above all at Western societies, perhaps even at France itself, it is as if only today, with the recent flare of nationalism in the countries of “real socialism,” that the full extent of his premonition can be measured. From where does this sudden impact of the ethnic Cause, of the ethnic Thing (this term is to be conceived here in its precise Lacanian sense: a traumatic-real object fixing our desire), draw its strength? Lacan attempts to locate it as the reverse of the striving after universality which constitutes the very basis of our capitalist civilization: it was Marx himself who conceived the dissolution of all particular, “substantial” ethnic, hereditary, etc. ties as a crucial feature of capitalism— this “planetary” dimension pertains to its very notion. In recent decades, the striving for universality has been given a new thrust by a whole series of economic, technological and cultural processes: the overcoming of national frontiers in the economic domain; technological, cultural and linguistic homogenization by means of new media (computer revolution, satellite transmission of information); the rise of “planetary” political issues (concern for human rights, the ecological crisis), etc. In all these different forms of the movement towards planetary “integration,” the very notions of a sovereign nation-state, of a national culture, etc., seem slowly but inevitably to lose their weight. The so-called “ethnic particularities” are of course preserved, but are submerged in the medium of universal integration—they are no longer independently grown, they are already posited as particular aspects of the universal many-sidedness, as, for example, the fate of “national cuisines” in a contemporary megalopolis: behind every corner lurk Chinese, Italian, French, Indian, Mexican, Greek, etc. restaurants, which is in itself the final confirmation that their proper ethnic roots have been forever lost.

What we have just said is, of course, a commonplace of the contemporary conservative “culture-criticism.” Does not Lacan, too, by linking the rise of racism to the process of universalization, ally himself with this ideological trend warning us that in contemporary civilization, people lose their anchorage, their sense of belonging to some particular community, which is why this searching for roots expresses itself in a perverted form of violent nationalism? While Lacan (a follower, in this respect, of Marx) does recognize a moment of truth in this nostalgic conservative attitude, he nonetheless subverts radically its whole perspective.

Democracy inevitably leads to totalitarianism, it is “anti-humanistic” ,and leads to the exclusion of feminist and ecologist social movements 

Zizek 91 [Slavoj Zizek, Formal Democracy and its Discontents. Amer. Imago, 48:181-198, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF 8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Formal+Democracy+and+its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=American+Imago&rft.au=IZEK%2C+SLAVOJ&rft.date=1991-01-01&rft.issn=0065-860X&rft.volume=48&rft.issue=2&rft.spage=181&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=101100020002 // Accessed: June 25th 2012 // BP]

We should begin with an elementary question: who is the subject of democracy? The Lacanian answer is unequivocal: the subject of democracy is not a human person, “man” in all the richness of his needs, interests and beliefs. The subject of democracy is precisely the same as the subject of psychoanalysis; it is none other than the Cartesian subject in all its abstraction, as the empty punctuality we reach after subtracting all the fullness of particular contents. In other words, there is a structural homology between the Cartesian procedure of radical doubt, of suspending, of “putting in parenthesis” all positive contents, which produces as a remainder cogito, this empty point of reflective self-reference, and the preamble of every democratic proclamation “all people without regard to… (race, sex, religion, wealth, social status).” We should not fail to notice a violent act of abstraction at work in this “without regard to …” (or “irrespective of …”): an abstraction of all positive features, a dissolution of all substantial, innate links, i.e., to use the Hegelian terms, a kind of “negative self-reference” which is strictly correlative to the Cartesian cogito as a point of pure, non-substantial subjectivity. (Lacan added to this series the subject of psychoanalysis: he denotes the subject by a crossed-out S, indicating thereby a constitutive lack of any support offering the subject a positive-substantial identity. It is for this reason, because of this lack of identity, that the concept of identification plays such a crucial role in psychoanalytic theory: the subject attempts to fill out its constitutive lack by means of identification, by identifying itself with some master-signifier guaranteeing its place in the symbolic network.)

This violent act of abstraction does not express an ideologically overstretched image of democracy, an “exaggeration never met in real life,” it pertains on the contrary to the very logic we follow as soon as we accept the principle of formal democracy: “democracy” is in its very notion “anti-humanistic”; it is not “made to the measure of (concrete, actual) men,” but to the measure of a formal, heartless abstraction. In democracy there is no place for the fullness of concrete human content, for the genuineness of community links: democracy is a formal link of abstract individuals—all attempts to fill out democracy with some “concrete contents” succumb sooner or later to the totalitarian temptation, however sincere their motives may be. (The fate of Emmanuel Mounier, the founder of personalism, is here very suggestive. In theory, he strove for the assertion of dignity and the uniqueness of the human person against the double threat of liberal individualism and totalitarian collectivism; he is remembered above all as a hero of the French resistance. A crucial detail of his biography is, however, as a rule passed over in silence: after the French defeat in 1940, Mounier for a whole year placed his hope in Petain's corporativism, apprehending it as a unique opportunity to reinstate the spirit of organic community. Only afterwards, when disillusioned by Vichy's “excesses,” did he turn to the resistance. In short, Mounier strove for “fascism with a human face.” He wanted fascism without its dirty obverse, and he renounced it only on experiencing the illusiveness of this hope).

The critics of democracy are thus in a way in the right: democracy implies a split between the abstract citoyen and the bourgeois, bearer of the particular, “pathological” interests, any reconciliation between the two is structurally impossible. Or, to refer to the traditional opposition between Gesellschaft, society, as a mechanical, external agglomeration of atomized individuals, and Gemeinschaft as a community held together by organic links: democracy is definitely bound up with Geselhchaft, it literally lives on the split between the “public” and “private,” it is possible only within the framework of what was once, when the voice of Marxism was still heard, called “alienation.”

Today, we can perceive this affinity of democracy with “alienated” Gesellschaft in an almost palpable way apropos of the so-called “new social movements”: ecology, feminism, the peace-movement. They differ from the traditional political movements (parties) by a certain abstention, self-limitation, the reverse side of which is a certain surplus—they want at the same time “less” and “more” than the traditional parties. That is to say, the “new social movements” are reluctant to enter the routine political struggle, they continually emphasize their unwillingness to become an ordinary political party like the others, they exempt themselves from the sphere of the struggle for power, etc.; at the same time, however, they make it clear that their aim is much more radical than that of the ordinary political parties: what they are striving after is a fundamental transformation of the entire mode of our acting and believing, a change in the “life-paradigm” affecting our most intimate attitudes. They offer, for example, a new attitude toward nature which would no longer be that of domination but rather that of a dialogic interplay; against aggressive “masculine” Reason, they stand for a pluralistic, “soft,” “feminine” rationality, etc. In other words, it is not possible to be an ecologist or feminist in quite the same way as one can be a conservative or a social-democrat in a Western formal democracy: what is at stake in the former case is not just a political belief but an entire life-attitude. And such a project of radical change in the “life-paradigm,” once formulated as a political programme, necessarily undermines the very foundations of formal democracy: the antagonism between formal democracy and “new social movements” is irreducible, which is why it has to be fully assumed and not eluded by means of Utopian projects of “concrete democracy” absorbing the whole diversity of the so-called “life-world.”

The subject of democracy is thus a pure singularity emptied of all content, freed from all substantial ties; and, according to Lacan, the problem with it lies not where the neoconservativism sees it: the problem is not that this abstraction proper to democracy dissolves all concrete substantial ties, the problem is rather that it cannot ever dissolve them. The subject of democracy is, in its very blankness, smeared with a certain “pathological” stain, the “democratic break”— the casting away of all the wealth of particular contents constitutive of the democratic subject, homologous to the “epistemological break” through which science constitutes itself by freeing itself from the realm of ideological notions—it never comes about without a certain remainder. This remainder is, however, not to be conceived as an empirical limitation, it is not something on account of which the break would be unaccomplished: it possesses so to speak an a priori status, i.e. it is a positive condition of the “democratic break,” its very support. Precisely insofar as democracy lays claim to be “pure,” “formal,” it remains forever tied to a contingent moment of positivity, of material “contents”: by losing this material support, the very form dissolves itself.

Democracy operates on the basis of exclusion, creating violence against the Other 

Zizek 01 [Slavoj Zizek, The Rhetorics of Power, pg 96-97]
The problem with democracy is that, the moment it is established as a positive formal system regulating the way a multitude of political subjects compete for power, it has to exclude some options as “nondemocratic,” and this exclusion, this founding decision about who is included in and who is excluded from the field of democratic options, is not democratic. We are not simply playing formal-logical games here with the para- doxes of metalanguage, since, at this precise point, Marx’s old insight remains fully valid: this inclusion/exclusion is overdetermined by fundamental social antagonism (“class struggle”), which, for this very reason, cannot ever be adequately translated into the form of democratic competition. The ultimate democratic illusion—and, simultaneously, the point at which the limitation of democracy becomes directly palpable—is that one can accomplish social revolution painlessly, through “peaceful means,” simply by winning elections. This illusion is formalist in the strictest sense of the term: it ab- stracts from the concrete framework of social relations within which the democratic form is operative. Consequently, although there is no profit in ridiculing political de- mocracy, one should nonetheless insist on the Marxist lesson, confirmed by the post- Socialist craving for privatization, that political democracy has to rely on private prop- erty. In short, the problem with democracy is not that it is a democracy but—to use the phrase introduced apropos of the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia—in its “collateral dam- age,” in the fact that it is a form of State Power involving certain relations of production.
Link: Development
Development only helps to further marginalize and exclude people within the capitalist system

Vries 11(Pieter De Vries, Pieter de Vries is in the Department of Rural Development Sociology, Wageningen University,  2007, “Don't Compromise Your Desire for Development! A Lacanian/Deleuzian Rethinking of the Anti-Politics Machine”, Third World Quarterly, p. 39) //ZA

But let me note that this view accords with the classic Marxist position: the issue is not that of developing forms of social justice in response to capital's drive for profits, etc, but that of surpassing or overcoming the very bourgeois notion of social justice. The issue is not that of providing development subjects with new languages for imagining (alternative) modernities, but that of interrogating how different stakeholders deal with the very void behind the stakes, i.e. their reduction to a simple development category by development discourse.30 The issue, then, is not that of hiding the void by imagining new subject positions (thus a proliferation of development categories and identities), but that of exposing this void as a constitutive lack in the development apparatus as much as possible. Following Slavoj Zizek it can be argued that the subject of development stands for the truth of our current historical situation. By this he means that the truth of contemporary forms of capitalist globalization is the increasing exclusion and marginalization of the majority of the world's population. The only way to understand the workings of capitalist globalization is by identifying with this excluded abject position. As he puts it, 'the abject position stands for the lie of the existing universality' as represented by universal narratives of progress and human rights. In fact, the abject position of the subject of development embodies what is false in the existing universality by not having any positive content.3' In contradistinction to this spurious universality he posits the concrete universality of the abject position. In my view this concrete universality stands for the faculty of the subject of development to desire.

Development is unethical- d-rule 

Vries 11(Pieter De Vries, Pieter de Vries is in the Department of Rural Development Sociology, Wageningen University,  2007, “Don't Compromise Your Desire for Development! A Lacanian/Deleuzian Rethinking of the Anti-Politics Machine”, Third World Quarterly, p. 40) //ZA

This example raises important questions for an ethics of development, one based on people's aspirations and dreams that foregrounds their capacity to desire. This is what authors such as Zizek, Zupancic and Badiou call the Ethics of the Real, an ethics encapsulated by the Lacanian maxim 'don't compromise your desire'.33 If it is true that the development apparatus sustains its hegemony through the generation and banalisation of hope, then not compromising your desire means refusing to accept the betrayal of development by the anti-politics machine. This is an ethics of sustaining the capacity to desire, of demanding that what the development apparatus promises but is not capable of delivering. This is an ethics that demands the realisation of the impossible through its insistence on the 'real' thing, an ethics that believes in the existence of miracles. For, in the eyes of Andean villagers, there is nothing so excessive and miraculous as development itself. This I think is a good example of what Zizek calls an Ethics of the Real which, in opposition to a depoliticised ethics of human rights, does not assume that there is any guarantee for its existence in an external 'humanitarian gaze', or in universal norms of victimisation.34 This entails a radical politicisation of ethics. An Ethics of the Real is an ethics of taking risks and making radical decisions, of not compromising a fundamental desire. For Andeans this means holding to defined images and practices of community institutions and fair access to land and other natural resources, as against state programmes of land privatization and neoliberal governance. This stance of not compromising on the desire for development runs counter to the global consensus that establishes that development is about the production of responsible and calculating individual citizens subject to forms of governmentality epitomised by depoliticised notions such as 'cost-sharing' and financial 'transparency'. Are such examples of intransigence, then, not really small miracles, in the sense that they attest to the capacity of development subjects to insist on their own utopian imaginations of development, and to act upon such desires?
Link: Ecology
Ecological intervention through technology gives us the ability to manipulate nature- that deprives nature and humanity of its ontological state 

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 62-63, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

Is this not, more than ever, our reality today? Ericsson phones are no longer Swedish, Toyota cars are manufactured 60% in the US, Hollywood culture pervades the remotest parts of the globe. Furthermore, doesn't the same hold true for all forms of ethnic and sexual identities? Shouldn't we supplement Marx's description in this sense, adding that also sexual "one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible;" that also, concerning sexual practices, "all that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned," so that capitalism tends to replace the standard normative heterosexuality with a proliferation of unstable shifting identities and/or orientations? And today, with the latest biogenetic developments, we are entering a new phase in which nature itself melts into air: the main consequence of the breakthroughs in biogenetics is the end of nature. Once we know the rules of nature's construction, natural organisms are transformed into objects amenable to manipulation. Nature, human and inhuman, is thus "desubstantialized," deprived of its impenetrable density, of what Heidegger called "earth." This compels us to give a new twist to Freud's title Unbehagen in der Kultur —discontent, uneasiness, in culture. (This title is usually translated as "civilization and its discontents," thus missing the opportunity to bring into play the opposition of culture and [End Page 49] civilization: discontent is in culture, its violent break with nature, while civilization can be conceived as precisely the secondary attempt to patch things up, to "civilize" the cut, to reintroduce the lost balance and an appearance of harmony.) With the latest developments, the discontent shifts from culture to nature itself: nature is no longer "natural," the reliable "dense" background of our lives; it now appears as a fragile mechanism which, at any point, can explode in a catastrophic direction. Biogenetics, with its reduction of the human psyche itself to an object of technological manipulation, is therefore effectively a kind of empirical instantiation of what Heidegger perceived as the "danger" inherent to modern technology. Crucial here is the interdependence of man and nature: by reducing man to just another natural object whose properties can be manipulated, what we lose is not (only) humanity, but nature itself. In this sense, Francis Fukuyama is right: humanity relies on some notion of "human nature" as what we inherit as simply given to us—the impenetrable dimension in/of ourselves into which we are born/thrown. Thus the paradox is that there is "man" only insofar as there is impenetrable inhuman nature (Heidegger's "earth"): with the prospect of biogenetic interventions opened up by the access to the genome, the species freely changes/redefines itself and its own coordinates. This prospect effectively emancipates humankind from the constraints of a finite species, from its enslavement to the "selfish genes." This emancipation, however, comes at a price: With interventions into man's genetic inheritance, the domination over nature reverts into an act of taking-control-over-oneself, which changes our generic-ethical self-understanding and can disturb the necessary conditions for an autonomous way of life and universalistic understanding of morals.10
Ecology of fear is a product of global capitalism- continued development only increases the risk of catastrophe, turns case  

Zizek 8 (Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 53-54, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA

It is precisely within the domain of ecology that one can draw the line that separates the politics of emancipatory terror from the politics of fear at its purest. The by far predominant version of ecology is the ecology of fear, fear of a catastrophe—human-made or natural—that may deeply perturb or even destroy human civilization; fear that pushes us to plan measures that would protect our safety. This fear and pessimism are as a rule simulated, along the lines pointed out by Hans-Georg Gadamer: "The pessimist is disingenuous because he is trying to trick himself with his own grumbling. Precisely while acting the pessimist, he secretly hopes that everything will not turn out as bad as he fears" (Grondin, 329). Doesn't the same tension between the enunciated and the position of enunciation characterize today's ecological pessimism: the more those who predict a catastrophe insist on it, the more they secretly hope the catastrophe will not occur. The first thing that strikes the eye apropos of this fear is the way it remains conditioned by ideological trends. Two decades ago, everyone, especially in Europe, was talking about Waldsterben, the dying of forests; the topic was present on the covers of all popular weeklies, but now it has almost disappeared. Although concerns about global warming explode from time to time and are gaining more and more scientific credibility, ecology as an organized socio-political movement has to a large degree disappeared. Furthermore, ecology often lends itself to ideological mystifications: as a pretext for New Age obscurantisms (praising the pre-modern "paradigms," etc.), or for neo-colonialism (First World complaints of how the fast development of Third-World countries like Brazil or China threatens us all—"by destroying the Amazon rain forests, Brazilians are killing the lungs of our Earth"), or as a cause of honor of "liberal communists" (buy green, recycle… as if taking ecology into account justifies capitalist exploitation). This ecology of fear has every chance of developing into the predominant ideology of global capitalism—a new opium for the masses replacing the declining religion14: it takes over the old religion's [End Page 53] fundamental function of having an unquestionable authority that can impose limits. The lesson this ecology is constantly hammering is our finitude: we are not Cartesian subjects extracted from reality, we are finite beings embedded in a biosphere that vastly transcends our horizon. In our exploitation of natural resources we are borrowing from the future, so we should treat our Earth with respect, as something ultimately Sacred, that should not be completely unveiled, that should and will forever remain a Mystery—a power we should trust, not dominate. While we cannot gain full mastery over our biosphere, it is unfortunately in our power to derail it, to disturb its balance so that it will run amok, swiping us away in the process. This is why, although ecologists are constantly demanding that we radically change our way of life, underlying this demand is its opposite—a deep distrust of change, of development, of progress: every radical change can have the unintended consequence of triggering a catastrophe.
Link: Economic Collapse
The threat of economic collapse disguises the power relations behind economics - leads to biopolitics and bare life

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

Perhaps the exemplary case of the Master’s position that underlies the University Discourse is the way in which medical discourse functions in our everyday lives: at the surface level, we are dealing with pure objective knowledge, which desubjectivizes the subject-patient, reducing him to an object of research, of diagnosis and treatment; however, beneath it, one can easily discern a worried hystericized subject, obsessed with anxiety, addressing the doctor as his Master and asking for reassurance from him. At a more common level, suffice it to recall the market expert who advocates strong budgetary measures (cutting welfare expenses, and the like.) as a necessity imposed by his neutral expertise devoid of any ideological biases: what he conceals is the series of power relations (from the active role of state apparatuses to ideological beliefs) that sustain the ‘‘neutral’’ functioning of the market mechanism. In the University Discourse, is not the upper level ($—a) that of biopolitics (in the sense deployed from Foucault to Agamben)? Of the expert knowledge dealing with its object which is a—not subjects, but individuals reduced to bare life? And does the lower not designate what Eric Santner called the ‘‘crisis of investiture’’—the impossibility of the subject to relate to S 1 , to identify with a Master-Signifier, to assume the imposed symbolic mandate? 2 The key point here is that the expert rule of ‘‘biopolitics’’ is grounded in and conditioned by the crisis of investiture; this crisis generated the ‘‘postmetaphysical’’ survivalist stance of the Last Men, which ends up in an anemic spectacle of life dragging on as its own shadow. It is within this horizon that one should appreciate today’s growing rejection of the death penalty: what one should be able to discern is the hidden ‘‘biopolitics’’ that sustains this rejection. Those who assert the ‘‘sacredness of life,’’ defending it against the threat of transcendent powers that parasitize on it, end up in a world in which, on behalf of its very official goal—long pleasurable life—all effective pleasures are prohibited or strictly controlled (smoking, drugs, food, etc.). Spielberg’s Saving Private Ryan is the latest example of this survivalist attitude toward dying, with its ‘‘demystifying’’ presentation of war as a meaningless slaughter which nothing can really justify—as such, it provides the best possible justification for Colin Powell’s ‘‘no-casualties on our-side’’ military doctrine. In today’s market, we find a whole series of products deprived of their malignant property: coffee without caffeine, cream without fat, beer without alcohol. And the list goes on: what about virtual sex as sex without sex, the Colin Powell doctrine of war with no casualties (on our side, of course) as war without warfare, the contemporary redefinition of politics as the art of expert administration as politics without politics, up to today’s tolerant liberal multiculturalism as an experience of Other deprived of its Otherness (the idealized Other who dances fascinating dances and has an ecologically sound holistic approach to reality, while features like wife-beating remain out of sight)? Virtual Reality simply generalizes this procedure of offering a product deprived of its substance: it provides reality itself deprived of its substance, of the resisting hard kernel of the Real—in the same way decaffeinated coffee smells and tastes like real coffee without being real, Virtual Reality is experienced as reality without being one. Is this not the attitude of the hedonistic Last Man? Everything is permitted, you can enjoy everything, but deprived of the substance that makes it dangerous. (This is also the Last Man’s revolution—‘‘revolution without revolution.’’) Is this not one of the two versions of Lacan’s anti-Dostoyevsky motto, ‘‘If God doesn’t exist, everything is prohibited’’: 1)God is dead, we live in a permissive universe, you should strive for pleasures and happiness— but, in order to have a life full of happiness and pleasures, you should avoid dangerous excesses, so everything is prohibited if it is not deprived of its substance; 2) If God is dead, superego enjoins you to enjoy, but every determinate enjoyment is already a betrayal of the unconditional one, so it should be prohibited. The nutritive version of this is to enjoy directly the Thing Itself: Why bother with coffee? Inject caffeine directly into your blood! Why bother with sensual perceptions and excitations by external reality? Take drugs that directly affect your brain! And if there is God, then everything is permitted—to those who claim to act directly on behalf of God, as the instruments of His will; clearly, a direct link to God justifies our violation of any ‘‘merely human’’ constraints and considerations (as in Stalinism, where the reference to the big Other of historical Necessity justifies absolute ruthlessness). 

Link: Economic Growth
The idea of economic growth sustains capitalism - creates poverty

Madra & Özselçuk ’07, professor at the department of economics @ oğaziçi Üniversitesi and Gettysbyrg Universit/ Ph.D. @ University of Massachusetts Amherst in Sociology (Yahya & Ceren, “Chapter Four Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions On Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique Of Capitalism” 2007 http://www.surplusthought.net/ymadra/MadraOzselcuk.pdf)//JES
It is important to note that the exception that constitutes the capitalist-all is a function, even though it is embodied in the institution of the Board of Directors in our contemporary social formations.16 That is, various economic ideologies can sustain the function assumed by the Board of Directors. The ideology of economic growth, for instance, as the unchanging answer of classical political economy, neoclassical economics, and late neoclassical economics to their constitutive and shared problematic of how to reconcile rational choice and social harmony, seems to be a prominent example. In a passage, uncharacteristic in its declaration of the inevitability of capitalism as a “fetish,” Žižek skillfully argues for the need to counter this discourse: Whenever a political project takes a radical turn, up pops the inevitable blackmail: ‘Of course these goals are desirable in themselves; if we do all this, however, international capital will boycott us, the growth rate will fall, and so on.’ […] Many fetishes will have to be broken here: who cares if growth stalls, or even becomes negative? Have we not had enough of the high growth rate whose effects on the social organism were felt mostly in the guise of new forms of poverty and dispossession? What about a negative growth that would translate into a qualitatively better, not higher, standard of living for the wider popular strata? That would be a political act today…(2004, 74) Žižek aptly exposes the efficiency with which the superegoic imperative of growth holds back the contemporary subjects as its captives. The discourse of “negative growth” is a sobering gesture to undo the grip of the growth fantasy. However, our emphasis is on interrupting the logic of exception in all of its manifestations, irrespective of the particular economic discourses that sustain it. After all, this logic can be perpetuated not only in the ideology of growth, but also in the economic fantasies of “local development,” “alleviation of poverty,” “enhancing human capital,” “creation of jobs,” “economic efficiency,” “freedom of choice,” and so on. That is why we approach economic difference instigated and materialized by the “non-all” as a moment, a perspective, a principle, which refuses the exception as such, and not just the particular social group that occupies the position of the exception, or the particular social discourse that articulates this function. We call this difference the communist moment.17
Government attempts of economic growth fail and cause more harm than good – 2008 crisis proves

Zizek 09

[Slavoj, “First as Tragedy, Then as Farce”, Verso, Page 9, javi]

The only truly surprising thing about the 2008 financial meltdown is how easily the idea was accepted that its happening was an unpredictable surprise which hit the markets out of the blue. Recall the demonstrations which, throughout the first decade of the new millennium, regularly accompanied meetings of the IMF and the World Bank: the protesters' complaints took in not only the usual anti-globalizing motifs (the growing exploitation of Third World countries, and so forth), but also how the banks were creating the illusion of growth by playing with fictional money, and how this would all have to end in a crash. It was not only economists such as Paul Krugman and Joseph Stiglitz who warned of the dangers ahead and made it clear that those who promised continuous growth did not really understand what was going on under their noses. In Washington in 2004, so many people demonstrated about the danger of a financial collapse that the police had to mobilize 8,000 additional local policemen and bring in a further 6,000 from Maryland and Virginia. What ensued was tear-gassing, clubbing and mass arrests-so many that police had to use buses for transport. The message was loud and clear, and the police were used literally to stifle the truth. After this sustained effort of wilful ignorance, it is no wonder that, when the crisis did finally break out, as one of the participants put it, "No one really [knew] what to do." The reason being that expectations are part of the game: how the market will react depends not only on how much people trust this or that intervention , but even more so on how much they think others will trust them-one cannot take into account the effects of one's own choices. Long ago, John Maynard Keynes rendered this self-referentiality nicely when he compared the stock market to a silly competition in which the participants have to pick several pretty girls from a hundred photographs, the winner being the one who chooses girls closest to the average opinion: "It is not a case of choosing those which, to the best of one's judgment, are really the prettiest, nor even those which average opinion genuinely thinks the prettiest. We have reached the third degree where we devote our intelligence to anticipating what average opinion expects the average opinion to be:" So, we are forced to choose without having at our disposal the knowledge that would enable a qualified choice, or, as John Gray put it: "We are forced. to live as if we were free. "1 At the height of the meltdown, Joseph Stiglitz wrote that, in spite of the growing consensus among economists that any bail-out based on US Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson's plan would not work, it is impossible for politicians to do nothing in such a crisis. So we may have to pray that an agreement crafted with the toxic mix of special interests, misguided economics, and right-wing ideologies that produced the crisis can somehow produce a rescue plan that works-or whose failure doesn't do too much damage.3 He is correct, since markets are effectively based on beliefs (even beliefs about other people's beliefs), so when the media worry about "how the markets will react" to the bail-out, it is a question not only about its real consequences, but about the belief of the markets in the plan's efficacy. This is why the bail-out may work even if it is economically wrong-headed.4 
Privileging the economy causes global disaster

Foster, 02  (John Bellamy, Professor of environmental sociology, Marxism, and political economy at the University of Oregon, Ecology Against Capitalism, p 66-67)
The consequences of such shortsighted attention to economic growth and profit before all else are of course enormous, since they call into question the survivability of the entire world.  It is an inescapable fact that human history is at a turning point, the result of a fundamental change in the relationship between human beings and the environment.  The scale at which people transform energy and materials has now reached a level that rivals elemental natural processes.  Human society is adding carbon to the atmosphere at a level that is equal to about 7 percent of the natural carbon exchange of atmosphere and oceans.  The carbon dioxide content of the atmosphere as a result has grown by a quarter in the last 200 years, with more than half of this increase since 1950.  Human beings now use (take or transform) 25 percent of the plant mass fixed by photosynthesis over the entire earth, land and sea, and 40 percent of the photosynthetic product on land.  Largely as a result of synthetic fertilizers, humanity fixed about as much nitrogen in the environment as does nature.  With human activities now rivaling nature in scale, actions that in the past merely produced local environmental crises now have global implications.  Moreover, environmental effects that once seemed simple and trivial, such as increases in carbon dioxide emissions, have now suddenly become threats to the stability of the fundamental ecological cycles of the planet.  Destruction of the ozone layer, the greenhouse effect, annihilation of ancient and tropical forests, species extinction, reductions in genetic diversity, production of toxic and radioactive wastes, contamination of water resources, soil depletion, depletion of essential raw materials, desertification, the growth of world population spurred by rising poverty – all represent ominous trends the full impact of which, singly or in combination, is scarcely to be imagined at present.  “With the appearance of a continent-sized hole in the Earth’s protective ozone layer and the threat of global warming,” Barry Commoner has written, “even droughts, floods, and heat waves may become unwitting acts of man.”  The sustainability of both human civilization and global life processes depends not on the mere slowing down of these dire trends, but on their reversal.  Nothing in the history of capitalism, however, suggests that the system will be up to such a task.  On the contrary there is every indication that the system, left to its own devices, will gravitate toward the “let them eat pollution” stance so clearly enunciated by the chief economist of the World Bank.  Fortunately for the world, however, capitalism has never been allowed to develop for long entirely in accordance with its own logic.  Opposition forces always emerge – whether in the form of working class struggles for social betterment or conservation movements dedicated to overcoming environmental depredations – that force the system to moderate its worst tendencies.  And to some extend the ensuing reforms can result in lasting, beneficial constraints on the market.  What the capitalist class cannot accept, however, are changes that will likely result in the destruction of the system itself.  Long before reform movement threaten the accumulation process as a whole, therefore, counter-forces are set in motion by the ruling interests, and the necessary elemental changes are headed off.  And there’s the rub.  Where radical change is called for little is accomplished within the system and the underlying crisis intensifies over time.  Today this is particularly evident in the ecological realm.  For the nature of the global environmental crisis is such that the fate of the entire planet and social and ecological issues of enormous complexity are involved, all traceable to the forms of production now prevalent.  It is impossible to prevent the world’s environmental crisis from getting progressively worse unless root problems of production, distribution, technology, and growth are dealt with on a global scale.  And the more that such questions are raised, the more it becomes evidence that capitalism is unsustainable – ecologically, economically, politically, and morally – and must be superseded.
The fantasy produced by the ideology of capital neutralizes the economy which fails to address the Real and instead pursues meaningless economic reform. Their impact is a symptom of the ideology we criticize – the negative comes first  
McMillan 8 PhD student at Massey University New Zeeland  Chris International Journal of Zizek Studies 2.1http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/91/157 

Ideological fantasy reproduces the encounter with the Real in the symptom in a much more manageable fashion than through the strategy of repression, reviewed above (Daly, 1999; 224). It does not simply repress the symptom, but rather domesticates it as either a temporal failure to be resolved, or the fault of an external impediment. Symptoms still exist, but society is no longer so reliant on the extermination these symptoms. Because of this, the social or the subject is rarely exposed to the Real in its naked, raw form, but rather as a domesticated encounter that maintains the belief that ‘society’, in all its consensual plentitude, is possible. This effect operates in the universal horizon of a market-led capitalist system. The market is presented as an abstract universal; it is a natural, objective device that brings maximum wealth and wellbeing to all. When the market fails to achieve the impossible vision of its abstract universal, such failures are fantasised as simple impediments to the market; failures which can be overcome through various compensatory measures, particularly in relation to the removal of antagonisms. The negation of the universal horizon by the symptom, which represents the exception of the universal, is therefore not considered a condition of the market, but rather something external to be fixed; a solution-in-coming.

Link: End of Civilization

The end of civilization is a ruze – the adoption of the theology of capitalism has created vacuous consumerism that must be rejected

Zizek and Milbank 09 (Slavoj Žižek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, John Milbank, contributor to Varieties of Secularism in a Secular Age, theologian, 2009, “The Montrosity of Christ”) //ZA//jc

If the theological was marginalized in the age of Western secular modernity, it has now returned with a vengeance. Theology is reconfiguring the very makeup of the humanities in general, with disciplines like philosophy, political science, literature, history, psychoanalysis, and critical theory, in particular, feeling the impact of this return. There are many ways of accounting for this surprising development but one stands out, namely, the collapse of communism in the late 1980s and early 1990s and the subsequent global expansion of capitalism under the flag of the American Global Empire. So extensive and profound have been the effects of this development that some have celebrated it as the victory not merely of an economic order or ideology, but of life itself. We are told that life, history, humanity has attained its end.1 But just as humanity was said to be reaching the summit of its development, a feeling emerged in the collective consciousnesses of philosophers, critics, poets, and theologians. Something was being lost, forgotten. The exceeding depth of humanity was being overrun by the fiend of mindless material consumption, and the mysterious truths and hopes of humanity and history were being sold out to the markets: the new logic of this new world order was a crass conspicuous logic of the nouveau riche. In response to the advent of this capitalist nihilism, thought—the act of thinking—was forced to find a new way forward, a new source of hope. It had to appeal to a tradition that could resist the hegemony of capitalism and its presupposition—the individual will- to- power. Thinkers of resistance to capitalist depredation could no longer appeal to the humanist- Marxist tradition alone, especially as the history of actually existing Marxism finally folded before the juggernaut of capitalism. This was the opening for the theological. The portal to theology was opened precisely because capitalism is ultimately a self-enclosed structure, and so theology gives us a way to transcend capital premised on relationality and not on Ego (the Hegelian “In- Itself”). Yet, this new thought could not simply embrace the theological and repudiate the older tradition of resistance. Not only because the theological is equivocal, and so not universally opposed to the advent of capitalist nihilism (as Marx duly noted), but also because the Marxist tradition, even in historic defeat, was not defeated without remainder. This is to say: even in its death, it retains a truth that exceeds the bureaucratic, nihilistic materialism or immanentism without remainder that was defeated with the fall of the Wall in 1989. That truth is that humanity is material; thus the material world cannot be written off in favor of some kind of retreat into an ethereal transcendence.2 Thus accounts of human flourishing and resistance to capitalist nihilism must be thoroughly material. So, in the end, this new thought must be critical of the Marxist-Communist tradition without being dismissive.

Link: Environment
The aff will never understand the environment – attempt to control it. Takes out solvency

Stavrakis 2k

(Jannis, Professor the at the University of Essex , “On the Emergence of Green Ideology: the Dislocation Factor in Green Politics,”, Discourse Theory and Political Analysis//HH)

The field of our relationship to nature is one of the fields in which the real is continuously intersecting with our symbolic and imaginary reality, with our constructions of objectivity. It is in that sense that Zizek presents eco¬logical crisis as initiating a period of continuous, everyday encounter with the rea1. Here, the real, as introduced by Lacan, is that which always escapes our attempts to incorporate it in our constructions of reality, con¬structions that are articulated at the level of the image (imaginary level) or the signifier (symbolic level). The encounter with this impossible is exactly what dislocates our imaginary/symbolic constructions (ideologies, para¬digms, and so on). Ecological crisis is characterised by such a dislocatory dimension. In fact, the unpredictability and severity of natural forces have forced people from time immemorial to attempt to understand and master them through processes of imaginary representation and symbolic integra¬tion. This usually entails a symbolisation of the real of nature, the part of the natural world exceeding our discursive grasp of nature. The product of this symbolisation has been frequently described as a 'story' or a 'paradigm' about how the world works. We can trace such a story, or many competing stories, in any civilisation or cultural ensemble. In modern secular techno-sci¬entific societies it is usually science that provides the symbolic framework for the symbolisation of nature. Predicting the unpredictable, mastering the impossible, reducing the unexpected to a system of control, in other words symbolising, integrating the real of nature, is attempted through the dis¬course of science and its popularisation in the media.

Environmental crisis cannot be understood – kills solvency

Zizek 99

(Slavoj, “Interrogating the Real”, pg 246,//HH)

One should therefore renounce the usual formulas of the Hegelian ‘concrete Universal’ as the Universal which is the unity of itself and its Other (the Particular), i.e., not abstractly opposed to the wealth of the particular content, but the very movement of self-mediation and self-sublating of the Particular. The problem with this standard ‘organic’ image of ‘concrete Universal’ as a living substantial Totality which re-produces itself through the very movement of its particular content is that in it the Universal is not yet ‘for itself, i.e., posited as such. In this precise sense, the emergence of the subject is correlative to the positing of the Universal ‘as such’, in its opposition to the particular con-tent. Let us return to our example of ecology: every attempt to define a substantial core of ecology, the minimum of content every ecologist has to agree with, is necessarily doomed to fail, since this very core shifts in the struggle for ideological hegemony. For a socialist, the ulti-mate cause of the ecological crisis is to be sought in the profit-oriented capitalist mode of production, which is why anti-capitalism is for him the very core of a true ecological attitude. For a conservative, the eco-logical crisis is rooted in man’s false pride and will to dominate the universe, so that humble respect for tradition forms the very core of a true ecological attitude. For a feminist, the ecological crisis results from male domination, etc., etc. What is at stake in the ideologico-political struggle, of course, is the positive content which will fill out the ‘empty’ signifier ‘ecology’: what will it mean to be an ‘ecologist’ (ora ‘democrat’, or to belong to a ‘nation’)? And our point is that the emergence of ‘subject’ is strictly correlative to the positing of this central signifier as ‘empty‘. I become a ‘subject’ when the universal signifier to which I refer (‘ecology’, in our case) is no longer connected by an umbilical cord to some particular content, but is experienced as an empty space to be filled out by the particular (feminist, conservative, state, pro-market, socialist) content. This ‘empty’ signifier whose positive content is the ‘stake’ of the ideologico-political struggle ‘rep-resents the subject for the other sig-nifiers’, for the signifiers which stand for its positive content.

Link: Environmental Securitization
FIRST—THE AFFIRMATIVE’S APOCALYPTIC FRAMING OF CLIMATE CHANGE RESULTS IN DENIAL AND DESPAIR, UNDERMINING THE POLITICAL WILL TO ACT.
Christina R. FOUST, Assistant Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies at the University of Denver, ET AL., with William O. Murphy, Doctoral Student and Graduate Teaching Instructor in the Department of Human Communication Studies at the University of Denver, and Chelsea Stow, Doctoral Student and Graduate Teaching Instructor in the Department of Human Communication Studies at the University of Denver, 2008 [“Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of US Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” Paper Submitted to the Environmental Communication Division of the National Communication Association Convention in San Diego, November 20th, p. 22-23, Available Online at http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p260125_index.html, Accessed 03-18-2009]

Elements of an apocalyptic frame could be said to exist in most of the articles we read, though all elements were not present in each article. Nonetheless, apocalyptic framing should give us pause, for it threatens to hinder progress in forming a political will to change the carbon-based energy economy (and thus mitigate the consequences of global warming). To announce the coming of the apocalypse creates despair as people feel they cannot stop such an event, but can only hope that they are among the chosen few to be saved (if they believe in the immanence of the end). Apocalyptic framing also creates denial, as when people fail to exit the movie theater because they have heard fire yelled once too often. There may also be a sense of denial in terms of the effectiveness of solutions: Why make changes to our lifestyle, if the world is going to end [end page 22] quickly and our actions don’t make a difference anyway? If the end is, indeed, the total destruction of earth, won’t our efforts to make change now be in vain? As Brummett suggests of pre-millennial apocalyptic rhetoric (which assumes that the world will be destroyed after a judgment day), the cosmically mandated telos of catastrophe overshadows any efforts to change the trajectory of the narrative. The only place for human agency within such rhetoric is the capacity to agree with prophesies, against the polarized opposition of non-believers. By agreeing with the prophesies, “believers” feel a sense of control over the situation because they are “right,” not necessarily because they are taking collective and personal steps to resolve the issue.

POLITICAL SOLUTIONS TO SOLVE CLIMATE CHANGE TRADEOFF WITH AND PRECLUDE GLOBAL SOLUTIONS TO THE ROOT CAUSE OF OUR ENVIRONMENTAL CRISIS AND THE ONGOING DESTRUCTION OF LIFE ON EARTH.

Eileen CRIST, Associate Professor of Science and Technology in Society at Virginia Tech University, 2007 [“Beyond the Climate Crisis: A Critique of Climate Change Discourse,” Telos, Volume 141, Winter, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Telos Press, p. 33-36]

While the dangers of climate change are real, I argue that there are even greater dangers in representing it as the most urgent problem we face. Framing climate change in such a manner deserves to be challenged for two reasons: it encourages the restriction of proposed solutions to the technical realm, by powerfully insinuating that the needed approaches are those that directly address the problem; and it detracts attention from the planet's ecological predicament as a whole, by virtue of claiming the limelight for the one issue that trumps all others. Identifying climate change as the biggest threat to civilization, and ushering it into center stage as the highest priority problem, has bolstered the proliferation of technical proposals that address the specific challenge. The race is on for figuring out what technologies, or portfolio thereof, will solve "the problem." Whether the call is for reviving nuclear power, boosting the installation of wind turbines, using a variety of renewable energy sources, increasing the efficiency of fossil-fuel use, developing carbon-sequestering technologies, or placing mirrors in space to deflect the sun's rays, the narrow character of such proposals is evident: confront the problem of greenhouse gas emissions by technologically phasing them out, superseding them, capturing them, or mitigating their heating effects. In his The Revenge of Gaia, for example, Lovelock briefly mentions the need to face climate change by "changing our whole style of living."16 [end page 33] But the thrust of this work, what readers and policy-makers come away with, is his repeated and strident call for investing in nuclear energy as, in his words, "the one lifeline we can use immediately."17 In the policy realm, the first step toward the technological fix for global warming is often identified with implementing the Kyoto protocol. Biologist Tim Flannery agitates for the treaty, comparing the need for its successful endorsement to that of the Montreal protocol that phased out the ozone-depleting CFCs. "The Montreal protocol," he submits, "marks a signal moment in human societal development, representing the first ever victory by humanity over a global pollution problem."18 He hopes for a similar victory for the global climate-change problem. Yet the deepening realization of the threat of climate change, virtually in the wake of stratospheric ozone depletion, also suggests that dealing with global problems treaty-by-treaty is no solution to the planet's predicament. Just as the risks of unanticipated ozone depletion have been followed by the dangers of a long underappreciated climate crisis, so it would be naïve not to anticipate another (perhaps even entirely unforeseeable) catastrophe arising after the (hoped-for) resolution of the above two. Furthermore, if greenhouse gases were restricted successfully by means of technological shifts and innovations, the root cause of the ecological crisis as a whole would remain unaddressed. The destructive patterns of production, trade, extraction, land-use, waste proliferation, and consumption, coupled with population growth, would go unchallenged, continuing to run down the integrity, beauty, and biological richness of the Earth. Industrial-consumer civilization has entrenched a form of life that admits virtually no limits to its expansiveness within, and perceived entitlement to, the entire planet.19 But questioning this civilization is by [end page 34] and large sidestepped in climate-change discourse, with its single-minded quest for a global-warming techno-fix.20 Instead of confronting the forms of social organization that are causing the climate crisis—among numerous other catastrophes—climate-change literature often focuses on how global warming is endangering the culprit, and agonizes over what technological means can save it from impending tipping points.21 The dominant frame of climate change funnels cognitive and pragmatic work toward specifically addressing global warming, while muting a host of equally monumental issues. Climate change looms so huge [end page 35] on the environmental and political agenda today that it has contributed to downplaying other facets of the ecological crisis: mass extinction of species, the devastation of the oceans by industrial fishing, continued old-growth deforestation, topsoil losses and desertification, endocrine disruption, incessant development, and so on, are made to appear secondary and more forgiving by comparison with "dangerous anthropogenic interference" with the climate system. In what follows, I will focus specifically on how climate-change discourse encourages the continued marginalization of the biodiversity crisis—a crisis that has been soberly described as a holocaust,22 and which despite decades of scientific and environmentalist pleas remains a virtual non-topic in society, the mass media, and humanistic and other academic literatures. Several works on climate change (though by no means all) extensively examine the consequences of global warming for biodiversity,23 but rarely is it mentioned that biodepletion predates dangerous greenhouse-gas buildup by decades, centuries, or longer, and will not be stopped by a technological resolution of global warming. Climate change is poised to exacerbate species and ecosystem losses—indeed, is doing so already. But while technologically preempting the worst of climate change may temporarily avert some of those losses, such a resolution of the climate quandary will not put an end to—will barely address—the ongoing destruction of life on Earth.
Link: Ethics
Modern ethics don’t proptect the quality of life

Žižek, 02 

a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (Slavoj, “A Plea for Leninist Intolerance”,  Critical Inquiry, Winter 2002, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1344281)//EW
Consequently, Singer argues that we can no longer rely on traditional ethics for answers to the dilemmas that our constellation imposes on ourselves; he proposes a new ethics meant to protect the quality, not the sanctity, of human life. As sharp boundaries disappear between life and death, between humans and animals, this new ethics casts doubt on the morality of animal research while offering a sympathetic assessment of infanticide. When a baby is born with severe defects of the sort that always used to kill babies, are doctors and parents now morally obligated to use the latest technologies, regardless of cost? No. When a pregnant woman loses all brain function, should doctors use new procedures to keep her body living until the baby can be born? No. Can a doctor ethically help terminally ill patients to kill themselves? Yes One cannot dismiss Singer as a monstrous exaggeration. What Adorno said about psychoanalysis (its truth resides in its very exaggerations) fully holds for Singer: he is so traumatic and intolerable because his scandalous "exaggerations" directly renders visible the truth of the so-called postmodern ethics.' Is the ultimate horizon of the postmodern "identity politics" effectively not Darwinian, defending the right of some particular species of humankind within the panoply of their proliferating multitude (for example, gays with AIDS, black single mothers)? The very opposition between conservative and progressive politics can be conceived in Darwinian terms. Ultimately, conservatives defend the right of those with might (their very success proves that they won in the struggle for survival) while progressives advocate the protection of endangered human species, that is, of those losing the struggle for survival.
Link: Free Choice
Claims of “free choice” and “human rights” mask domination - justifies imperialism and military intervention
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 145-149, CH)
The liberal idea of a "free choice" thus always gets caught in a deadlock. If the subject wants it, he or she can opt for the parochial tradition into which they were born, but they have first to be presented with alternatives and then make a free choice among them. Amish adolescents, on the other hand, are formally given a free choice, but the conditions they find themselves in while they are making the choice make the choice unfree. In order for them to have a genuine free choice, they would have to be properly informed on all the options and educated in them. But the only way to do this would be to extract them from their embeddedness in the Amish community and Americanise them. The limitations of the standard liberal attitude towards Muslim women wearing a veil are visible here, too. Women are permitted to wear the veil if this is their free choice and not an option imposed on them by their husbands or family. However, the moment Women wear a veil to exercise a free individual choice, say in order to realise their own spirituality, the meaning of wearing a veil changes completely. It is no longer a sign of their belonging to the Muslim community, but an expression of their idiosyncratic individuality. The difference is the same as the one between a Chinese farmer eating Chinese food because his village has been doing so since time immemorial, and a citizen of a Western megalopolis deciding to go and have dinner at a local Chinese restaurant. This is why, in our secular, choice-based societies, people who maintain a substantial religious belonging are in a subordinate position. Even if they are allowed to maintain their belief, this belief is "tolerated" as their idiosyncratic personal choice or opinion. The moment they present it publicly as what it is for them, say a matter of substantial belonging, they are accused of "fundamentalism." What this means is that the "subject of free choice" in the Western "tolerant" multicultural sense can emerge only as the result of an extremely violent process of being torn out of a particular lifeworld, of being cut off from one's roots. One should always bear in mind the hugely liberating aspect of this violence which makes us experience our own cultural background as contingent. Let us not forget that liberalism emerged in Europe after the catastrophe of the Thirty Years War between Catholics and Protestants. It was an answer to the pressing question of how people who differ in their fundamental religious allegiances could coexist. It demanded from citizens more than a condescending tolerance of diverging religions, more than tolerance as a temporary compromise. It demanded that we respect other religions not in spite of our innermost religious convictions but on account of them-respect for others is a proof of true belief. This attitude is best expressed by Abu Hanifa, the great eighth-century Muslim intellectual: "Difference of opinion in the community is a token of Divine mercy."6 It is only within this ideological space that one can experience one's identity as something contingent and discursively "constructed." To cut a long story short, philosophically, there is no Judith Butler, or her theory of gender identity as performatively enacted, without the Cartesian subject. Whatever else one can accuse liberal multiculturalism of, one should at least admit that it is profoundly anti-"essentialist": it is its barbarian 0ther which is perceived as essentialist and thereby false. Fundamentalism "naturalises" or "essentialises" historically conditioned contingent traits. To modern Europeans, other civilisations are caught in their specific culture, while modern Europeans are flexible, constantly changing their presuppositions. "Postcolonial" critics like to emphasise the insensitivity of liberalism to its own limitation: in defending human rights, it tends to impose its own version of them onto others. However, the self-reflexive sensitivity to line's own limitation can only emerge against the backgound of the notions of autonomy and rationality promoted by liberalism. One can, of course, argue that, in a way, the Western situation is even worse because in it oppression itself is obliterated and masked as free choice. (What are you complaining for? YOU chose to do this.) Our freedom of choice effectively often functions as a mere formal gesture of consent to our own oppression and exploitation. However, Hegel's lesson that form matters is important here: form has an autonomy and efficiency of its own. So when we compare a Third World woman, forced to undergo clitoridectomy or promised in marriage as a small child, with the First World woman "free to choose" painful cosmetic surgery, the form of freedom matters-it opens up a space for critical reflection. Furthermore, the counterpart of the dismissal of other cultures as intolerant or barbarian is the all-too-easy admission of their superiority. Remember how many British colonisers in India admired the depth of Indian spirituality, out of reach to us in the West on account of our obsession with rationality and material wealth. Isn't one of the topoi of Western liberalism the elevation of the Other as leading a life that is more harmonious, organic, less competitive, and aiming at cooperation rather than domination? Linked to this is another operation: blindness to oppression on behalf of "respect" for the Other's culture. Even freedom of choice is often evoked here in a perverted way: those people have chosen their way of life, inclusive of burning widows, and deplorable and repulsive as it appears to us, we should respect their choice. The "radical" postcolonial critique of liberalism thus remains at the standard Marxist level of denouncing false universality, of showing how a position that presents itself as neutral-universal effectively privileges a certain (heterosexual, male, Christian) culture. More precisely, such a stance is contained within the standard postmodern, anti-essentialist position, a kind of political version of Foucault's notion of sex as generated by the multitude of sexual practices: here "man," the bearer of human rights, is generated by a set of political practices which materialise citizenship. Human rights emerge as a false ideological universality which masks and legitimises the concrete politics of Western imperialism and domination, military interventions, and neocolonialism. The question is, does this suffice to ,-Constitute a critique?
“Free Choice” impossible – differing social conditions

Žižek, 5 - a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (Slavoj, “The constitution is dead. Long live proper politics.”, The Guardian, Friday 3 June 2005 20.15 EDT, http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2005/jun/04/eu.world1)//EW
Amish communities practise the institution of rumspringa. At 17 their children, until then subject to strict family discipline, are set free. They are allowed, solicited even, to go out and experience the ways of the modern world - they drive cars, listen to pop music, watch TV and get involved in drinking, drugs and wild sex. After a couple of years they are expected to decide: will they return to be full members of the Amish community or leave it forever and become ordinary American citizens? But far from being permissive and allowing the youngsters a truly free choice, such a solution is biased in a most brutal way. It is a fake choice if ever there was one. When, after long years of discipline and fantasising about the illicit pleasures of the outside world, the adolescent Amish are thrown into it, of course they cannot help but indulge in extreme behaviour. They want to test it all - sex, drugs and drinking. And since they have no experience of regulating such a life they quickly run into trouble. There's a backlash that generates unbearable anxiety, so it is a safe bet that after a couple of years they will return to the seclusion of their community. No wonder that 90% of Amish children do exactly that. This is a perfect example of the difficulties that always accompany the idea of a "free choice". While the Amish adolescents are formally given a free choice, the conditions they find themselves in while they are making that choice make the choice itself unfree. In order for them to have an effectively free choice they would have to be properly informed on all the options. But the only way to do this would be to extract them from their embeddedness in the Amish community.

Link: Globalization/Free Trade
Globalization and free trade cause a forced clash of culture - makes violence inevitable. Small levels of separation key to prevent violence

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 58-59, CH)
Nowhere is this disintegration of the protective walls of civility more palpable than in the clashes of different cultures. In the autumn of 2005, the West was captivated by an explosion of violence which threatened to spill over into a literal clash of civilisations: the widespread dem​onstrations in Arab countries against caricatures of the Prophet Muhammad published in Jyllands-Posten, a small-circulation Danish newspaper. The first thing to be noted, so obvious that as a rule it's overlooked, is that the vast majority of the thousands who felt offended by and dem​onstrated against the cartoons had not even seen them. This fact confronts us with another, less attractive, aspect of globalisation: the "global information village" is the condition of the fact that something which appeared in an obscure daily in Denmark caused a violent stir in dis​tant Muslim countries. It is as if Denmark and Syria, Pakistan, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, and Indonesia really were neighbouring countries. Those who understand glo​balisation as an opportunity for the entire earth to be a unified space of communication, one which brings to​gether all humanity, often fail to notice this dark side of their proposition. Since a Neighbour is, as Freud sus​pected long ago, primarily a thing, a traumatic intruder, someone whose different way of life (or rather, way of puissance materialised in its social practices and rituals) disturbs us, throws the balance of our way of life off the rails, when it comes too close, this can also give rise to an aggressive reaction aimed at getting rid of this disturbing intruder. As Peter Sloterdijk put it: "More communica​tion means at first above all more conflict."14 This is why he is right to claim that the attitude of "understanding-each-other" has to be supplemented by the attitude of "getting-out-of-each-other's-way," by maintaining an ap​propriate distance, by implementing a new "code of dis​cretion." European civilisation finds it easier to tolerate differ​ent ways of life precisely on account of what its critics usually denounce as its weakness and failure, namely the alienation of social life. One of the things alienation means is that distance is woven into the very social tex​ture of everyday life. Even if I live side by side with oth​ers, in my normal state I ignore them. I am allowed not to get too close to others. I move in a social space where I interact with others obeying certain external "me​chanical" rules, without sharing their inner world. Per​haps the lesson to be learned is that sometimes a dose of alienation is indispensable for peaceful coexistence. Sometimes alienation is not a problem but a solution.

“Free” trade is a term used to conceal the true nature of capitalist exchange - indentures its subjects  

Zizek 8

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “In Defense of Lost Causes”, p.23-24) //ZA
Traditional (pre-modern) societies resolved this problem by invoking a transcendental source which "verified" the result, conferring authority on it (God, King. . .). Therein resides the problem of modernity: modern societies perceive themselves as autonomous, self-regulated; that is, they can no longer rely on an external (transcendental) source of authority. But, nonetheless, the moment of hazard has to remain operative in the electoral process, which is why commentators like to dwell on the "irrationality" of votes (one never knows which way votes will swing in the last days before elections . . . ). In other words, democracy would not work if it were reduced to permanent opinion-polling —fully mechanized and quantified, deprived of its "performative" character. As Claude Lefort pointed out, voting has to remain a (sacrificial) ritual, a ritualistic self-destruction and rebirth of society. The reason is that this hazard itself should not be transparent, it should be minimally externalized/reified: the "people's will" IS our equivalent of what the Ancients perceived as the imponderable will of God or the hands of Fate. What people cannot accept as their direct arbitrary choice, the result of a pure contingency, they can do if this hazard 18 referred to a minimum of the "real" —Hegel knew this long ago, this is the entire point of his defense of monarchy. And, last but not least, the same goes for love: there should be an element of the "answer of the Real" in it (we were forever meant for each other"), I cannot really accept that my falling in love hinges on a purely aleatory process. It is only against this background that one can properly locate the function of the Master. The Master is the one who receives gifts in such a way that his acceptance of a gift is perceived by the subject who provided the gift as its own reward. As such, the Master is thus correlative to the subject caught in the double movement of what Freud called Vertagung (renunciation): the gesture by means of which the subject gives what is most precious to him and, in exchange, is himself turned into an object of exchange, is correlative to the gesture of giving in the very act of receiving. The Master's refusal of exchange is correlative to the redoubled, self-reflected, exchange on the side of the subject who exchanges (gives what is most precious to him) and Is exchanged. The trick of capitalism, of course, is that this asymmetry is concealed in the ideological appearance of equivalent exchange: the double non-exchange is masked as free exchange. This is why, as was clear to Lacan, psychoanalysis —not only as a theory, but above all as a specific intersubjective practice, as a unique form of social link—could have emerged only within capitalist society where intersubjective relations are mediated by money. Money—paying the analyst —is necessary in order to keep him out of circulation, to avoid getting him involved in the imbroglio of passions which generated the patient's pathology. This is why a psychoanalyst is not a Master-figure, but, rather, a kind of "prostitute of the mind," having recourse to money for the same reason some prostitutes like to be paid so that they can have sex without personal involvement, maintaining their distance —here, we encounter the function of money at its purest.

Link: Heg
The US concern for power projection places us in a state of paranoia

Zizek 5

[Slavoj, Give Iranian Nukes a Chance, 8-11-5, http://www.lacan.com/zizekiranian.htm, javi]

Every power structure has to rely on an underlying implicit threat, i.e. whatever the oficial democratic rules and legal constraints may be, we can ultimately do whatever we want to you. In the 20th century, however, the nature of this link between power and the invisible threat that sustains it changed. Existing power structures no longer relied on their own fantasmatic projection of a potential, invisible threat in order to secure the hold over their subjects. Rather, the threat was externalized, displaced onto an Outside Enemy. It became the invisible (and, for that reason, all-powerful and omni-present) threat of this enemy that legitimized the existing power structure’s permanent state of emergency. Fascists invoked the threat of the Jewish conspiracy, Stalinists the threat of the class enemy, Americans the threat of Communism-all the way up to today’s “war on terror.” The threats posed by such an invisible enemy legitimizes the logic of the preemptive strike. Precisely because the threat is virtual, one cannot afford to wait for it to come. Rather, one must strike in advance, before it is too late. In other words, the omni-present invisible threat of Terror legitimizes the all too visible protective measures of defense-which, of course, are what pose the true threat to democracy and human rights (e.g., the London police’s recent execution of the innocent Brazilian electrician, Jean Charles de Menezes). Classic power functioned as a threat that operated precisely by never actualizing itself, by always remaining a threatening gesture. Such functioning reached its climax in the Cold War, when the threat of mutual nuclear destruction had to remain a threat. With the “war on terror”, the invisible threat causes the incessant actualization, not of the threat itself, but, of the measures against the threat. The nuclear strike had to remain the threat of a strike, while the threat of the terrorist strike triggers the endless series of preemptive strikes against potential terrorists. We are thus passing from the logic of MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) to a logic in which ONE SOLE MADMAN runs the entire show and is allowed to enact its paranoia. The power that presents itself as always being under threat, living in mortal danger, and thus merely defending itself, is the most dangerous kind of power-the very model of the Nietzschean ressentiment and moralistic hypocrisy. And indeed, it was Nietzsche himself who, more than a century ago, in Daybreak, provided the best analysis of the false moral premises of today’s “war on terror”: No government admits any more that it keeps an army to satisfy occasionally the desire for conquest. Rather, the army is supposed to serve for defense, and one invokes the morality that approves of self-defense. But this implies one’s own morality and the neighbor’s immorality; for the neighbor must be thought of as eager to attack and conquer if our state must think of means of self-defense. Moreover, the reasons we give for requiring an army imply that our neighbor, who denies the desire for conquest just as much as our own state, and who, for his part, also keeps an army only for reasons of self-defense, is a hypocrite and a cunning criminal who would like nothing better than to overpower a harmless and awkward victim without any fight. Thus all states are now ranged against each other: they presuppose their neighbor’s bad disposition and their own good disposition. This presupposition, however, is inhumane, as bad as war and worse. At bottom, indeed, it is itself the challenge and the cause of wars, because as I have said, it attributes immorality to the neighbor and thus provokes a hostile disposition and act. We must abjure the doctrine of the army as a means of self-defense just as completely as the desire for conquests. Is not the ongoing “war on terror” proof that “terror” is the antagonistic Other of democracy-the point at which democracy’s plural options turn into a singular antagonism? Or, as we so often hear, “In the face of the terrorist threat, we must all come together and forget our petty differences.” More pointedly, the difference between the “war on terror” with previous 20th century worldwide struggles such as the Cold War is that the enemy used to be clearly identified with the actually existing Communist empire, whereas today the terrorist threat is inherently spectral, without a visible center. It is a little bit like the description of Linda Fiorentino’s character in The Last Seduction: “Most people have a dark side … she had nothing else.” Most regimes have a dark oppressive spectral side … the terrorist threat has nothing else. The paradoxical result of this spectralization of the enemy is an unexpected reflexive reversal. In this world without a clearly identified enemy, it is the United States, the protector against the threat, that is emerging as the main enemy-much like in Agatha Christie’s Murder on the Orient-Express, where, since the entire group of suspects is the murderer, the victim himself (an evil millionaire) turns out to be the real criminal. 

Pursuit of hegemony is an attempt to preserve capitalism

Žižek ’04, Doctor of Arts in Philosophy @ University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, “Iraq’s FALSE PROMISES” Foreign Policy Issue 140 Jan/Feb 2004 ABI/Inform Complete Pgs. 42-49 http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/224047419?accountid=14667)//JES

The supposition underlying these good intentions is that underneath our skins, we are all Americans. If that is humanity's true desire, then all that Americans need to do is to give people a chance, liberate them from their imposed constraints, and they will embrace America's ideological dream. No wonder the United States has moved from "containing" the enemy to promoting a "capitalist revolution," as Stephen Schwartz of the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies put it in February 2003. The United States is now, as the defunct Soviet Union was decades ago, the subversive agent of a world revolution. But when Bush said in his January 2003 State of the Union message, "The liberty we prize is not America's gift to the world, it is God's gift to humanity," this apparent burst of humility, in fact, concealed its totalitarian opposite. Every totalitarian leader claims that, in himself, he is nothing at all: His strength is only the strength of the people who stand behind him, whose deepest strivings only he expresses. The catch is, those who oppose the leader by definition not only oppose him, but they also oppose the deepest and noblest strivings of the people. And does the same not hold for Bush's claim? It would have been easier if freedom effectively were to be just the United States' gift to other nations; that way, those who oppose U.S. policies would merely be against the policies of a single nation-state. But if freedom is God's gift to humanity, and the U.S. government sees itself as the chosen instrument for showering this gift on all the nations of the world, then those who oppose U.S. policies are rejecting the noblest gift of God to humanity. As for the second reason, the urge to demonstrate unconditional U.S. hegemony, the Bush administration's National Security Strategy calls for translating America's "position of unparalleled military strength and great economic and political influence" into "decades of peace, prosperity, and liberty." But neo-conservative thinkers speak in balder terms what their brethren in the White House cannot. In their recent book, The War over Iraq, neoconservatives William Kristol and Lawrence F. Kaplan write, "The mission begins in Baghdad, but it does not end there.... We stand at the cusp of a new historical era.... This is a decisive moment.... It is so clearly about more than Iraq. It is about more even than the future of the Middle East and the war on terror. It is about what sort of role the United States intends to play in the twenty-first century." One cannot but agree with that statement: The U.S. attack on Iraq has effectively put the future of the international community at stake, raising fundamental questions about the "new world order" and what rules will regulate it. Regarding the third reason for launching an attack, it would be simplistic to assume that the United States intended to take over Iraq's oil industry lock, stock, and barrel. But in a country that, as Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz put it, "floats on a sea of oil," the installation of a U.S.-blessed government that is committed to permitting foreign (read: U.S.) investment in its oil industry and that enjoys an influential perch at the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries was surely an important consideration for U.S. policymakers. Indeed, to ignore that consideration would have been a case of strategic malpractice on a grand scale. 

Link: Highways
The affirmative’s automobile enterprise manufactures the consumptive nature of the bourgeoisie free-market system

Engler 11 – Former Vice President of the Concordia Student Union, activist and author living in Montreal (Yves, “Cars and capitalism”, Synthesis/Regeneration, Fall 2011, Gale Academic OneFile)

Those who promote cycling should be careful about reinforcing the idea that business interests ought to direct public policy. Bikes, feet and trolleys play a subordinate role in the North American transport hierarchy largely because transit policy has been designed to serve business interests. An anecdote about the lobbyists who launched the Good Roads Movement helps illustrate the point. Begun by bike makers in the 1890s, the Good Roads push for government-funded roadway failed to gain much momentum until bike magnates (and others) started producing automobiles and lobbying for roads for cars. (Early US carmakers Pope, Peerless, Rambler, Winton and Willis all began as bike makers.) Financed by the world's leading bike magnate, Albert Pope, the League of American Wheelmen (LAW) promoted road building for cyclists. Yet LAW's political clout was limited and change came slowly. In 1902 the American Automobile Association, which included former bicycle manufacturers, emerged as a successor to LAW. Many lobbyists remained, but they were far more influential lobbying for roads to serve cars than they had been in the bicycle movement. The bicycle lobby achieved relatively little because it could not attract a host of associated industries. Unlike the car, a bicycle is a simple product. Just two skinny tires and a frame. While some bike companies were profitable, they did not generate near as much economic activity as the auto industry. Stephen Goddard describes the attitude during the 1910s resource boom spurred by the car: "To the industrialists, who were now selling glass, rubber, steel, concrete and their end products in numbers beyond their wildest dreams, whatever needed to be done to sustain the boom and to build pressure for good roads simply had to [be] accomplished." Today, the economic might of the automobile is hundreds, probably thousands, of times greater than the bike. During their recent lobbying effort on Capitol Hill, Bikes Belong told John Sarbanes, a Democratic representative from Maryland, that 51 stores in his district selling bikes grossed $20 million in 2009. Compared to the car, this is a drop in the bucket. All 435 congressional districts have at least one car dealership, and most of these do more than $20 million in sales. New US car sales topped $450 billion in 2007, with the used car market generating another $260 billion. For government statisticians, automobile sales warrant their own category of retail trade. At its high point in 1977, auto dealers accounted for a whopping 28.5% of all US retail trade. In 2005 the global automotive industry was worth $2,100,000,000,000 and ranked eighth among the world's largest economies. Yet only about one in three automotive dollars is generated directly by carmakers. The rest comes from repairs, fuelling, finance and insurance, among other allied ventures. Gasoline is a trillion dollar industry and banks do $700 billion in car loans each year. At $160 billion annually, the US auto insurance industry is one of the more successful offshoots of the automotive sector. A plethora of companies, which do as much business as bike makers, deal in everything from training new drivers to towing idle vehicles. There are parking operations, snow removal companies, and people who salt the streets. More than 50,000 US car washes wring out $8.6 billion from automobile dirt while U-Haul pulls in over $2 billion a year. The list of industries that profit from the car is virtually endless. Even in death, the car is a moneymaker. An entire culture has been spawned by weekend adventures and day trips to search out junkyard gems. Including chains, the six thousand auto scrap yards strewn across the USA do $30 billion a year in sales. But many bits and pieces don't make it to the yards; landfills are the final resting place of a huge amount of material from cars. This is another multi-billion-dollar industry. Beyond direct spin-offs, the private car underpins a host of (heavily capitalized) businesses that would not exist if bikes were the dominant form of transportation. Wal-Mart, for instance, grew on the back of the highway to become the biggest company in the world. Similarly, the motel (or "motor hotel") business created by and for the car does tens of billions of dollars in sales annually while the $120 billion fast food industry began on Southern California highways and continues to do most of its business via the drive-thru. Sprawling car infrastructure has also allowed for the massive growth in house sizes. Brick, wood, ceramic, grass, paint, glass and pipe producers have all benefited. Appliance manufacturers are the better for it too. It's not easy fitting two fridges, a dishwasher, a freezer, a washer and drier, a pool table, six beds and four TVs into a small house or apartment; big houses are a boon to the appliance industry. "Urban areas have less junk than suburbs", said 1-800-GOT-JUNK's Darryl Arnold. "But only because they have less space. My residential jobs in apartments and condos downtown are on average one eighth of a load, compared with closer to half a truck load in the suburbs." When all is said and done, cars facilitate an extra large culture, which is grand for business. Propelling the capitalist economic system full speed ahead, the automobile is a vehicle of endless consumption. Capitalism would prefer everyone traveling to the grocery store by private jet, but since that's not practical 3,000- or 4,000-pound metal boxes will have to do. The car's ability to generate business explains in large part why public monies are overwhelmingly devoted to this dangerous, unhealthy and unsustainable form of transport. Those who want cities structured for safer and more ecologically sustainable forms of transport need to challenge, rather than reinforce, the idea that transit policy should be designed to expand profits. Proponents of the bike and walking will thrive as more people challenge the logic of a system driven by the endless accumulation of profit.

Link: Human Rights
Cultural capitalism is flawed - overidentification is key to meeting norms and standards

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (“The Free World … of Slums”, 9/23/04, http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/1090)//MP
The question should therefore be put at a more general level: Where do we stand regarding global capitalism? Are these troubling spots symptoms of a structural flaw inscribed in the very core of the capitalist machine, or are they accidents that could be kept under control, if not resolved? This does not mean one should reject Ash’s diagnosis and proposals with the crude Marxist retort: “He fails to take into account the dialectical totality of the situation.” But Ash would do well to go back and read Jonathan Alter’s column in Newsweek written directly following 9/11. After stating that “we can’t legalize physical torture; it’s contrary to American values,” Alter none-theless concludes that “we’ll have to think about transferring some suspects to our less squeamish allies, even if that’s hypocritical. Nobody said this was going to be pretty.” This is how First World democracies increasingly function: by outsourcing their dirty work (be it torture or material production) to other countries. Ash is unable to see how the features he condemns (ruthless disregard for the en-vironment, the hypocritical double standards of free trade practices, etc.) are products of the very social dynamic that sustains the First World’s role as exporters of democracy and guardians of universal human rights. It is true one can only be shocked by the excessive indifference toward suffering, even when this suffering is widely reported and condemned in the media. Sudan offers a current example, but recall the three-year-long siege of Sarajevo, when the population was starving and exposed to permanent shelling and sniper fire. The enigma here is why, although the media was continually covering the crisis, was neither the U.N. forces, NATO nor the United States willing to impose a corridor in Sarajevo through which people and provisions could circulate freely? The only answer to this enigma was proposed by Rory Brauman, who, on behalf of the Red Cross, coordinated the help to Sarajevo: The very presentation of the crisis of Sarajevo as “humanitarian,” the recasting of a political-military conflict into humanitarian terms, was sustained by a political choice, that of taking the side of Serbia. Indeed, such a depoliticizing of “Human Rights” too often serves as the ideology of military interventionism in support of specific economic-political purposes. For example, the U.S. overthrow of Saddam Hussein, legitimized in the terms of ending the suffering of the Iraqi people, was clearly not only motivated by economic self-interest (oil), but by the idea that only certain political and economic conditions—Western liberal democracy, guarantee of private property, the inclusion into the global market economy, etc.—could bring freedom to the Iraqi people. In Iraq, the humanitarian anti-politics of only preventing suffering implicitly prohibited a positive collective project for social and political transformation.

Human rights cause violence
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 149-150, CH)
The Marxist symptomal reading can convincingly demonstrate the particular content that gives the specific bourgeois ideological spin to the notion of human frights: universal human rights are effectively the rights of white male property owners to exchange freely on the market and exploit workers and women, as well as exert political domination. The identification of the particular content that hegemonises the universal form is, however, only half of the story. Its other, crucial half consists in asking a much more difficult supplementary question, that of the emergence of the very form of universality. How and in what specific historical conditions does abstract universality itself become a "fact of (social) life"? In what conditions do individuals experience themselves as subjects of universal human rights? This is the point of Marx's analysis of commodity fetishism: |in a society in which commodity exchange predominates, individuals themselves, in their daily lives, relate |to themselves, as well as to the objects they encounter, S»s to contingent embodiments of abstract-universal notions. What I am, my concrete social or cultural back-iground, is experienced as contingent, since what Ultimately defines me is the abstract universal capacity <to think and/or to work. Any object that can satisfy my desire is experienced as contingent, since my desire is conceived as an abstract formal capacity, indifferent towards the multitude of particular objects that might-but never fully do-satisfy it. The modern notion of a profession implies that I experience myself as an individual who is not directly "born into" his social role. What I will become depends on the interplay between the contingent social circumstances and my free choice. In that sense, the contemporary individual has a profession. He is an electrician or professor or waiter. But it is meaningless to claim that a medieval serf was a peasant by profession. The crucial point here is, again, that in certain specific social conditions of commodity exchange and global market economy, "abstraction" becomes a direct feature of actual social life. It impacts on the way concrete individuals behave and relate to their fate and to their social surroundings. Marx shares Hegel's insight into how universality becomes "for itself" only insofar as individuals no longer fully identify the kernel of their being with their particular social situation. An attendant circumstance is that these very individuals experience themselves as forever "out of joint" with regard to this situation: the concrete, effective existence of universality produces an individual without a proper place in the global edifice. In a given social structure, universality becomes "for itself" only in those individuals who lack a proper place in it. The mode of appearance of an abstract universality, its entering into actual existence, thus produces violence: it violently disrupts a preceding organic poise.

Human rights is a cover for a imperialistic military domination of 3rd World countries

Žižek, 06 

a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (“Against Human Rights”, libcom.org, http://libcom.org/library/against-human-rights-zizek)//EW
This line, of course, leads straight to Agamben’s notion of homo sacer as a human being reduced to ‘bare life’. In a properly Hegelian dialectics of universal and particular, it is precisely when a human being is deprived of the particular socio-political identity that accounts for his determinate citizenship that—in one and the same move—he ceases to be recognized or treated as human. [13] Paradoxically, I am deprived of human rights at the very moment at which I am reduced to a human being ‘in general’, and thus become the ideal bearer of those ‘universal human rights’ which belong to me independently of my profession, sex, citizenship, religion, ethnic identity, etc. What, then, happens to human rights when they are the rights of homo sacer, of those excluded from the political community; that is, when they are of no use, since they are the rights of those who, precisely, have no rights, and are treated as inhuman? Jacques Rancière proposes a salient dialectical reversal: ‘When they are of no use, one does the same as charitable persons do with their old clothes. One gives them to the poor. Those rights that appear to be useless in their place are sent abroad, along with medicine and clothes, to people deprived of medicine, clothes and rights.’ Nevertheless, they do not become void, for ‘political names and political places never become merely void’. Instead the void is filled by somebody or something else: if those who suffer inhuman repression are unable to enact the human rights that are their last recourse, then somebody else has to inherit their rights in order to enact them in their place. This is what is called the ‘right to humanitarian interference’—a right that some nations assume to the supposed benefit of victimized populations, and very often against the advice of the humanitarian organizations themselves. The ‘right to humanitarian interference’ might be described as a sort of ‘return to sender’: the disused rights that had been sent to the rightless are sent back to the senders. [14] So, to put it in the Leninist way: what the ‘human rights of Third World suffering victims’ effectively means today, in the predominant discourse, is the right of Western powers themselves to intervene politically, economically, culturally and militarily in the Third World countries of their choice, in the name of defending human rights. The reference to Lacan’s formula of communication (in which the sender gets his own message back from the receiver-addressee in its inverted, i.e. true, form) is very much to the point here. In the reigning discourse of humanitarian interventionism, the developed West is effectively getting back from the victimized Third World its own message in its true form. The moment human rights are thus depoliticized, the discourse dealing with them has to change: the pre-political opposition of Good and Evil must be mobilized anew. Today’s ‘new reign of ethics’, clearly invoked in, say, Ignatieff’s work, thus relies on a violent gesture of depoliticization, depriving the victimized other of any political subjectivization. And, as Rancière points out, liberal humanitarianism à la Ignatieff unexpectedly meets the ‘radical’ position of Foucault or Agamben with regard to this depoliticization: their notion of ‘biopolitics’ as the culmination of Western thought ends up getting caught in a kind of ‘ontological trap’, in which concentration camps appear as ontological destiny: ‘each of us would be in the situation of the refugee in a camp. Any difference grows faint between democracy and totalitarianism and any political practice proves to be already ensnared in the biopolitical trap’. [15] We thus arrive at a standard ‘anti-essentialist’ position, a kind of political version of Foucault’s notion of sex as generated by the multitude of the practices of sexuality. ‘Man’, the bearer of human rights, is generated by a set of political practices which materialize citizenship; ‘human rights’ are, as such, a false ideological universality, which masks and legitimizes a concrete politics of Western imperialism, military interventions and neo-colonialism. Is this, however, enough?\

The aff’s claims of human rights is a mask to facilitate capitalism 

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

This is partly the unfortunate, and unintended, legacy of some strands of thinking located within the New Left of the 1960s, and even within the much-lauded Frankfurt School. To be sure, the overriding concern with individual autonomy and authentic self-expression that permeated the intellectual and political milieu of the 1960s helped secure important legal and political rights, and made possible the notion of a more inclusive and multicultural nation. Broadly speaking, these legal and political rights have created opportunities for select members of racial and ethnic minorities and women to enter into an elite world from which they had previously been barred. Although their place within this elite remains suspect and conditional, often predicated on their ability and willingness to participate in cultural activities that are themselves marked by race and gender bias, these new rights have not significantly altered the actual distribution of powers either within America or within global capitalist society more broadly. Indeed, as we have shown, capitalism largely appropriated the idea of individual rights and liberties and the anti-society ethos of the times to facilitate neoliberal forms of consumption and production. Moreover, given that corporations also have the legal status of individuals, they have taken advantage of the very same laws that were designed to protect individual rights and freedoms, and this has facilitated an unprecedented consolidation of corporate power. What this period furnished in place of a substantial redistribution of wealth and power is the appearance of freedom and choice. Consumers- at least those with sufficient resources-now have the freedom to fashion our identities as mainstream or alternative and to choose between regular, rebellious, and virtuous commodities; but we cannot opt out of the system, and we are not free to reconsider the fundamental violence at the heart of our capitalist society. 
The depoliticized fight for human rights prevents a positive socio-political transformation due to the prohibition created solely from preventing suffering

Zizek 05 [Slavoj Zizek, New Left Review 34, July-August 2005: AGAINST HUMAN RIGHTS, http://nlr2.newleftreview.org/II/34/slavoj-zizek-against-human-rights  // Accessed: June 20th 2012 // BP]
From this particular insight we may problematize, at a general level, the ostensibly depoliticized politics of human rights as the ideology of military interventionism serving specific economico-political ends. As Wendy Brown has suggested apropos Michael Ignatieff, such humanitarianism presents itself as something of an anti-politics, a pure defence of the innocent and the powerless against power, a pure defence of the individual against immense and potentially cruel or despotic machineries of culture, state, war, ethnic conflict, tribalism, patriarchy, and other mobilizations or instantiations of collective power against individuals. [10]
However, the question is: what kind of politicization do those who intervene on behalf of human rights set in motion against the powers they oppose? Do they stand for a different formulation of justice, or do they stand in opposition to collective justice projects? For example, it is clear that the US-led overthrow of Saddam Hussein, legitimized in terms of ending the suffering of the Iraqi people, was not only motivated by hard-headed politico-economic interests but also relied on a determinate idea of the political and economic conditions under which ‘freedom’ was to be delivered to the Iraqi people: liberal-democratic capitalism, insertion into the global market economy, etc. The purely humanitarian, anti-political politics of merely preventing suffering thus amounts to an implicit prohibition on elaborating a positive collective project of socio-political transformation.

Link: Indentity Politics
ID politics fails at universalizing struggle – It accepts the tenants of capitalism and the neoliberal order which will replicate displaced populations

Zizek 97

(Slavoj, The Plague of Fantasies, 1997. pg. 127-128//HH)jc

In the paragraphs on civil society in his Philosophy of Right, Hegel demonstrates how the growing class of ‘rabble [Pobell]’ in modern civil society is not an accidental result of social mismanagement, inadequate government measures, or simple economic bad luck: the inherent structural dynamic of civil society necessarily gives rise to a class which is excluded from its benefits (work, personal dignity, etc.) — a class deprived of elementary human rights, and therefore also exempt from duties towards society, an element within civil society which negates its universal principle, a kind of ‘non-Reason inherent in Reason itself — in short, its symptom. Do we not witness the same phenomenon in today’s growth of an underclass which is excluded, sometimes even for generations, from the benefits of liberal-democratic affluent society? Today’s ‘exceptions’ (the homeless, the ghettoized, the permanent unemployed) are the symptom of the late-capitalist universal system, the permanent reminder of how the immanent logic of late capitalism works: the proper capitalist utopia is that through appropriate measures (affirmative action and other forms of state intervention for progressive liberals; the return to self-care and family values for conservatives), this ‘exception’ could be — in the long term and in principle, at least — abolished. And is not an analogous utopianism at work in the notion of a ‘rainbow coalition’: in the idea that, at some utopian moment to come, all progressive struggles (for gay and lesbian rights; for the rights of ethnic and religious minorities; the ecological struggle; the feminist struggle; and so on) will be united in a common ‘chain of equivalences’? The necessary failure here is structural: it is not simply that, because of the empirical complexity of the situation, all particular progressive fights will never be united, that ‘wrong’ chains of equivalences will always occur (say, the enchainment of the fight for African-American ethnic identity with patriarchal and homophobic attitudes), but, rather, that occurrences of ‘wrong’ enchainments are grounded in the very structuring principle of today’s progressive politics of establishing ‘chains of equivalences’: the very domain of the multitude of particular struggles, with their continu¬ously shifting displacements and condensations, is sustained by the repression’ of the key role of economic struggle. The Leftist politics of the ‘chains of equivalences’ among the plurality of struggles is strictly correlative to the abandonment of the analysis of capitalism as a global economic system — that is, to the tacit acceptance of capitalist economic relations and liberal-democratic politics as the unquestioned framework of our social life.

Identity politics entrenches us in capitalism

Dean 6

[Jodi, “Zizek’s Politics”, Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, page 116-117 ,javi]

Unlike most critical thinkers identified with the Left, Zizek rejects the current emphasis on multicultural tolerance. He has three primary reasons for rejecting multiculturalism as it is currently understood in cultural studies and democratic theory. First, agreeing with Wendy Brown, he argues that multiculturalism today rests on an acceptance of global capital. Insofar as Capital’s deterritorializations create the conditions for the proliferation of multiple, fluid, political subjectivities, new social movements and identity politics rely on a political terrain established by global capital. Multiculturalism thus ultimately accepts and depends on the depoliticization of the economy: “the way the economy functions (the need to cut social welfare, etc.) is accepted as a simple insight into the objective state of things.” We might think here of feminist struggles over the right to an abortion, political work toward marriage benefits for same sex couples, and energies in behalf of movies and television networks that target black audiences. In efforts such as these, political energy focuses on culture and leaves the economy as a kind of unquestioned, taken-for-granted basis of the way things are. This is not to say that identity politics are trivial. On the contrary, Zizek fully acknowledges the way these new forms of political subjectivization “thoroughly reshaped our entire political and cultural landscape.” Rather, the problem is that capital has adapted to these new political forms, incorporating previously transgressive urges and turning culture itself into its central component. Zizek’s argument would be stronger were he to think of new social movements as vanishing mediators. Identity politics opened up new spaces and opportunities for capitalist intensification. As new social movements transformed the lifeworld into something to be questioned and changed, they disrupted fixed identities and created opportunities for experimentation. The market entered as provider of these opportunities. We might think here of gay media. As Joshua Gamson argues, while gay portal sites initially promised to offer safe and friendly spaces for gay community building, they now function primarily “to deliver a market share to corporations.” In this gay media, “community needs are conflated with consumption desires, and community equated with market.” My point, then, is that social victories paved the way for market incursions into and the commodification of ever more aspects of experience. And once cultural politics morphed into capitalist culture, identity politics lost its radical edge. For example, the Republican Right in the U.S. regularly accuses the Left of playing the race card whenever there is opposition to a non-Anglo political appointee. 

Identity politics reinforces an authoritarian government when repetitively assumed to be stable

Zizek 92


[Slavoj, Doesn't like sharing Chinese food, Enjoy Your Symptom! Jacques Lacan in Hollywood and Out, New York City: Routledge, 1992, page 91, javi]

What we have to be attentive to is the inherently authoritarian character of this feature, that is to say, the inherent link of identity with authority: the monarch performs his role as a figure of pure authority, as the one who, by means of his "Such is my will!" i.e., of his abysmal decision, cuts through the endless series of pro et contra. And does not the same hold for Adorno’s "vulgar-sociological" outbursts, do they not perform the same authoritarian gesture of reference to the Marxist dogma which breaks the endless thread of dialectical argumentation? It is by no means accidental that tautologies-statements which purport the identity with itself of its subject-are the clearest example of ascertaining authority: "Law is law!" "It is so because I say so!" etc.-identity becomes "authoritarian" the moment we overlook, in a kind of illusory perspective, that it is nothing but the inscription of pure difference, of a lack.29 In this sense, authority is far from being a kind of leftover of the pre-Enlightenment: it is inscribed in the very heart of the Enlightenment project. Not till the Enlightenment did the structure of authority come into sight as such, against the background of rational argumentation as the foundation of enlightened knowledge. It is a symptomatic fact that the first to render visible the outlines of "pure" authority was precisely Kierkegaard, one of the great critics of Hegel. 

Link: Immigration
Their claims of border security and immigration regulation cause a securitization of the Other

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections”)//ctc

A couple of years ago, an ominous decision of the European Union passed almost unnoticed: the plan to establish an all-European border police force to secure the isolation of Union territory and thus to prevent the influx of immigrants. This is the truth of globalisation: the construction of new walls safeguarding prosperous Europe from the immigrant flood. One is tempted to resuscitate here the old Marxist “humanist” opposition of “relations between things” and “relations between persons”: in the much-celebrated free circulation opened up by global capitalism, it is “things” (commodities) which freely circulate, while the circulation of “persons” is more and more controlled. We are not dealing now with “globalisation” as an unfinished project but with a true “dialectics of globalisation”: the segregation of the people is the reality of economic globalisation. This new racism of the developed is in a way much more brutal than the previous ones: its implicit legitimisation is neither naturalist (the “natural” superiority of the developed West) nor any longer culturalist (we in the West also want to preserve our cultural identity), but unabashed economic egotism. The fundamental divide is one between those included in the sphere of (relative) economic prosperity and those excluded from it. This brings us back to rumours and so—called reports about “subjects supposed to loot and rape.” New Orleans is among the cities most heavily marked by the internal wall within the US. that separates the affluent from the ghettoised blacks. And it is about those on the other side of the wall that we fantasise: more and more they live in another world, in a blank zone that offers itself as a screen for the projection of our fears, anxieties, and secret desires. The “subject supposed to loot and rape” is on the other side of the wall. It is about this subject that Bennett can afford to make his slip of the tongue and confess in a censored mode his murderous dreams. More than anything else, tumours and false reports from the aftermath of Katrina bear witness to the deep class division of American society. When, at the beginning of October 2005, the Spanish police dealt with the problem of how to stop the influx of desperate African immigrants who tried to penetrate the small Spanish territory of Melilla, on the Rif coast of Africa, they displayed plans to build a wall between the Spanish enclave and Morocco. The images presented—a complex structure replete with electronic equipment—bore an uncanny resemblance to the Berlin Wall, only with the opposite function. This wall was destined to prevent people from coming in, not getting out. The cruel irony of the situation is that it is the government of José Zapatero, at this moment leader of arguably the most anti-racist and tolerant administration in Europe, that is forced to adopt these measures of Segregation. This is a clear sign of the limit of the multiculturalist “tolerant” approach, which preaches open borders and acceptance of others. If one were to open the borders, the first to rebel would be the local working classes. It is thus becoming clear that the solution is not “tear down the walls and let them all in,” the easy empty demand of soft-hearted liberal “radicals.” The only true solution is to tear down the true wall, not the Immigration Department one, but the socio-economic one: to change society so that people will no longer desperately try to escape their own world. 

Link: Justice
Notions of social justice perpetuates competition among the masses

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 87-90, CH)
The problem with human desire is that, as Lacan put it, it is always "desire of the Other" in all the senses of that term: desire for the Other, desire to be desired by the Other, and especially desire for what the Other de​sires.11 This last makes envy, which includes resentment, constitutive components of human desire, something Augustine knew well. Recall the passage from his Con​fessions, often quoted by Lacan, the scene of a baby jeal​ous of his brother suckling at the mother's breast: "I myself have seen and known an infant to be jealous though it could not speak. It became pale, and cast bit​ter looks on its foster-brother." Based on this insight, Jean-Pierre Dupuy proposes a convincing critique of John Rawls's theory of justice.13 In the Rawlsian model of a just society, social inequal​ities are tolerated only insofar as they also help those at the bottom of the social ladder, and insofar as they are based not on inherited hierarchies, but on natural inequalities, which are considered contingent, not merits.14 Even the British Conservatives seem now to be prepared to endorse Rawls's notion of justice: in December 2005 David Cameron, the newly elected Tory leader, signaled his intention of turning the Conservative Party into a defender of the underprivi​leged, declaring, "I think the test of all our policies should be: what does it do for the people who have the least, the people on the bottom rung of the ladder?" But what Rawls doesn't see is how such a society would create conditions for an uncontrolled explosion of res-sentiment: in it, I would know that my lower status is fully "justified" and would thus be deprived of the ploy of excusing my failure as the result of social injustice. Rawls thus proposes a terrifying model of a society in which hierarchy is directly legitimised in natural properties, thereby missing the simple lesson an anec​dote about a Slovene peasant makes palpably clear. The peasant is given a choice by a good witch. She will either give him one cow and his neighbour two cows, or she'll take one cow from him and two from his neighbour. The peasant immediately chooses the second option.15 Gore Vidal demonstrates the point succinctly: "It is not enough for me to win-the other must lose." The catch of envy/resentment is that it not only endorses the zero-sum game principle where my victory equals the other's loss. It also implies a gap between the two, which is not the positive gap (we can all win with no losers at but a negative one. If I have to choose between my gain and my opponent's loss, I prefer the opponent's loss, even if it means also a loss to me. It is as if my eventual gain from the opponent's loss functions as a kind of pathological element that stains the purity of my vic​tory- |j; Friedrich Hayek knew that it was much easier to accept inequalities if one can claim that they result from the impersonal blind force: the good thing about the "irrationality" of the market and success or failure in capi​talism is that it allows me precisely to perceive my failure or success as "undeserved," contingent.1* Re​member the old motif of the market as the modern ver​sion of an imponderable fate. The fact that capitalism is not "just" is thus a key feature of what makes it accept​able to the majority. I can live with my failure much more easily if I know that it is not due to my inferior (qualities, but to chance. I What Nietzsche and Freud share is the idea that justice as equality is founded on envy-on the envy of the Other who has what we do not have, and who enjoys it. The demand for justice is thus ultimately the demand that the excessive enjoyment of the Other should be Curtailed so that everyone's access to jouissance is equal. The necessary outcome of this demand, of course, is asceticism. Since it is not possible to impose equal jouissance, what is imposed instead to be equally shared is prohibition. Today, in our allegedly permissive society, however, this asceticism assumes the form of its oppo​site, a generalised superego injunction, the command Enjoy!" We are all under the spell of this injunction. The outcome is that our enjoyment is more hindered than ever. Take the yuppie who combines narcissistic "self-fulfillment" with those utterly ascetic disciplines of jogging, eating health food, and so on. Perhaps this is what Nietzsche had in mind with his notion of the Last Man, though it is only today that we can really discern his contours in the guise of the hedonistic asceticism of yuppies. Nietzsche wasn't simply urging life-assertion against asceticism: he was well aware that a certain as​ceticism is the obverse of a decadent excessive sensuality. His criticism of Wagner's Parsifal, and more generally of late-Romantic decadence which oscillates between damp sensuality and obscure spiritualism, makes the point.17
Traditional justice is based off an envy of the Other – attempts to deprive the Other of their happiness

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 92, CH)
An evil person is thus not an egotist, "thinking only about his own interests." A true egotist is too busy tak​ing care of his own good to have time to cause mis​fortune to others. The primary vice of a bad person is precisely that he is more preoccupied with others than with himself. Rousseau is describing a precise libidinal mechanism: the inversion which generates the shift of the libidinal investment from the object to the obstacle itself. This could well be applied to fundamentalist violence-be it the Oklahoma bombings or the attack on the Twin Towers. In both cases, we were dealing with hatred pure and simple: destroying the obstacle, the Oklahoma City Federal Building, the World Trade Cen​ter, was what really mattered, not achieving the noble goal of a truly Christian or Muslim society.10 Here is why egalitarianism itself should never be ac​cepted at its face value: the notion (and practice) of egal​itarian justice, insofar as it is sustained by envy, relies on the inversion of the standard renunciation accom​plished to benefit others: "I am ready to renounce it, so that others will (also) NOT (be able to) have it!" Far from being opposed to the spirit of sacrifice, evil here emerges as the very spirit of sacrifice, ready to ignore one's own well-being-if, through my sacrifice, I can deprive the Other of his enjoyment...
Notions of “justice” are flawed – promote injustices and justifies violence
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 179, CH)
And what if divine violence is the wild intervention of this angel? Seeing the pile of debris which grows skyward, this wreckage of injustices, from time to time he strikes back to restore the balance, to enact a revenge for the destructive impact of "progress." Couldn't the entire history of humanity be seen as a growing normalisation of injustice, entailing the nameless and faceless suffering of millions? Somewhere, in the sphere of the "divine," perhaps these injustices are not forgotten. They are accumulated, the wrongs are registered, the tension grows more and more unbearable, till divine violence explodes in a retaliatory destructive rage.3 Opposite such a violent enforcement of justice stands the figure of divine violence as unjust, as an explosion of divine caprice whose exemplary case is, of course, that of Job. After Job is hit by calamities, his theological friends come, offering interpretations which render these calamities meaningful. The greatness of Job is not so much to protest his innocence as to insist on the mean-inglessness of his calamities. When God finally appears, he affirms Job's position against the theological defenders of the faith.
When we hind behind notions of justice and progress, we resist the true meaning of things – allows genocide and ecological disaster to occur
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 179-181, CH)
The structure here is exactly the same as that of Freud's dream of Irma's injection, which begins with a conversation between Freud and his patient Irma about the failure of her treatment owing to an infected injection. In the course of the conversation, Freud gets closer to her, approaches her face, and looks deep into her mouth, confronting the dreadful sight of her live red flesh. At the point of unbearable horror, the tonality of the dream changes and terror abruptly passes into comedy: three doctors appear, Freud's friends, who in ridiculous pseudo-professional jargon enumerate multiple-and mutually exclusive-reasons why Irma's poisoning by the infected injection was nobody's fault: there was no injection, the injection was untainted... So first there is a traumatic encounter, the sight of the raw flesh of Irma's throat, followed by the sudden leap into comedy, into the exchange between three ridiculous doctors which enables the dreamer to avoid the encounter of the true trauma. The function of the three doctors is the same as that of the three theological friends in the story of Job: to disguise the impact of the trauma with a symbolic semblance. This resistance to meaning is crucial when we are confronting potential or actual catastrophes, from AIDS and ecological disaster to the Holocaust: they refuse "deeper meaning." This legacy of Job prevents us from taking refuge in the standard transcendent figure of God as a secret Master who knows the meaning of what appears to us as meaningless catastrophe, the God who sees the entire picture in which what we perceive as a stain contributes to global harmony. When confronted with an event like the Holocaust or the death of millions in the Congo over these last years, is it not obscene to claim that these stains have a deeper meaning through which they contribute to the harmony of the whole? Is there a whole which can ideologically justify and thus redeem or sublate an event such as the Holocaust? Christ's death on the cross surely means one should unreservedly drop the notion of God as a transcendent caretaker who guarantees the happy outcome of our acts, i.e., who enforces historical teleology. Christ's death on the cross is in itself the death of this protecting God. It is a repetition of Job's stance: it refuses any deeper meaning" that might cover up the brutal reality of historical catastrophes.4
Link: Keynesian Economics
Keynesian Economics is flawed because the search to improve the economy by putting into it results in a collapse

Zizek 93

[Slavoj, “Tarrying with the Negative”, Duke University Press, Page 43, javi]

What is crucial here is the virtual character of the Name-of-the-Father: the paternal metaphor is an "X" in the sense that it opens up the space of virtual meaning; it stands for all possible future meanings. As to this virtual character that pertains to the symbolic order, the parallel to the capitalist financial system is most instructive. As we know from Keynes onwards, the capitalist economy is "virtual" in a very precise sense: Keynes's favorite maxim was that in the long term we are all dead; the paradox of the capitalist economics is that our borrowing from the (virtual) future, i.e., our printing of money "uncovered" in "real" values, can bring about real effects (growth). Herein lies the crucial difference between Keynes and economic "fundamentalists" who favor the actual "settling of accounts" (reimbursing the credits, abolishing the "borrowing from the future"). Keynes's point is not simply that "unnatural" crediting by way of "uncovered" money, inflation, or state spending can provide the impulse which results in actual economic growth and thus enables us eventually to achieve a balance whereby we settle accounts at a much higher level of economic prosperity. Keynes concedes that the moment of some final "settling of accounts" would be a catastrophe, that the entire system would collapse. Yet the art of economic politics is precisely to prolong the virtual game and thus to postpone ad infinitum the moment of final settlement. In this precise sense capitalism is a "virtual" system: it is sustained by a purely virtual keeping of accounts; debts are incurred which will never be cleared. However, although purely fictitious, this "balancing" must be preserved as a kind of Kantian "regulative Idea" if the system is to survive. What Marx as well as strict monetarists commonly hold against Keynes is the conviction that sometimes, sooner or later, the moment will arrive when we actually shall have to "settle accounts," reimburse debts and thus place the system on its proper, "natural" foundations. 45 Lacan's notion of the debt that pertains to the very notion of the symbolic order is strictly homologous to this capitalist debt: sense as such is never "proper"; it is always advanced, "borrowed from the future"; it lives on the account of the virtual future sense. The Stalinist Communist who gets caught in a vicious circle by justifying his present acts, including the sacrifice of millions of lives, with reference to a future Communist paradise brought about by these acts, i.e., who cites beneficent future consequences as what will retroactively redeem present atrocities, simply renders visible the underlying temporal structure of sense as such.

Link: Labor/Tech
The aff exploits laborers and produces new technologies that allow exploitation to continue

Tumino 5-24, 

teaches at the City University of New York (Kingsborough) (Stephen, “‘Barneyworld’: the cultural imaginary of the global factory” Textual Practice Volume 26 Issue 3 May 24, 2012 Taylor & Francis pgs. 496-497 http://www.tandfonline.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1080/0950236X.2012.658435)//JES

Negri’s understanding of the contemporary is purely cultural despite the language of Marxism he uses because he ignores the material measure of value – profit. Negri has of course become a celebrated figure in the culture industry (by the New York Times and the Charlie Rose show, for example) since the publication of Empire co-authored with Hardt, which argues that ‘imperialism is over’ and has been replaced by ‘empire’, a social formation that lies beyond ‘the fiction of any measure of the working day’.29 But, if the work day is a fiction then there would be no more profit. Profit is the measure of the working day Negri claims no longer exists. Profit comes from surplus-labour, that labour expended in the work day whose value is over and above the value of the necessary labour expended in order to maintain the existence of the labourer, as Marx explains.30 Profit can only be materially explained as coming from the basically unequal relations of production in capitalism. It is capitalism that has monopolized the productive forces of society into a few hands and dispossessed the many of everything but their labour power to sell. Without Marx’s labour theory of value there can be no basic contestation of capitalism, only moral. condemnation of its more oppressive effects that keeps exploitation intact by immunizing it from materialist critique. Thus, in place of an understanding of labour as a historical structure of conflicts that reveals ‘the real movement that abolishes the present state of things’31 and that thus inaugurates the necessity of communism for Marx and Engels, Negri gives a ‘parable of change’ which finds communism readymade in ‘the rupture with memory’ demanded by the ‘mobile and flexible reality’ of spectral production and says goodbye to the working class as the agent of history.32 In place of a materialist theory of social change Negri tells stories about the potential for spontaneous rebellion due to newer technologies. What defines contemporary exploitation now, according to Negri, is not labour in the classical Marxist sense, but the ‘body’: the ‘experience’ of high-tech work today.33 Negri claims that contemporary capitalism has brought into being ‘a common experience of spectrality’ in the lives of ‘a laboring subject amassed in intellectuality and cooperative force’.34 The ‘new social force of mass intellectuality’,35 he elaborates, produces a subject at home in the body, who therefore ‘refuses transcendence and chooses to live a worldly, laic [secular] and rational ascesis [self-discipline] that will lead him towards a constitutive hermeneutics and an ethics of liberation’, 36 or, the ‘new theory of revolution’ that Negri calls ‘communism’. 37 Negri’s communism, however, has nothing material to say against exploitation because it is a ‘rupture with memory’.38 On the one hand, exploitation is real, according to Negri, because we have communication and the wealth that accumulates therein; on the other, we have the solitude, the misery, the sadness, the exodus and the new class wars that define this exploitation of labor in a world of immateriality and spectral production.39

Discourse around “Surplus Labor” allows the exploitation of workers to continue

Madra & Özselçuk ’07, professor at the department of economics @ oğaziçi Üniversitesi and Gettysbyrg Universit/ Ph.D. @ University of Massachusetts Amherst in Sociology (Yahya & Ceren, “Chapter Four Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions On Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique Of Capitalism” 2007 http://www.surplusthought.net/ymadra/MadraOzselcuk.pdf)//JES
 In our attempt to develop a psychoanalytically informed class difference, however, we encounter another resistance, namely, a particular psychoanalytical approach to Marxian discourse, in which the scope of some key Marxian concepts is limited to the form they take within the specific discourse of capitalism. We find the virtual absence of surplus labor in the psychoanalytical literature symptomatic in this respect. Rather, surplus labor appears in only one conceivable form, the capitalist form of surplus value. Such a reduction of Marxian concepts to their particular form within the discourse of capitalism eliminates the possibility of conceiving different relations to surplus labor (and hence to class) as integral to conceptualizing economic difference from capitalism. The following sections, therefore, pursue two tasks simultaneously. On the one hand, we problematize the particular way psychoanalytical literature universalizes surplus value by decontextualizing it from the particular (capitalist) class form that it represents within Marxian discourse. On the other hand, we reclaim “the organization of surplus labor,” rather than “the accumulation of capital,” as the entry point of Marxian discourse to rethink both the impossibility of, and difference in, class relations. It is only then we can retheorize surplus value as one mode of relating to surplus labor. Since so much of the analysis of the form of surplus value within Žižek’s work as well as within the broader Lacanian tradition seems to build on Jacques Lacan’s insights on the structural similarity between surplus jouissance and surplus value, we find it important to first elaborate the stakes and implications of the two different interpretations of this conceptual encounter: an interpretation that we develop and one that is assumed by Žižek.7 To anticipate our argument, we will approach the “homology” that Lacan locates between the concepts of surplus value and surplus jouissance by way of a detour through Louis Althusser. Reading Lacan through Althusser will enable us to establish not only the epistemological pre-conditions that make such a homology conceivable in the first place, but also the extent to which the homology can be sustained without blurring the important conceptual distinctions between psychoanalysis and Marxism. In turn, we will demonstrate how preserving this conceptual demarcation is important to be able to introduce difference into the concept of the organization of surplus labor, hence, to theorize economic difference from capitalism. Althusser and Lacan In his writings on psychoanalysis, Althusser reflected upon the similarities between psychoanalysis and Marxism. In these interventions, Althusser characterized these respective theoretical fields as “new continents:” each, by founding a new object, simultaneously occasioned an “epistemological break” with previous modes of thinking, more specifically, with the ideologies of humanism, idealism and historicism, thereby compelling all existing disciplines to irreversibly question their formative assumptions and frontiers. In his pointed article “Marx and Freud,” Althusser describes these singular objects as “the theory of the conditions, forms, and effects of the class struggle…and that of the unconscious” (1996, 105-106). From Althusser’s perspective, then, the “homology” between psychoanalysis and Marxism—although he did not use this language— referred to the two intertwined attributes. On the one hand, both discourses were “scientific.” That is, in their respective rejection of the myth of “homo oeconomicus” and “homo psychologicus,” psychoanalysis and Marxism displaced the ideological protocols that secured social unity premised on centered subjects, and instead, founded a new theoretical practice that could think social relations in their irreducible antagonism and complexity. On the other hand, through producing new objects, class struggle and the unconscious, both discourses produced new knowledges of social interdependency and social antagonism as well as new frameworks for the practice and understanding of real change. It is important to note that, while Althusser highlighted the affinities between psychoanalysis and Marxism, he was careful to retain the independent existence and the distinct objects of each theoretical discourse. In other words, his comparisons did not collapse, through some self-evident translation, the differences between the discrete concepts of these emergent sciences. Furthermore, by highlighting the different “conditions, forms, and effects” of relations to class struggle and the unconscious, Althusser established a space for theorizing the constitutive outside of, along with the internal differences within, the objects of each discourse. It is with this theoretical spirit of Althusser that we wish to revisit Lacan’s insights on the homology between surplus jouissance and surplus value. Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions on Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique of Capitalism Lacan’s seminars XVI and XVII, delivered in the aftermath of May 1968, include many favorable references to Marx’s discourse and the significance of the concept of surplus value. It is in seminar XVI that Lacan, in order to underscore the intimate relationship between surplus jouissance and surplus value, emphasizes the term “homology,” thereby evoking the idea of a fundamental similarity in the structure and function of these two concepts, a sameness that needs to be strictly distinguished from a cursory resemblance between two discrete entities: …surplus enjoying, appeared in my last talk, in function of a homology with respect to Marxist surplus value. Homology, clearly means—and I underline it— that the relation is not one of analogy. It is indeed the same thing that it is at stake. It is a matter of the same stuff in so far as what is at stake is the scissors’ mark of discourse. (2002, Section III: 1) Reading this statement by way of Althusser, we see that Lacan understands surplus value and surplus jouissance to be the movers of two structures, respectively, the Marxian and psychoanalytical discourses. What these concepts share is the way they set in motion a “discourse” revolving around them, if by discourse we follow Lacan’s references to an impossible and dynamic structure with consequences. “Dynamic,” because there can be different relations to surplus jouissance as well as to surplus (with surplus value in capitalism being one such form). “Impossible,” because just as there is no means of harmonizing the subject with jouissance in psychoanalysis, there is no final moderation of class, no final organization of surplus labor in Marxism. “With consequences,” because both master signifiers cause discourses that make us see the structure of the world differently. We are guided here by Lacan’s statement on the scissors’ mark: “If one makes the scissors’ cut somewhere, relationships change in such a way that what is not seen before is seen afterwards” (2002, Section II: 3). Our interpretation of the encounter between Marx and Lacan begins from conceiving the homology as one between two nodal points (surplus labor and surplus jouissance) that set a new “discourse” in motion that revolves around them. Žižek, on the other hand, understands the homology as one between surplus jouissance as the object cause of desire and the surplus value as the “cause” which sets in motion the circuit of capital. His analysis differs from ours primarily in its oversight of the Marxian distinction between surplus labor and the particular form it takes under capitalism, surplus value. This, in turn, as we shall demonstrate, leads to a representation of capitalism as the only game in town. We believe that with the absence of the epistemological dimension of the homology that insists on retaining the independent existence and the distinct objects of each theoretical discourse, the attempts at articulating psychoanalysis with Marxism fail to do justice to either discourse. In order to clear the ground for an articulation that utilizes the internal richness of both discursive formations, in the next section, we will reflect on the theoretical closures and slips unduly effectuated within Žižek’s formulation of the homology between surplus value and surplus jouissance.

Link: Liberalism
Liberalism makes violence and exclusion inevitable
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 142, CH)
In liberalism, culture survives, but as privatised: as a way of life, a set of beliefs and practices, not the pub​lic network of norms and rules. Culture is thus liter​ally transubstantiated: the same sets of beliefs and practices change from the binding power of a collec​tive into an expression of personal and private idio​syncrasies. Insofar as culture itself is the source of barbarism and intolerance, the inevitable conclusion is that the only way to overcome intolerance and vio​lence is to extricate the core of the subject's being, its universal essence, from culture: in her core, the sub​ject has to be kulturlos.4 The philosophical underpin​ning of this ideology of the universal liberal subject is the Cartesian subject, especially in its Kantian ver​sion. This subject is conceived of as capable of step​ping outside his particular cultural/social roots and asserting his full autonomy and universality-the grounding experience of Descartes's position of uni​versal doubt is precisely a "multicultural" experience of how one's own tradition is no better than what ap​pears to us the "eccentric" traditions of others:
Link: Military
Military policy attempts to preserve notions of capitalism and Neoliberalism - justifies U.S. interventionism

Hickle & Khan ’12  

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

Progressives in America today remain largely circumscribed within the neoliberal paradigm. This fact becomes particularly clear in debates about military policy. For instance, Democrats have fought hard to repeal "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" so that homosexuals can have the freedom to serve in the military, but they have left the military-industrial complex itself mostly unscrutinized. Discussions about the War on Terror tend to fall along similar lines. While certain progressive circles have advanced radical critiques, the dominant concern remains that "national security" has come at the expense of liberty and freedom for citizens at home. Generally speaking, this approach fails to recognize that liberty in America has always been a privilege primarily reserved for white, middle-class males, and that its extension or denial to others is largely contingent on the historical needs of capitalism. Furthermore, the notion of liberty that functions domestically as a critique of state overreach is deployed at the same time to rationalize the belligerent use of military force around the world, and to underwrite the imperial project of violently restructuring foreign governments and economies in accordance with neoliberal principles. In the Muslim world, this is the very process that-because of the humiliation, poverty, and conspicuous inequalities that it generates-bloats the ranks of militant movements. In light of this, any thorough critique of the War on Terror will require that scholars and activists examine the links between American imperial interests in the Muslim world and the systemic needs of capitalist accumulation.

The military structure relies on an obscene and sexist supplement to survive 

Zizek and Daly 04 [Slavoj Zizek and Glyn Daly, Conversations with Zizek, http://www.scribd.com/doc/57701153/Zizek-Daly-Conversations-with-Zizek  // Accesed: June 22nd 2012]
What interests me at all levels of the social structure, and especially at the level of analysing ideologies and social normativity, is the functioning of what I usually refer to as the obscene supplement underbelly of the law. If we take any normative structure, then in order to sustain itself this structure has to rely on some unwritten -rules that must remain unspoken; these rules always have an obscene dimension. My standard example is that of the military community where, at one level, you have a set of explicit rules (hierarchy, pro­ cedure, discipline, etc.), but in order for these explicit rules to function they need an obscene supplement: that is, all the obscene unwritten rules that sustain a military community - dirty sexist jokes, sadistic rituals, rites of passage and so on. Anyone who has served in the military knows how the whole military discipline is sustained ultimately by this obscene underbelly. And I think that it is crucial to focus on this relationship in analysing the functioning of ideology today.

The projection of US hegemony and dominance is used as a mechanism to help capitalism flourish around the world. 

Foster 5

(John, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon in Eugene, “Naked Imperialism” Monthly review Volume 57, Number 4, 2005)

From the longer view offered by a historical-materialist critique of capitalism, the direction that would be taken by U.S. imperialism following the fall of the Soviet Union was never in doubt. Capitalism by its very logic is a globally expansive system. The contradiction between its transnational economic aspirations and the fact that politically it remains rooted in particular nation states is insurmountable for the system. Yet, ill-fated attempts by individual states to overcome this contradiction are just as much a part of its fundamental logic. In present world circumstances, when one capitalist state has a virtual monopoly of the means of destruction, the temptation for that state to attempt to seize full-spectrum dominance and to transform itself into the de facto global state governing the world economy is irresistible. As the noted Marxian philosopher István Mészáros observed in Socialism or Barbarism? (2001)—written, significantly, before George W. Bush became president: “[W]hat is at stake today is not the control of a particular part of the planet—no matter how large—putting at a disadvantage but still tolerating the independent actions of some rivals, but the control of its totality by one hegemonic economic and military superpower, with all means—even the most extreme authoritarian and, if needed, violent military ones—at its disposal.” The unprecedented dangers of this new global disorder are revealed in the twin cataclysms to which the world is heading at present: nuclear proliferation and hence increased chances of the outbreak of nuclear war, and planetary ecological destruction. These are symbolized by the Bush administration’s refusal to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to limit nuclear weapons development and by its failure to sign the Kyoto Protocol as a first step in controlling global warming. As former U.S. Secretary of Defense (in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations) Robert McNamara stated in an article entitled “Apocalypse Soon” in the May–June 2005 issue of Foreign Policy: “The United States has never endorsed the policy of ‘no first use,’ not during my seven years as secretary or since. We have been and remain prepared to initiate the use of nuclear weapons—by the decision of one person, the president—against either a nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever we believe it is in our interest to do so.” The nation with the greatest conventional military force and the willingness to use it unilaterally to enlarge its global power is also the nation with the greatest nuclear force and the readiness to use it whenever it sees fit—setting the whole world on edge. The nation that contributes more to carbon dioxide emissions leading to global warming than any other (representing approximately a quarter of the world’s total) has become the greatest obstacle to addressing global warming and the world’s growing environmental problems—raising the possibility of the collapse of civilization itself if present trends continue.

Link: Multiculturalism
Their claims of acceptance and multiculturalism are just masks for racism and Eurocentric imperialism
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 114-115, CH)
But Fallaci's mistake was to take the multiculturalist subservient "respect" for the Muslim Other seriously. She failed to see how this "respect" is a fake, a sign of hidden and patronising racism. In other words, far from simply opposing multiculturalist tolerance, what Fallaci did was to bring out its disavowed core. The French philosopher Alain Finkielkraut said in an interview published on 18 November 2005 in Ha'aretz, commenting on the French suburban outbursts: "If an Arab burns a school, it is a revolt. If a white man does it, it is fascism ... Step by step, the generous idea of a war on racism is monstrously turning into a lying ideology. Anti-racism will be to the twenty-first century what communism was to the twentieth century. A source of violence." Finkielkraut is right here, but for the wrong reasons: what is wrong in the politically correct multiculturalist struggle against racism is not its excessive anti-racism, but its covert racism. Let us compare two statements by George W. Bush to look at this. In his inauguration speech in February 2005, Bush proclaimed: "America will not pretend that jailed dissidents prefer their chains or that women welcome humiliation and servitude." Alongside this we need to place Bush's repeated claims that Islam is a great religion of peace and is only misused by fundamentalists. A liberal multiculturalist would tend to dismiss the first claim as an expression of cultural imperialism, and qualify the second as acceptable, though really a mask for hypocrisy. Perhaps one should turn this assessment round and fearlessly follow it to its conclusion. What is problematic about Bush's "respect for Islam" claims is not their hypocrisy, but the fact that they cover up an underlying racism and Eurocentrist cultural imperialism.

Link: Oil
The usage of Oil only serves as a means to promote the capitalist system.

Bowles 10
(William Bowles, freelance writer and consultant on media and communications-related projects, writer for Globalresearch.ca, the center for research on globalization.  In Peak Oil? Why not Peak Water? September 25, 2010. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=21180)
Peak Oil? Why not Peak Water, after all, water is much more crucial to life than oil ever will be and it's being consumed in vast quantities by the same economic system that chows oil?  In fact, water is a far more potent and relevant symbol of the way capitalism chows the planet than is oil. Although it too is a finite resource, it also a renewable resource through the process of recycling, something that is done by nature in another of its amazing cycles that keep (kept?) the biosphere stable; what we call homeostasis where life, chemistry, physics and geology all meet. Water is thus far more symbolic of the irrationality of capitalist production than is oil, where even a renewable resource is consumed by capitalism.  This is why I just cannot get my head around the fact some on the left (who I think should know better) are buying into the 'peak oil' BS. 'Running out of oil' is essentially a problem for capitalism, but not for you and me. In fact, 'running out of oil' maybe a blessing in disguise. Just think, we could once again be living in a world without plastic bags![1]  Clearly, oil and gas are non-renewable resources[2] but then so is every other element, mixture and compound present on Earth.[3] What makes oil so important is its centrality to capitalist production and especially its ability to wage war, that's why there's all the fuss about it[4]. But why has the left bought into this 'peak oil' BS?  I suspect that part of the problem lies with the ideological position on the left that on the one hand rightly opposes consumerism, a way of life that ultimately consumes everything, with the much more difficult problem of posing an alternative. Oil has become symbolic of the capitalist way of life, yet it's ridiculous to advocate that we stop using oil, at least in the short term. The real question is how it should be consumed and critically who decides?  It also has to be accepted that we who live in the West have absorbed the ideology of Empire and this includes those of us on the left, who assume that the nature and quantity of their consumption is non-negotiable, unless of course capitalism does it for them.  Sure, we could 'run out of oil', but so what? We're also 'running out' of helium. But let me rephrase this: we're running out of economically viable sources of oil. And by economically viable, they mean profitable to extract, not that there's a shortage.  Then there's the issue of global warming/climate change to which undoubtedly burning fossil fuels is major contributor in the form of carbon dioxide. But an even more inflammable contribution to global warming is the gas methane (ten times more heat retaining than is carbon dioxide), produced in vast quantities by beef cattle for all those billions of burgers. Once again, the problem is not production per se but the quantities and the inevitable distortions and inequalites that monocultures create and perpetuate.  Thus consumption of oil, in order to satisfy the demands of shareholders, is but one aspect of an all-consuming capitalism. To single out oil, to make a special case out of it, seems pointless and just like the 'over-population problem', a gigantic red herring, pointing away from the real solution to our crisis.  The bottom line is that capitalist economies do not want to change the way they 'do business' just as companies often resist the introduction of new ways of doing things because they deem them not to be profitable or too expensive to implement.  If pursuit of profit is the only driving force then clearly we're going to 'run out of oil' and a bunch of other things. And let us not forget that the single biggest consumer of oil on the planet is the US military machine.  Undoubtedly because oil is so central to capitalist economies and as it gets more expensive to extract it, it becomes (yet another, if major) source of conflict but no more so than other strategically critical materials are, especially the so-called rare earth elements so necessary to electronics sector.  So why has oil been singled out and not initially by the left but by the oil industry itself?  For the past one hundred years the major western powers have had a lock on petroleum resources. Two world wars and uncounted 'minor' ones fought over access to, and ownership of, oil. The question therefore is not its abundance or lack thereof but who controls it and who determines how it is used?  Media commentary in the West should be our guide as to the role of oil in our economies where it is assumed that access to oil is our God-given right, therefore we constantly hear the refrain 'energy security' and now closely followed by the refrain 'peak oil'.  There are new reserves of oil and gas being discovered all the time but they are no longer concentrated in a few locations. So it's not that the world is 'running out of oil' but the West's access to the world's supplies are now not only constrained by the cost of extracting it[5] but that it entails the West, principally the US need to control more and more locations, necessitating the expansion of its military bases. It becomes a vicious cycle of consumption, production, expansion and war.  Oil, along with many other resources (including people) fuels the endless expansion of capitalist production. Forget 'peak oil', instead let's get rid of capitalism and then we can decide how we can best we can share and maintain the Earth's resources between all of its inhabitants,presentandfuture.
Link: Obligation
The moral obligation of the plan is the Symbolic version of necessity within the Real

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

Must and ought thus relate as the Real and the Symbolic: the Real of a drive whose injunction cannot be avoided (which is why Lacan says that the status of a drive is ethical); the Ought as a symbolic ideal caught in the dialectic of desire (if you ought not to do something, this very prohibition generates the desire to do it). When you ‘‘must’’ do something, it means you have no choice but to do it, even if is terrible: in Wagner’s Die Walkure, Wotan is cornered by Fricka and he ‘‘must’’ (‘‘cannot but’’) allow the murder of Siegmund, although his heart bleeds for him; he ‘‘must’’ (‘‘cannot but’’) punish Brunhilde, his dearest child, the embodiment of his own innermost striving. And, incidentally, the same goes for Wagner’s Tristan und Isolde, the Bayreuth staging of which was Mueller’s last great theatrical achievement: they must, they cannot but, indulge in their passion, even if this goes against their Sollen, their social obligations. In Wotan’s forced exercise of punishment, Wagner encounters here the paradox of the ‘‘killing with pieta’’ at work from the Talmud (which calls us to dispense Justice with Love) to Brecht’s two key Lehrstuecke, Der Jasager and Die Massnahme, in which the young comrade is killed by his companions with loving tenderness. And this is what today, in our time in which the abstract humanitarian rejection of violence is accompanied by its obscene double, the anonymous killing without pieta, we need more than ever. 
Link: Politics DA (not zizek specific)

Their framing of political issues as a strategic game focus on winning and losing instead of serving the public good causes political apathy

Norris 2k
(Pippa, “A Virtuous Circle: Political Communications in Post-Industrial Societies.” Fall, http://ksghome.harvard.edu/~pnorris/Acrobat/VIRTUOUS/CHAPTER3.PDF)

 

This approach was exemplified in experiments by Cappella and Jamieson which concluded that American network news was guilty of sensationalizing and over-simplifying complex policy issues like health care, emphasizing the political game over substantive debate, contributing towards a ‘spiral of cynicism’ among the public. Jamieson argues that strategic coverage shares certain characteristics, namely: winning and losing becomes the central concern; the language o f wars, games and competition predominates; there is discussion of performers, critics and voters; there is much emphasis on the performance and style of candidates; and great weight is given to polls and position in evaluating candidates. Of course there is nothing new about this, after all elections are primarily about who wins and forms the government, not just a civics debate educating the public, but over the years Jamieson argues that this framing has come to predominate in election coverage. The assumption is that this change has been driven by a shift within journalism, rather than a change in the nature of campaigning per se due to the growth of political marketing. To test the effects of this development, one group was exposed to campaign news in the print and broadcast media framed strategically, where winning or losing was the predominant way of characterizing the motivation of candidates. Another group was shown news framed in terms of issues, where stories concerned problems facing society and proposed solutions.  Those who saw the strategic frame were more likely to provide a cynical response, meaning that they attributed self -interest to the motivation of politicians: “A story can be framed in terms of the advantages and disadvantages for the candidate’s chances of election or in terms of the advantages and disadvantages for the constituency. Mistrust of politicians and their campaigns arises when strategy framing dominates.” 16  

Their evidence is random media speculation-ignore it
Edelman 87 [Murray, Professor of Political Science at the University of Wisconsin, “Constructing the Political Spectacle,” Pg. 104]

It is language about political events, not the events in any other sense, that people experience; even developments that are close by take their meaning from the language that depicts them. So political language is political reality; there is no other so far as the meaning of events to actors and spectators is concerned. But that statement poses the problem rather than resolving it for it challenges us to examine the complex link between language and meaning. Every sentence is ambiguous. Dictionaries cannot tell us what language means; the social situations and the concerns of human beings who think and act define meanings. An increase in the defense budget signifies security for some and insecurity for others. The same is true of gun control, capital punishment, and most other governmental actions. Wider eligibility for welfare benefits means encouragement of laziness and incompetence to many, and it means the safeguarding of lives and dignity to many others. An action typically carries out different meanings in different situations. Language about politics is a clue to the speaker’s view of reality at the time, just as an audience’s interpretation of the same language is a clue to what may be a different reality for them. If there are no conflicts over meaning, the issue is not political, by definition. Political developments and the language that describes them are ambiguous because the aspects of events, leaders, and policies that most decisively affect current and future well-being are uncertain, unknowable, and the focus of disputed claims and competing symbols. Even where there is consensus about what observably happened or was said, there are conflicting assumptions about the cause of events, the motives of officials and interest groups, and the consequences of courses of action. So it is not what can be seen that shapes political action and support, but what must be supposed, assumed, or constructed. Do foreign troops in a troubled region encourage peace or more intensive fighting? Is Ronald Reagan a well-meaning and effective leader who represents the common people’s aspirations against elitist liberals and intellectuals, or is he an articulate front for mean-spirited corporate executives and a menace to the poor? There is no way to establish the validity of any of those positions to the satisfaction of those who have material or moral reason to hold a different view. Reason and rationalization are intertwined. That intertwining and the impossibility of marshalling evidence that is persuasive to everyone ate the hallmarks of political argument; they are not the occasional or the regrettable exceptional case. Ambiguity, contradiction, and evocations that reflect material situations are central and pervasive. In short, it is not “reality” in any testable or observable sense that matters in shaping political consciousness and behavior, but rather the beliefs that language helps evoke about the causes of discontents and satisfactions, about policies that will bring about a future closer to the heart’s desire, and about other unobservables. Their social situations make people sensitive to some political news, promises, and threats and insensitive to other communications.
 

Their form of procedural debate impoverishes peace movements-rejecting them is necessary to create lasting peace
M. Cherif  Bassiouni  Distinguished Research Professor of Law, President, International Human Rights Law Institute, DePaul University College of Law; President, International Institute for Higher Studies in Criminal Sciences (Siracusa, Italy); President, International Association of Penal Law (Paris, France). Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law  Spring, 2003
 At the  end of the Second World  War, the world collectively pledged "never again." While the intention of this global promise may have been sincere, its implementation has proved elusive. There have been over 250 conflicts in the twentieth century alone, resulting in the deaths of an estimated 75 to 170 million persons. Both State and non-state actors routinely commit extra-judicial execution, torture, rape and other violations of international human rights and humanitarian law. In most cases, political considerations permit perpetrators of gross violations of human rights to operate with impunity. Yet, alongside the sad truth of our consistently violent world stands the moral commitment of the post-war pledge and the related vision of peace, justice and truth.     The human rights arena is defined by a constant tension between the attraction of realpolitik and the demand for accountability. Realpolitik involves the pursuit of political settlements unencumbered by moral and ethical limitations. As such, this approach often runs directly counter to the interests of justice, particularly as understood from the perspective of victims of gross violations of human rights. Impunity, at both the international and national levels, is commonly the outcome of realpolitik which favors expedient political ends over the more complex task of confronting responsibility. Accountability, in contrast, embodies the goals of both retributive and restorative justice. This orientation views conflict resolution as premised upon responsibility and requires sanctions for those responsible, the establishment of a clear record of truth and efforts made to provide redress to victims.     The pursuit of realpolitik may settle the more immediate problems of a conflict, but, as history reveals, its achievements are frequently at the expense of long-term peace, stability, and reconciliation. It is difficult to achieve genuine peace without addressing victims' needs and without [*192] providing a wounded society with a sense of closure. A more profound vision of peace requires accountability and often involves a series of interconnected activities including: establishing the truth of what occurred, punishing those most directly responsible for human suffering, and offering redress to victims. Peace is not merely the absence of armed conflict; it is the restoration of justice, and the use of law to mediate and resolve inter-social and inter-personal discord. The pursuit of justice and accountability fulfills fundamental human needs and expresses key values necessary for the prevention and deterrence of future conflicts. For this reason, sacrificing justice and accountability for the immediacy of realpolitik represents a short-term vision of expediency over more enduring human values.   
 

This indict of their framing of the debate is a prior question to policy making
Enloe 04 [Cynthia, prof of IR, The Curious Feminist, p. 74]
Thus we need to become more curious about the process of trivialization. How exactly do regimes, opposition parties, judges, popular movements, and the press go about making any incident of violence against women appear trivial? The gendered violence can be explained as inevitable- that is, not worth the expenditure of political capital. Or it can be treated by the trivializers as numerically inconsequential, so rare that it would seem wasteful of scarce political will or state resources to try to prevent it. Third, trivialization can be accomplished by engaging in comparisons: how can one spend limited political attention on, say, domestic violence or forced prostitution when there are market forces like global competition, structural adjustment, or nuclear testing to deal with- as if, that is, none of those had any relationship to the incidence of violence against women? Finally, trivialization may take the form of undermining the credibility of the messenger. As early as the 1800's trivializers already were labeling women who spoke out publicly against violence against women as "loose," "prudish," or disappointed (it would be the trivializers twentieth century successors who would thing to add "lesbian").
Link: Political Theorist

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.
Link: Ports
Ports facilitate trade in the current unjust capitalist system, Occupy movement protests prove

Fars News Agency 11 [Fars Mews Agency, Iran: Anti-Capitalism Protesters Close US West Coast Ports, http://english.farsnews.com/newstext.php?nn=9007277292 // Accessed: June 26th 2012 // BP]

Thousands of protesters marched on ports from California to Alaska in rallies seen as a test of the Occupy movement's momentum, hoping to draw attention to economic inequality, a financial system that is unfairly skewed toward the wealthy and influence of the rich on politicians in the US. Demonstrators succeeded in disrupting arrivals of trucks and dockworkers at some waterfronts along the coast, effectively closing two terminals in Oregon and third in Washington state and disrupting port operations in Oakland. "Whose ports? Our ports!" a crowd of around 1,000 activists chanted in Oakland, long an Occupy hot spot, as they paraded before dawn from a transit station to the city's cargo port and split into groups to try to block terminal entrances. The long-planned action comes after the Occupy movement that began in New York in September has seen its tent camps in most big West Coast cities dismantled in police raids, leaving the movement looking to regain its footing. But by dark, several dozen protesters had been arrested along the coast and demonstrators had somehow failed to cause the large-scale halt to West Coast commerce some had sought. The largest rallies unfolded in Oakland, where protesters had hoped to stage a repeat of a previous protest that succeeded in shuttering its port, the United State's fifth busiest container port by volume. By Monday evening, police said about 500 protesters were still standing on a road used by trucks at the port. Throughout the day, operations at several of the Port of Oakland's seven terminals were disrupted and delayed, and a few terminals closed early, the facility said in a statement. Former Marine Scott Olsen, whose injury during clashes between Oakland police and demonstrators in October gave fresh impetus to protests, later led an afternoon march in Oakland. Occupy Oakland spokesman Mike King called the blockade a success, saying cargo traffic at the port was limited to just two vessels in anticipation of the demonstration, and that longshoremen and Teamsters were largely absent from work. "Nobody crossed the picket line, and most truckers stayed away," King said, adding that the only cargo loaded onto trucks in the terminal yards was material already taken off ships. 

Link: Public Transport
Public transportation perpetuates capitalism – justifies psychological violence

Žižek ’08, 

Doctor of Arts in Philosophy @ University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, "Descartes and the Post-Traumatic Subject." Filozofski vestnik. Vol. 29 No. 2 2008 p. 9-29 http://www.egs.edu/faculty/slavoj-zizek/articles/descartes-and-the-post-traumatic-subject/)//JES
How does the rise of such a detached subject, a survivor of its own death, relate to the only true socio-political alternative today: do we endorse the ongoing naturalization of capitalism, or does today’s global capitalism con- tain strong enough antagonisms which prevent its indefinite reproduction? There are four such antagonisms: the looming threat of ecological catastro- phy, the inappropriateness of private property for the so-called “intellectual property,” the socio-ethical implications of new techno-scientific developments (especially in bio-genetics, and, last but not least, new forms of apartheid, new Walls and slums. There is a qualitative difference between the last feature, the gap that separates the Excluded from the Included, and the other three, which designate the domains of what Hardt and Negri call “commons,” the shared substance of our social being whose privatization is a violent act which should also be resisted with violent means, if necessary: the commons of culture, the immediately socialized forms of “cognitive” capital, primarily language, our means of communication and education, but also the shared infrastructure of public transport, electricity, post, etc. (if Bill Gates were to be allowed monopoly, we would have reached the absurd situation in which a private individual would have literally owned the software texture of our basic network of communication); the commons of external nature threatened by pollution and exploitation (from oil to forests and natural habitat itself); the commons of internal nature (the biogenetic inheritance of humanity). What all these struggles share is the awareness of the destructive potentials, up to the self-annihilation of humanity itself, if the capitalist logic of enclosing these commons is allowed a free run. It is this reference to “commons” which justifies the resuscitation of the notion of Communism: it enables us to see the progressing “enclosure” of the commons as a process of proletarization of those who are thereby excluded from their own substance, a proletarization also points towards exploitation. The task today is to renew the political economy of exploitation – say, of the anonymous “cognitive workers” by their companies. And do these three ver- sions of proletarization not fit perfectly the three contemporary figures of the Cartesian subject? The first figure, which fits the enclosure of external nature, is, unexpectedly perhaps, Marx’s notion of the proletarian, the ex- ploited worker whose product is taken away from him, so that he is reduced to subjectivity without substance, to the void of pure subjective potentiality whose actualization in work process equals its de-realization.

Transportation infrastructure strengthens the capitalist framework 
Madra & Özselçuk ’07, professor at the department of economics @ oğaziçi Üniversitesi and Gettysbyrg Universit/ Ph.D. @ University of Massachusetts Amherst in Sociology (Yahya & Ceren, “Chapter Four Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions On Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique Of Capitalism”  2007 http://www.surplusthought.net/ymadra/MadraOzselcuk.pdf)//JES
For Marx, the creation of value is never a smooth and frictionless process. Each transformation of capital is contingent upon and continually maintained by the social technologies that animate and enable the various economic agencies that participate in the circuit. Throughout the three volumes of Capital, Marx shows how the industrial capitalists need to (1) raise funds (which makes them dependent upon the financial capitalists), (2) make sure that the workers work hard and produce the commodities (which makes them dependent not only upon the maintenance of the mental/manual division of labor, factory supervision and legislations, but also on the social agencies and institutions of reproduction, such as the trade unions, the government, the family, and so on),5 (3) ensure that the commodities are sold in the markets so that the capital does not remain in commodity-form but attains its original money-form (which makes them dependent on the merchant capital, the services for storage and transportation, the demand for commodities, and so on). It is to this third moment of realization of surplus value (i.e., consumption) that the psychoanalytical intervention tends to limit itself. Such a limitation, in turn, makes it impossible to see the other moments within the circuit, such as production, appropriation, exchange, and distribution, as potential sites of subjectivation. In recovering these moments, it becomes relevant again to reconsider some distinctively Marxian concerns: Who appropriates the surplus value? How are the means of production secured? What are the particular social and technical relations of producing surplus value? What happens to the realized surplus value? What are the concrete struggles over its distribution? As these questions are being posed, the circuit of capital and its continued maintenance will start to appear more and more uncertain and susceptible to disruption by a host of social antagonisms and competitive battles. And to the extent that capital’s movement is dependent upon the social technologies that Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions on Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique of Capitalism 85 organize the economies of enjoyment, the categories of psychoanalysis will continue to have relevance. In this sense, a more nuanced Marxian treatment of the circuit of capital will not only reveal the contingency of the social reproduction of the process of expansion of value, but also expand the scope of applicability of psychoanalysis beyond the hustle and bustle of the shopping mall and into the “hidden abode of production.”6 To put it differently, rendering the constitution of the expansion of value (the circuit of capital) contingent opens a space within the moment of production for conceptualizing a psychoanalytically informed economic difference that pertains to class. The concept of class here refers to the organization of different affective relations to the surplus labor, in which the relation to surplus value, the capitalist form of surplus labor, becomes one relation among many. In our attempt to develop a psychoanalytically informed class.
Link: Railroads
Railroads promote the spread of capitalism

Sciabarra 3

(Dr. Chris Mattews Sciabarra, Sciabarra earned all three college degrees from New York University.  He graduated in June 1981, Phi Beta Kappa, magna cum laude, with a B.A. in History (with honors), Politics, and Economics. His history honors thesis, presented in May 1981, was in American labor history, directed by Daniel Walkowitz, and was entitled, "The Implications of Interventionism: An Analysis of the Pullman Strike" (also in PDF).  His major undergraduate fields were American History, Economics (Austrian Economics/Political Economy), and Politics (Political Theory). He earned his M.A. in Politics (with a concentration in political theory) in 1983. His masters' thesis was directed by Bertell Ollman and Israel Kirzner in June 1982, and was entitled, "A Brief Survey in Methodological Integration:   Dialectics, Praxeology and their Implications."In June 1988, he earned his Ph.D. with distinction in political philosophy, theory, and methodology.  He passed his qualifying examinations and oral defense in both his major and minor areas (American Politics; Comparative Politics) with distinction in Spring 1984.  His dissertation, defended with distinction in Spring 1988, directed by Bertell Ollman, was entitled,  "Toward a Radical Critique of Utopianism: Dialectics and Dualism in the works of Friedrich Hayek, Murray Rothbard, and Karl Marx." “Government and the Railroads During World War I: Political Capitalism and the Death of Enterprise” http://www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/histn/histn045.htm)

Up to the First World War, there was no other industry that was as much the product of state intervention as the railroads. The historian, Clarence Carson (1971, p32) once said that virtually all railroad trackage was laid in consequence of some special privilege. Government, at various levels, gave the railroads favored tax status and insured the use of eminent domain, through incorporation, for land acquisition. From 1861 to 1890, state and federal subsidies of more than $350 million were granted to the railroads, as part of the government's commitment to "internal improvements" (Hughes, 1971, p76). The lines were recipients of over 130 million acres in federal land grants, and approximately 50 million acres through the intermediary or direct actions of the states (Ekirch [1955] 1967, p54).It is true that the cost of the bulk of railroad construction after 1873 came from private capital. Government land grants accounted for less than 10 per cent of the total mileage laid (Blum, 1977, vol. 2, p422). Yet, most of the government aid accounted for more than 25 per cent of the total railroad capital stock of a billion dollars in the antebellum period (Hughes, 1971, p72). The crucial significance of this direct aid is that it came at a time when the factors of production were extremely underdeveloped, and at a juncture in history that witnessed the greatest inflationary expansion of the money supply, one of the catastrophic results of the Civil War (Childs, 1977, p5). These conditions led to a high degree of economic malinvestment and the process of liquidation that necessarily followed, namely, a depression in the 1870s. The consequent growth of competition and economic decentralization continued until the turn of the century, forcing most of the nation's businesses and financiers to seek economic or political methods of stabilization.The railroads are the archetypical industry, the pioneers of what Gabriel Kolko has called, "political capitalism."1 Their overexpansion and malinvestment led to a movement for consolidation by way of pools and mergers. But price-cutting and rebates were the prime weapons of competition, which undercut the larger, over-extended roads.In this context of declining income, fixed costs, growing competition, and imminent bankruptcy, the leaders of American railroads naturally attempted to stop the secret rebates, rate cutting, and over-expansion that threatened them all. The outcome was a continuous effort, from 1874 on, voluntarily and cooperatively to maintain rates, preserve existing market divisions, and end internecine competition by use of the pool. (Kolko, 1965, p8)Despite these voluntary efforts at stabilization, railroad freight rates declined almost continuously from 1877 till the turn of the century.Increasingly threatened by what industrial leaders called "cut-throat" competition, the railroads would work on explicitly anti-laissez-faire premises. The establishment of the Interstate Commerce Commission was hailed as a first step toward ending the devastation wrought by rate wars. "Laissez-faire is gone," said railroad executive, Fairfax Harrison, and "personally, I do not repine at the change . . . " (Kolko, 1965, p207).In the erection of the regulatory apparatus, the support of the shipping interests was crucial. The shippers, however, were even more instrumental on the state level, where local concerns and political expediency fostered endless attacks on the railroads by state regulatory agencies. "In 1913 alone, 42 state legislatures passed 230 railroad laws affecting the railroads in such areas as extra crews, hours of labor, grade crossings, signal blocks, and electric headlights--and many of the laws were expensively contradictory" (Kolko, 1965, p218). In 1914, 166 railroads spent $28 million to meet the requirements of state laws. Between 1900 and 1916, state taxes per mile of railroad increased 140 per cent, with the passage of more than 1700 new state regulatory laws (Kolko, 1965, p218).For the railroads, federal regulation was the means of transcending burdensome state regulation. At first, they proposed to eliminate the "repression" of the shipper-dominated state legislatures through federal incorporation. Yet, there was nothing to insure their control of the federal apparatus. The economic historian, Albro Martin (1971, pviii), suggests that the shipper-influenced I.C.C. was unwilling to grant general rate increases, preventing the flow of capital investment from keeping pace with the demands upon the system and paving the way for a collapse in the profitability of railroad operations after 1911. The repressive Hepburn Act--which gave the I.C.C. jurisdiction over terminals, pipelines, storage facilities, and ferries, as well as the power to establish maximum rates--combined with the movement to apply the antitrust laws more forcefully, the hostility of state legislatures, and the rising demands of powerful labor unions, reduced the railroads' ability to bid for capital resources in an ever-tightening market (Martin, 1971, p132).2Martin, however, believes that an "enlightened" commission policy would have had better long-run effects on the industry. Yet, commissioners admitted frankly that there was no objective criterion for determining the "reasonableness" of rates (Martin, 1971, p355). But this was not just a "lack of economic wisdom." A misallocation of resources is the inherent, inevitable consequence of state economic control. The more an industry is insulated and "protected" from the market pricing system, the more difficult it becomes to promote any rational economic calculation. For the railroads, the result was and is a state of economic chaos. Indeed, as Albro Martin suggests, "the guns of August were about to blow archaic Progressivism into oblivion" (Martin, 1971, p294).

Link: Science/Modernization
The sole emphasis on science and innovation for knowledge empowers capitalism

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections”)//ctc

The Paris riots need to be situated in a series they form with another type of violence that the liberal majority today perceives as a threat to our way of life: direct terrorist attacks and suicide bombings. In both instances, violence and counter-violence are caught up in a deadly vicious cycle, each generating the very forces it tries to combat. In both cases we are dealing with blind passages a Facts, where violence is an implicit of impotence. The difference is that, in contrast to the Paris outbursts, which were a zero-level protest, a violent outburst which wanted nothing, terrorist attacks carried out on behalf of that absolute meaning provided by religion. Their ultimate target is the entire western godless way of life based on modern science. Science today effectively does compete with religion, Insofar as it serves two properly ideological needs, those for hope and those for censorship, which were traditionally taken care of by religion. To quote John Gray: Science alone has the power to silence heretics. Today it is the only institution that can claim authority. Like the Church in the past, it has the power to destroy, or marginalize, independent thinkers . . . From the standpoint of anyone who values freedom of thought, this may be unfortunate, but it is undoubtedly the chief source of science’s appeal. For us, science is a refuge from uncertainties, promising—and in some measure delivering-the miracle of freedom from thought, while churches have become sanctuaries for doubt.4 We are not talking here about science as such, so the idea of science sustaining “freedom from thought” is not a variation on Heidegger's notion that “science doesn’t think.” We are talking about the way science functions as a social force, as an ideological institution: at this level, its function is to provide certainty, to be a point of reference on which one can rely, and to provide hope. New technological inventions will help us fight disease, prolong life, and so on. In this dimension, science is what Lacan called “university discourse” at its purest: knowledge whose “truth” is a Master-Signifier. that is, power? Science and religion have changed places; today, science provides the security religion once guaranteed. In a curious inversion, religion is one of the possible places from which one can deploy critical doubts about today’s society. It has become one of the sites of resistance. The “worldless” character of capitalism is linked to this hegemonic role of the scientific discourse in modernity. Hegel had already clearly identified this feature when he noted that for us modems, art and religion no longer command absolute respect: we can admire them, but we no longer kneel down before them, our heart is not really with them. Only science—conceptual knowledge—deserves this respect. And it is only psychoanalysis that can disclose the full contours of the shattering impact of modernity - that is, capitalism combined with the hegemony of scientific discourse - on the way our identity is grounded in symbolic identifications. No wonder modernity led to the so-called “crisis of sense,” that is, to the disintegration of the link between, or even identity of, truth and meaning. 

Link: Science
Reliance on science will kill any possibility of correctly dealing with environmental catastrophe – takes out solvency

Zizek 8 

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “Nature and its Discontents”, p. 58- 60, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Nature+and+Its+Discontents&rft.jtitle=SubStance&rft.au=Zizek%2C+Slavov&rft.date=2008-01-01&rft.pub=University+of+Wisconsin+Press&rft.issn=0049-2426&rft.volume=37&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=37&rft.epage=72) //ZA
The true source of problems is not "the most significant event to affect Western culture during recent centuries," namely the "breakdown of the relationship between man and nature" (Morton, 35)—the retreat of the relation of confidence. On the contrary: this very "relationship of faith with reality itself" is the main obstacle that prevents us from confronting the ecological crisis at its most radical. Disbelief in an ecological catastrophe cannot be attributed simply to our brain-washing by scientific ideology that leads us to dismiss our gut sense that tells us something is fundamentally wrong with the scientific-technological attitude. The problem is much deeper; it lies in the unreliability of our common sense itself, which, habituated as it is to our ordinary life-world, finds it difficult really to accept that the flow of everyday reality can be perturbed. Our attitude here is that of the fetishist split: "I know that global warming is a threat to the entire ecosystem, but I cannot really believe it. It is enough to look at the environs to which my mind is wired: the green grass and trees, the whistle of the wind, the rising of the sun… can one really imagine that all this will be disturbed? You talk about the ozone hole, but no matter how much I look into the sky, I don't see it—all I see is the same sky, blue or grey!" Thus the problem is that we can rely neither on scientific mind nor on our own common sense—they both mutually reinforce each other's[End Page 58] blindness. The scientific mind advocates a cold, objective appraisal of dangers and risks, while no such appraisal is actually possible; common sense finds it hard to accept that a catastrophe can really occur. The difficult ethical task is thus to "un-learn" the most basic coordinates of our immersion into our life-world: what traditionally served as the recourse to Wisdom (the basic trust in the background-coordinates of our world) is now THE source of danger. We should really "grow up" and learn to cut this umbilical cord to our life Sphere. The problem with the attitude of science and technology is not its detachment from our life-world, but the abstract character of this detachment, which compels the science-and-technology attitude to combine itself with the worst of our life-world immersion. Scientists perceive themselves as rational, able to appraise objectively potential risks; for them, the only unpredictable-irrational elements are the panic reactions of the uneducated crowd: with "ordinary people," a small and controllable risk can spread and trigger global panic, since people project into the situation their disavowed fears and fantasies. What scientists are unable to perceive is the "irrational," inadequate nature of their own "cold, distanced" appraisal. Today's science serves two properly ideological needs, "hope and censorship," traditionally the domain of religion. As John Gray writes in Straw Dogs: Science alone has the power to silence heretics. Today it is the only institution that can claim authority. Like the Church in the past, it has the power to destroy, or marginalize, independent thinkers. […] From the standpoint of anyone who values freedom of thought, this may be unfortunate, but it is undoubtedly the chief source of science's appeal. For us, science is a refuge from uncertainties, promising—and in some measure delivering—the miracle of freedom from thought, while churches have become sanctuaries for doubt. (19) Indeed, as Nietzsche put it more than a century ago: "Oh, how much is today hidden by science! Oh, how much it is expected to hide!" (97). However, we are not talking here about science as such, so the idea of science sustaining "freedom from thought" is not a variation on Heidegger's notion that "science doesn't think." We are talking about the way science functions as a social force, as an ideological institution: at this level, its function is to provide certainty, to be a point of reference upon which one can rely, and to provide hope (new technological inventions will help us against diseases, etc.). In this dimension, science is—in Lacanian terms—university discourse at its purest, S2 (knowledge) whose "truth" is S1 (master-signifier, power). The paradox effectively is that, today, science provides security that was once guaranteed by [End Page 59] religion, and, in a curious inversion, religion is one of the possible places("sites of resistance") from which one can deploy critical doubts about today's society.

Link: Security
Drive for security causes violence

Žižek, 02

 a senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia (Slavoj, “Welcome to the Desert of the Real!”, South Atlantic Quarterly Volume 101, Number 2: 385-389, Spring 2002)//EW

In the days immediately following the bombings, it is as if we dwell in the unique time between a traumatic event and its symbolic impact, like in those brief moments after we are deeply cut and before the full extent of the pain strikes us: it remains to be seen how the events will be symbolized, what their symbolic eﬃciency will be, what acts they will be evoked to justify. Even here, in these moments of utmost tension, this link is not automatic but contingent. There are already the ﬁrst bad omens; the day after the bombing, I got a message from the editor of a journal in which a longer text of mine on Lenin was about to be published. The editor told me that they decided to postpone its publication. They considered it inopportune to publish a text on Lenin immediately after the attacks. Does this not point toward the ominous ideological rearticulations that will follow? We don’t yet know what consequences in economy, ideology, politics, war this event will have, but one thing is sure: the United States, which, till now, perceived itself as an island exempted from this kind of violence, witnessing this kind of thing only from the safe distance of the TV screen, is now directly involved. So the alternative is,Will Americans decide to fortify further their ‘‘sphere,’’ or will they risk stepping out of it? Either America will persist in, strengthen even, the attitude, ‘‘Why should this happen to us? Things like this don’t happen here!’’—leading to more aggression toward the threatening Outside, in short: to a paranoiac acting out—or America will ﬁnally risk stepping through the fantasmatic screen separating it from the Outside World, accepting its arrival into the Real world, making the long-overdue move from ‘‘Things like this should not happen here!’’ to ‘‘Things like this should not happen anywhere!’’ America’s ‘‘holiday from history’’ was a fake: America’s peace was bought by the catastrophes going on elsewhere. Therein resides the true lesson of the bombings.

The aff’s securitization of the enemy promotes otherization

Zizek 8(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “In Defense of Lost Causes”, p. 11-12) //ZA

In contrast to the simplistic opposition of good guys and bad guys, spy thrillers with artistic pretensions display all the "realistic psychological complexity" of the characters from "our" side. Far from signaling a balanced view, however, this "honest" acknowledgment of our own "dark side" stands for its very opposite, for the hidden assertion of our supremacy: we are "psychologically complex," full of doubts, while the opponents are one-dimensional fanatical killing machines. Therein resides the lie of Spielberg's Munich: it wants to be "objective, "presenting moral complexity and ambiguity, psychological doubts, the problematic nature of revenge, of the Israeli perspective, but, what its "realism" does is redeem the Mossad agents still further: "look, they are not just cold killers, but human beings with their doubts —they have doubts, whereas the Palestinian terrorists . . . " One cannot but sympathize with the hostility with which the surviving Mossad agents who really carried out the revenge killings reacted to the film ("there were no psychological doubts, we just did what we had to do") for there is much more honesty in their stance.' The first lesson thus seems to be that the proper way to fight the demonization of the Other is to subjectivize her, to listen to her story, to understand how she perceives the situation —or, as a partisan of the Middle East dialogue put it: "An enemy is someone whose story you have not heard." Practicing this noble motto of multicultural tolerance, Iceland's authorities recently imposed a unique form of enacting this subjectivization of the Other. In order to fight growing xenophobia (the result of increasing numbers of immigrant workers), as well as sexual intolerance, they organized what they called "living libraries" : members of ethnic and sexual minorities (gays, immigrant East Europeans or blacks) are paid to visit an Icelandic family and just talk to them. acquainting them with their way of life, their everyday practices, their dreams, and so on — in this way, the exotic stranger who is perceived as a threat to our way of life appears as somebody we can empathize with, with a complex world of her own . . .

Link: ‘Should’
‘Should’ is a link – Saying one ‘ought to’ is distinct from revolution which ‘must’ be done

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 187)//JC

Žižek appeals to the act in order to respond to these problems of agency. In contrast to an account of actions in terms of the intentional activity of a subject or a consciously willed decision, Žižek emphasizes the reactive dimensions of the act. An act intrudes upon or happens to a subject. With respect to revolution, the result is a disconnecting of revolutionary agency from revolutionary will or, more precisely, a shift away from will and toward urge or compulsion. He writes: The will to revolutionary change emerges as an urge, as an “I cannot do otherwise,” or it is worthless. In the terms of Bernard William’s distinction between ought and must, an authentic revolution is by definition performed as Must—it is not something we “ought to do,” as an ideal for which we are striving, but something we cannot but do, since we cannot do otherwise. This is why today’s Leftist worry that revolution will not occur, that global capitalism will just go indefinitely, is false insofar as it turns revolution into a moral obligation, into something we ought to do while we fight the inertia of the capitalist present.14 In other words, the revolutionary act is not a matter of obligation or choice. It is simply what one must do. 

Link: “State of Emergency”
Stating that we are in a “state of emergency” attempts to suppress challengers of the state
Zizek, 2002 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, “Are we in a war? Do we have an enemy?”, London Book Review, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v24/n10/zize2410.htm, CH)
But is today's rhetoric not that of a global emergency in the fight against terrorism, legitimising more and more suspensions of legal and other rights? America is, after all, as President Bush said immediately after 11 September, in a state of war. The problem is that America is, precisely, not in a state of war, at least not in the conventional sense of the term (for the large majority, daily life goes on, and war remains the exclusive business of state agencies). With the distinction between a state of war and a state of peace thus effectively blurred, we are entering a time in which a state of peace can at the same time be a state of emergency. Such paradoxes provide the key to the way in which the liberal-totalitarian emergency of the 'war on terror' relates to the authentic revolutionary state of emergency. When a state institution proclaims a state of emergency, it does so by definition as part of a desperate strategy to avoid the true emergency and return to the 'normal course of things'. It is a feature of all reactionary proclamations of a 'state of emergency' that they were directed against popular unrest ('confusion') and presented as a resolve to restore normalcy. In Argentina, in Brazil, in Greece, in Chile, in Turkey, the military proclaimed a state of emergency to curb the 'chaos' of overall politicisation. Reactionary proclamations of a state of emergency are in actuality a desperate defence against the real state of emergency.
Links: Technostrategic Discourse

Utilizing technostrategic discourse to describe specific aspects and techniques of the military sustains and ontological claim to security that naturalizes war and turns humans into objects.

Burke 2007 (Anthony—Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of New South Wales, “Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason”] http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v010/10.2burke.html, MT)
This essay develops a theory about the causes of war -- and thus aims to generate lines of action and critique for peace -- that cuts beneath analyses based either on a given sequence of events, threats, insecurities and political manipulation, or the play of institutional, economic or political interests (the 'military-industrial complex'). Such factors are important to be sure, and should not be discounted, but they flow over a deeper bedrock of modern reason that has not only come to form a powerful structure of common sense but the apparently solid ground of the real itself. In this light, the two 'existential' and 'rationalist' discourses of war-making and justification mobilised in the Lebanon war are more than merely arguments, rhetorics or even discourses. Certainly they mobilise forms of knowledge and power together; providing political leaderships, media, citizens, bureaucracies and military forces with organising systems of belief, action, analysis and rationale. But they run deeper than that. They are truth-systems of the most powerful and fundamental kind that we have in modernity: ontologies, statements about truth and being which claim a rarefied privilege to state what is and how it must be maintained as it is. I am thinking of ontology in both its senses: ontology as both a statement about the nature and ideality of being (in this case political being, that of the nation-state), and as a statement of epistemological truth and certainty, of methods and processes of arriving at certainty (in this case, the development and application of strategic knowledge for the use of armed force, and the creation and maintenance of geopolitical order, security and national survival). These derive from the classical idea of ontology as a speculative or positivistic inquiry into the fundamental nature of truth, of being, or of some phenomenon; the desire for a solid metaphysical account of things inaugurated by Aristotle, an account of 'being qua being and its essential attributes'.17 In contrast, drawing on Foucauldian theorising about truth and power, I see ontology as a particularly powerful claim to truth itself: a claim to the status of an underlying systemic foundation for truth, identity, existence and action; one that is not essential or timeless, but is thoroughly historical and contingent, that is deployed and mobilised in a fraught and conflictual socio-political context of some kind. In short, ontology is the 'politics of truth'18 in its most sweeping and powerful form. I see such a drive for ontological certainty and completion as particularly problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly, when it takes the form of the existential and rationalist ontologies of war, it amounts to a hard and exclusivist claim: a drive for ideational hegemony and closure that limits debate and questioning, that confines it within the boundaries of a particular, closed system of logic, one that is grounded in the truth of being, in the truth of truth as such. The second is its intimate relation with violence: the dual ontologies represent a simultaneously social and conceptual structure that generates violence. Here we are witness to an epistemology of violence (strategy) joined to an ontology of violence (the national security state). When we consider their relation to war, the two ontologies are especially dangerous because each alone (and doubly in combination) tends both to quicken the resort to war and to lead to its escalation either in scale and duration, or in unintended effects. In such a context violence is not so much a tool that can be picked up and used on occasion, at limited cost and with limited impact -- it permeates being. This essay describes firstly the ontology of the national security state (by way of the political philosophy of Thomas Hobbes, Carl Schmitt and G. W. F. Hegel) and secondly the rationalist ontology of strategy (by way of the geopolitical thought of Henry Kissinger), showing how they crystallise into a mutually reinforcing system of support and justification, especially in the thought of Clausewitz. This creates both a profound ethical and pragmatic problem. The ethical problem arises because of their militaristic force -- they embody and reinforce a norm of war -- and because they enact what Martin Heidegger calls an 'enframing' image of technology and being in which humans are merely utilitarian instruments for use, control and destruction, and force -- in the words of one famous Cold War strategist -- can be thought of as a 'power to hurt'.19 The pragmatic problem arises because force so often produces neither the linear system of effects imagined in strategic theory nor anything we could meaningfully call security, but rather turns in upon itself in a nihilistic spiral of pain and destruction. In the era of a 'war on terror' dominantly conceived in Schmittian and Clausewitzian terms,20 the arguments of Hannah Arendt (that violence collapses ends into means) and Emmanuel Levinas (that 'every war employs arms that turn against those that wield them') take on added significance. Neither, however, explored what occurs when war and being are made to coincide, other than Levinas' intriguing comment that in war persons 'play roles in which they no longer recognises themselves, making them betray not only commitments but their own substance'. 21 What I am trying to describe in this essay is a complex relation between, and interweaving of, epistemology and ontology. But it is not my view that these are distinct modes of knowledge or levels of truth, because in the social field named by security, statecraft and violence they are made to blur together, continually referring back on each other, like charges darting between electrodes. Rather they are related systems of knowledge with particular systemic roles and intensities of claim about truth, political being and political necessity. Positivistic or scientific claims to epistemological truth supply an air  of predictability and reliability to policy and political action, which in turn support larger ontological claims to national being and purpose, drawing them into a common horizon of certainty that is one of the central features of past-Cartesian modernity. Here it may be useful to see ontology as a more totalising and metaphysical set of claims about truth, and epistemology as more pragmatic and instrumental; but while a distinction between epistemology (knowledge as technique) and ontology (knowledge as being) has analytical value, it tends to break down in action. The epistemology of violence I describe here (strategic science and foreign policy doctrine) claims positivistic clarity about techniques of military and geopolitical action which use force and coercion to achieve a desired end, an end that is supplied by the ontological claim to national existence, security, or order. However in practice, technique quickly passes into ontology. This it does in two ways. First, instrumental violence is married to an ontology of insecure national existence which itself admits no questioning. The nation and its identity are known and essential, prior to any conflict, and the resort to violence becomes an equally essential predicate of its perpetuation. In this way knowledge-as-strategy claims, in a positivistic fashion, to achieve a calculability of effects (power) for an ultimate purpose (securing being) that it must always assume. Second, strategy as a technique not merely becomes an instrument of state power but ontologises itself in a technological image of 'man' as a maker and user of things, including other humans, which have no essence or integrity outside their value as objects. In Heidegger's terms, technology becomes being; epistemology immediately becomes technique, immediately being. This combination could be seen in the aftermath of the 2006 Lebanon war, whose obvious strategic failure for Israelis generated fierce attacks on the army and political leadership and forced the resignation of the IDF chief of staff. Yet in its wake neither ontology was rethought. Consider how a reserve soldier, while on brigade-sized manoeuvres in the Golan Heights in early 2007, was quoted as saying: 'we are ready for the next war'. Uri Avnery quoted Israeli commentators explaining the rationale for such a war as being to 'eradicate the shame and restore to the army the "deterrent power" that was lost on the battlefields of that unfortunate war'. In 'Israeli public discourse', he remarked, 'the next war is seen as a natural phenomenon, like tomorrow's sunrise.'  The danger obviously raised here is that these dual ontologies of war link being, means, events and decisions into a single, unbroken chain whose very process of construction cannot be examined. As is clear in the work of Carl Schmitt, being implies action, the action that is war. This chain is also obviously at work in the U.S. neoconservative doctrine that argues, as Bush did in his 2002 West Point speech, that  'the only path to safety is the path of action', which begs the question of whether strategic practice and theory can be detached from strong ontologies of the insecure nation-state. This is the direction taken by much realist analysis critical of Israel and the Bush administration's 'war on terror'. Reframing such concerns in Foucauldian terms, we could argue that obsessive ontological commitments have led to especially disturbing 'problematizations' of truth.  However such rationalist critiques rely on a one-sided interpretation of Clausewitz that seeks to disentangle strategic from existential reason, and to open up choice in that way. However without interrogating more deeply how they form a conceptual harmony in Clausewitz's thought -- and thus in our dominant understandings of politics and war -- tragically violent 'choices' will continue to be made. The essay concludes by pondering a normative problem that arises out of its analysis: if the divisive ontology of the national security state and the violent and instrumental vision of 'enframing' have, as Heidegger suggests, come to define being and drive 'out every other possibility of revealing being', how can they be escaped? How can other choices and alternatives be found and enacted? How is there any scope for agency and resistance in the face of them? Their social and discursive power -- one that aims to take up the entire space of the political -- needs to be respected and understood. However, we are far from powerless in the face of them. The need is to critique dominant images of political being and dominant ways of securing that being at the same time, and to act and choose such that we bring into the world a more sustainable, peaceful and non-violent global rule of the political.

Link: Timeframe

Timeframe appeals are a link to our criticism – Not only are they false, but they prevent meaningful change to the system, which creates a self-fulfilling prophecy
Zizek 2008 Slavoj Violence p 6-8
 Let’s think about the fake sense of urgency that pervades the left-liberal humanitarian discourse on violence: in it, abstraction and graphic (pseudo)concreteness coexist in the staging of the scene of violence—against women, blacks, the homeless, gays. . . “A woman is raped every six seconds in this country” and “In the time it takes you to read this paragraph, ten children will die of hunger” are just two examples. Underlying all this is a hypocritical sentiment of moral outrage. Just this kind of pseudo-urgency was exploited by Starbucks a couple of years ago when, at store entrances, posters greeting customers pointed out that a portion of the chain’s profits went into health-care for the children of Guatemala, the source of their coffee, the inference being that with every cup you drink, you save a child’s life. There is a fundamental anti-theoretical edge to these urgent injunctions. There is no time to reflect: we have to act now. Through this fake sense of urgency, the post-industrial rich, living in their secluded virtual world, not only do not deny or ignore the harsh reality outside their area—they actively refer to it all the time. As Bill Gates recently put it: “What do computers matter when millions are still unnecessarily dying of dysentery?” Against this fake urgency, we might want to place Marx’s wonderful letter to Engels of 1870, when, for a brief moment, it seemed that a European revolution was again at the gates. Marx’s letter conveys his sheer panic: can’t the revolutionaries wait for a couple of years? He hasn’t yet finished his Capital. A critical analysis of the present global constellation—one which offers no clear solution, no “practical” advice on what to do, and provides no light at the end of the tunnel, since one is well aware that this light might belong to a train crashing towards us—usually meets with reproach: “Do you mean we should do nothing? Just sit and wait?” One should gather the courage to answer: “YES, precisely that!” There are situations when the only truly “practical” thing to do is to resist the temptation to engage immediately and to “wait and see” by means of a patient, critical analysis. Engagement seems to exert its pressure on us from all directions. In a well-known passage from his Existentialism and Humanism, Sartre deployed the dilemma of a young man in France in 1942, torn between the duty to help his lone, ill mother and the duty to enter the Resistance and fight the Germans; Sartre’s point is, of course, that there is no a priori answer to this dilemma. The young man needs to make a decision grounded only in his own abyssal freedom and assume full responsibility for it.6 An obscene third way out of the dilemma would have been to advise the young man to tell his mother that he will join the Resistance, and to tell his Resistance friends that he will take care of his mother, while, in reality, withdrawing to a secluded place and studying… . There is more than cheap cynicism in this advice. It brings to mind a well-known Soviet joke about Lenin. Under socialism, Lenin’s advice to young people, his answer to what they should do, was “Learn, learn, and learn.” This was evoked at all times and displayed on all school walls. The joke goes: Marx, Engels, and Lenin are asked whether they would prefer to have a wife or a mistress. As expected, Marx, rather conservative in private matters, answers, “A wife!” while Engels, more of a bon vivant, opts for a mistress. To everyone’s surprise, Lenin says, “I’d like to have both!” Why? Is there a hidden stripe of decadent jouisseur behind his austere revolutionary image? No—he explains: “So that I can tell my wife that I am going to my mistress, and my mistress that I have to be with my wife. . .“ “And then, what do you do?” “I go to a solitary place to learn, learn, and learn!” Is this not exactly what Lenin did after the catastrophe of 1914? He withdrew to a lonely place in Switzerland, where he “learned, learned, and learned,” reading Hegel’s logic. And this is what we should do today when we find ourselves bombarded with mediatic images of violence. We need to “learn, learn, and learn” what causes this violence.

Link: Tradition/Habits
Tradition and habits justify social violence
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 164-165, CH)
Habits are the very stuff our identities are made of. In them, we enact and thus define what we effectively are as social beings, often in contrast with our percep​tion of what we are. In their very transparency they are the medium of social violence. Back in 1937, George Or​well set out the ambiguity of the predominant leftist at​titude towards class difference:
Link: Transp Infrastructure
Infrastructure perpetuates capitalism

Zizek 8

(Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, psychoanalyst, 2008, “In Defense of Lost Causes”, p. 427-429) //ZA

The four features presupposed in the Marxist notion of the proletariat are, of course, grounded in the singularly capitalist mechanism, they are four effects of the same structural cause. Is it possible to do the same with the four antagonisms that threaten the indefinite self-reproduction of global capital, to "deduce" them from the same cause? The task may appear almost as difficult as the great task of contemporary physics, the development of a "unified theory" which would deduce the four fundamental forces (gravity, electricity/magnetism, weak atomic force, strong atomic force) from one and the same underlying feature or law. Perhaps one could even map Cohen's four features onto the second tetrad: the "majority" principle appears as ecology, a topic which concerns us all; "poverty" characterizes those who are excluded and live in slums; "wealth production" is more and more something which depends on scientific and technological developments like biogenetics; and, finally, "exploitation" reappears in the impasses of intellectual property, where the owner exploits the results of collective labor. The four features form a kind of semiotic square, the intersection of two oppositions along the lines of society/nature and inside/outside the social wall of a new apartheid: ecology designates the outside of nature, slums the social outside, biogenetics the natural inside a n d intellectual property the social inside. Why is this overlapping of the four antagonisms not the Laclauian empty signifier (the "people"), filled in through the process of the struggle for hegemony? Why is it not yet another attempt in the series of the "rainbow coalitions" of oppressed sexual minorities, ethnic and religious groups, and so forth? Because we still need a proletarian position, the position of the "part of no-part. " In other words, if one wants an older model, it is rather the trusty Communist formula of the alliance of "workers, poor farmers, patriotic petty bourgeoisie, and honest intellectuals": note how the four terms are not at the same level —only workers are listed as such, while the other three are qualified ("poor farmers, patriotic petty bourgeoisie, honest intellectuals" ). Exactly the same goes for today's four antagonisms: it is the antagonism between the Excluded and the Included which is the zero-level antagonism, coloring the entire terrain of struggle. Consequently, only those ecologists a r e Included who do not use ecology to legitimize the oppression of the "polluting" poor, trying to discipline the Third World countries; only those critics of biogenetic practices who resist the conservative (religious-humanist) ideology which all too often sustains this critique; only those critics of intellectual private p r o p e r t y who do not reduce the problem to a legalistic issue. There is thus a qualitative difference between the gap that separates the Excluded from the Included and the other three antagonisms, which designate three domains of what Hardt and Negri call the "commons," the shared substance of our social being whose privatization is a violent act which should also be resisted with violence, if necessary: ihe comnwnd fff culture, the immediately socialized forms of "cognitive" capital, primarily language, our means of communication and education (if Bill Gates were allowed a monopoly, we would reach the absurd situation in which a private individual would literally own the software texture of our basic network of communication), but also the shared infrastructure of public transport, electricity, post, etc.; the coimnorw of external nature threatened by pollution and exploitation (from oil to forests and the natural habitat itself); the comnwiu of internal nature (the biogenetic inheritance of humanity). What all these struggles share is the awareness of the destructive potential, up to and including the self-annihilation of humanity itself, if the capitalist logic of enclosing these commons is allowed a free run. It is this reference to "commons"—this substance of productivity which is neither private nor public—which justifies the resuscitation of the notion of communism. The commons can thus be linked to what Hegel, in his Phenomenology, deployed as c)le Sache, the shared social thing - cause, "the work of all and everyone," the substance kept alive by incessant subjective productivity.

The affirmative’s proposal will implode within the logic of capitalism—a socialist system better accesses the benefits of the affirmative

Wright 8 – PhD from the University of California, Berkley, analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism, current (2012) President of the American Sociological Association, BAs from Harvard College and Balliol College (Erik Olin, “Envisioning Real Utopias”, 2008 Draft, citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.143.693&rep=rep1&type=pdf)
At first glance it might seem that public goods are a fairly narrow category of things. In fact they are quite broad. One way of thinking of the broad category of public goods is with the idea of “positive externalities”. A positive externality is some positive side-effect of producing something. Consider public transportation. There are many positive externalities of public transportation, for example energy conservation, reduced traffic congestion, and lower pollution. These are all valuable positive side-effects that can be viewed as public goods. But these effects are nonmarketable: an urban transit company cannot charge people for the reduced health care costs or the less frequent repainting of houses resulting from the lower pollution generated by public transportation. These are benefits experienced by a much broader group of people than those who buy tickets. If a public transportation company is organized in a capitalist manner, it will have to charge ticket prices that enable it to cover all of the direct costs of producing the service. If it received payment for all of the positive externalities generated by its service, then the ticket price for individual rides could be vastly lowered (since those prices would not have to cover the full cost of the transportation), but there is no mechanism within markets for public transportation to charge people for these positive externalities. As a result, the ticket prices for individual rides have to be much higher than they should be, and as a result of the higher price of the tickets, there will be lower demand for public transportation, less will be provided, and the positive externalities will be reduced. 14 This is economically inefficient.

Link: Terrorism
The affirmative’s attempt to justify increased security measures through the fear of replicates its harms and is a bigger threat to human rights and democracy then terrorism itself.

Zizek 05

(Slavoj; “Give Iranian Nukes A Chance”; August 11, 2005; In These Times; http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/2280//HH)

Every power structure has to rely on an underlying implicit threat, i.e. whatever the oficial democratic rules and legal constraints may be, we can ultimately do whatever we want to you. In the 20th century, however, the nature of this link between power and the invisible threat that sustains it changed. Existing power structures no longer relied on their own fantasmatic projection of a potential, invisible threat in order to secure the hold over their subjects. Rather, the threat was externalized, displaced onto an Outside Enemy. It became the invisible (and, for that reason, all-powerful and omni-present) threat of this enemy that legitimized the existing power structure’s permanent state of emergency. Fascists invoked the threat of the Jewish conspiracy, Stalinists the threat of the class enemy, Americans the threat of Communism-all the way up to today’s “war on terror.” The threats posed by such an invisible enemy legitimizes the logic of the preemptive strike. Precisely because the threat is virtual, one cannot afford to wait for it to come. Rather, one must strike in advance, before it is too late. In other words, the omni-present invisible threat of Terror legitimizes the all too visible protective measures of defense-which, of course, are what pose the true threat to democracy and human rights (e.g., the London police’s recent execution of the innocent Brazilian electrician, Jean Charles de Menezes). Classic power functioned as a threat that operated precisely by never actualizing itself, by always remaining a threatening gesture. Such functioning reached its climax in the Cold War, when the threat of mutual nuclear destruction had to remain a threat. With the “war on terror”, the invisible threat causes the incessant actualization, not of the threat itself, but, of the measures against the threat. The nuclear strike had to remain the threat of a strike, while the threat of the terrorist strike triggers the endless series of preemptive strikes against potential terrorists. We are thus passing from the logic of MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) to a logic in which ONE SOLE MADMAN runs the entire show and is allowed to enact its paranoia. The power that presents itself as always being under threat, living in mortal danger, and thus merely defending itself, is the most dangerous kind of power-the very model of the Nietzschean ressentiment and moralistic hypocrisy. And indeed, it was Nietzsche himself who, more than a century ago, in Daybreak, provided the best analysis of the false moral premises of today’s “war on terror”: No government admits any more that it keeps an army to satisfy occasionally the desire for conquest. Rather, the army is supposed to serve for defense, and one invokes the morality that approves of self-defense. But this implies one’s own morality and the neighbor’s immorality; for the neighbor must be thought of as eager to attack and conquer if our state must think of means of self-defense. Moreover, the reasons we give for requiring an army imply that our neighbor, who denies the desire for conquest just as much as our own state, and who, for his part, also keeps an army only for reasons of self-defense, is a hypocrite and a cunning criminal who would like nothing better than to overpower a harmless and awkward victim without any fight. Thus all states are now ranged against each other: they presuppose their neighbor’s bad disposition and their own good disposition. This presupposition, however, is inhumane, as bad as war and worse. At bottom, indeed, it is itself the challenge and the cause of wars, because as I have said, it attributes immorality to the neighbor and thus provokes a hostile disposition and act. We must abjure the doctrine of the army as a means of self-defense just as completely as the desire for conquests.

The threat of terrorism legitimizes securitization - distracts from the dangers of capitalism

Žižek 2006 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, September 10th, 2006, “On 9/11, New Yorkers faced the fire in the minds of men” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2006/sep/11/comment.september11)//ctc

This lack of "cognitive mapping" is crucial. All we see are the disastrous effects, with their cause so abstract that, in the case of WTC, one can easily imagine exactly the same film in which the twin towers would have collapsed as the result of an earthquake. What if the same film took place in a bombed high-rise building in Beirut? That's the point: it cannot take place there. Such a film would have been dismissed as "subtle pro-Hizbullah terrorist propaganda". The result is that the political message of the two films resides in their abstention from delivering a direct political message. It is the message of an implicit trust in one's government: when under attack, one just has to do one's duty. This is where the problem begins. The omnipresent invisible threat of terror legitimises the all-too-visible protective measures of defence. The difference of the war on terror from previous 20th-century struggles, such as the cold war, is that while the enemy was once clearly identified as the actually existing communist system, the terrorist threat is spectral. It is like the characterisation of Linda Fiorentino in The Last Seduction: most people have a dark side, she had nothing else. Most regimes have a dark oppressive spectral side, the terrorist threat has nothing else. The power that presents itself as being constantly under threat and thus merely defending itself against an invisible enemy is in danger of becoming a manipulative one. Can we really trust those in power, or are they evoking the threat to discipline and control us? Thus, the lesson is that, in combating terror, it is more crucial than ever for state politics to be democratically transparent. Unfortunately, we are now paying the price for the cobweb of lies and manipulations by the US and UK governments in the past decade that reached a climax in the tragicomedy of the Iraqi weapons of mass destruction. Recall August's alert and the thwarted attempt to blow up a dozen planes on their way from London to the US. No doubt the alert was not a fake; to claim otherwise would be paranoiac. But a suspicion remains that it was a self-serving spectacle to accustom us to a permanent state of emergency. What space for manipulation do such events - where all that is publicly visible are the anti-terrorist measures themselves - open up? Is it not that they simply demand too much from us, the ordinary citizen: a degree of trust that those in power lost long ago? This is the sin for which Bush and Blair should never be forgiven. What, then, is the historical meaning of 9/11? Twelve years earlier, on November 9, 1989, the Berlin wall fell. The collapse of communism was perceived as the collapse of political utopias. Today, we live in a post-utopian period of pragmatic administration, since we have learned the hard lesson of how noble political utopias can end in totalitarian terror. But this collapse of utopias was followed by 10 years of the big utopia of global capitalist liberal democracy. November 9 thus announced the "happy 90s", the Francis Fukuyama dream of the "end of history", the belief that liberal democracy had, in principle, won, that the search was over, that the advent of a global, liberal community was around the corner, that the obstacles to this Hollywood happy ending are merely local pockets of resistance where the leaders have not yet grasped that their time is over. September 11 is the symbol of the end of this utopia, a return to real history. A new era is here with new walls everywhere, between Israel and Palestine, around the EU, on the US-Mexico and Spain-Morocco borders. It is an era with new forms of apartheid and legalised torture. As President Bush said after September 11, America is in a state of war. But the problem is that the US is not in a state of war. For the large majority, daily life goes on and war remains the business of state agencies. The distinction between the state of war and peace is blurred. We are entering a time in which a state of peace itself can be at the same time a state of emergency. When Bush celebrated the thirst for freedom in post-communist countries as a "fire in the minds of men", the unintended irony was that he used a phrase from Dostoevsky's The Possessed, where it designates the ruthless activity of radical anarchists who burned a village: "The fire is in the minds of men, not on the roofs of houses." What Bush didn't grasp is that on September 11, five years ago, New Yorkers saw and smelled the smoke from this fire. 

Fighting the “War on Terror” will only generate more terrorism by fighting terror with terror

Howie 11 [Luke Howie from Monash University: Australia, International Study of Zizek Studies: Volume Five, Number Two, http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/236/390  // Accessed: June 23rd 2012 // BP]
The debate over whether the US did or did not support Islamic extremism in the 1980s, a debate that could sometimes be heard on post-9/11 talk-back radio (in Australia and the US) and on some television news networks, misses the point. At that time, supporting the Mujahideen was likely the correct strategic decision. Surely we are sophisticated enough to know that 9/11 does not automatically make every decision made before 9/11 an error? Regardless, the US support of Islamic fundamentalism in the 1980s is surely an example of visiting all of our sins upon our children. Stated differently 9/11 did not happen in an ahistorical vacuum. There were systematic and structural forces – a particular brand of US democracy, the fighting of a proxy war against the other Cold War superpower, a militarised everyday culture, Reganomics, a particular attitude towards the world, and a host of other objectively violent features – that formed the background for the subjectivity of US and Soviet led violence in many parts of the world. These conditions, along with many others, contributed to the hypersubjective violence that the world witnessed in real- time on 9/11. Or, as Žižek (in Trotsky 2007: xvi) puts it, “while democracy can more or less eliminate constituted violence, it still has to rely continuously on constitutive violence”. The phrase “All of this has happened before, and all of it will happen again” becomes a little clearer. The violence perpetrated by the US and its willing allies may break up terrorist strong holds and places where terrorists move freely but the side-effect is that bombed foreign cities become the next breeding grounds and training camps for generations of terrorism to come. In short, fighting the “War on Terror” – which has regularly involved fighting terror with terror7 – may do plenty to ensure that another 9/11 will occur.

The war on terror creates socially permissible atmosphere for racism and discrimination against Muslims

Howie 11 [Luke Howie from Monash University: Australia, International Study of Zizek Studies: Volume Five, Number Two, http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/236/390  // Accessed: June 23rd 2012 // BP]
Cally’s shifting perspective is not unlike the shift that occurred after 9/11 when racism and discrimination directed against people perceived to be Muslims was common. Post-9/11 racism and discrimination may be viewed as a type of impotent acting out in search of the security that can be found in uniting against a universally feared and hated enemy. The Cylons play the rhetorical role of Muslims post-9/11. I do not mean to equate Muslims with a race of robots – I hope my words have not been taken on such a vulgar level. Rather I suggest that Muslims, like Cylons, are convenient scapegoats for other malaise within some societies. When the leadership of the Colonial Fleet finally discloses that there are Cylons that look human there was a predictable outcry: “Why were we not told” immediately? (Melançon, 2008: 215). The reason for this should be fairly clear in the post-9/11 world:

The stated justification of the Fleet leadership for classifying the fact that some Cylons now look like humans is that they do not want to see neighbour turn against neighbour, create witch hunts, and see the social fabric ripped apart by paranoia ... the Fleet must be protected from itself (emphasis in original) (Melançon, 2008: 215- 216). This is a familiar tale. According to Freyd (2002: 5-8), anger directed at people perceived to be Muslim has been demonstrated on many occasions following 9/11. A Lebanese man who had run the arts centre at the World Trade Center was heckled as he was searching for survivors. A Wyoming mother and her children were chased from a “Wal-Mart” because they appeared Muslim. A mosque in Texas was firebombed. An Egyptian worker won a payout for discrimination after being fired from a restaurant because his manager believed that having someone who appeared Muslim as a staff member would be bad for business (Freyd, 2002: 5; Sixel, 2004). In research that I conducted in organizations in Melbourne, Australia discrimination, racism and anti-Muslim sentiments had arisen as a result of 9/11 and the ongoing terror war (Howie, 2009b). I could go on and on but my point is clear – 9/11 cleared a path for racism and discrimination to be directed against groups of people that were deemed to be responsible. This is also an account of repressive desublimation at work. In the face of trauma, some witnesses of terror found themselves unable to mediate their aggressive impulses. The post-9/11 world was a liberated space where some chose to indulge their racist desires in a more socially permissible atmosphere. In this atmosphere the idea of a Muslim who was not a monster became problematic for some people (see also Pipes 2009).

Focus solely on the subjective violence of terrorism leads to more violence like the War on Terror, we must identify objective violence in order to actually prevent terrorism 

Howie 11 [Luke Howie from Monash University: Australia, International Study of Zizek Studies: Volume Five, Number Two, http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/236/390  // Accessed: June 23rd 2012 // BP]

In the post-9/11 world, the distinction between subjective and objective violence can have significant consequences. 9/11 made it possible for the US government and its military allies to launch wars in Iraq and Afghanistan; locate, torture and charge suspected terrorists2; and carry out retributions against those deemed responsible for harboring and aiding terrorism. These are the consequences of identifying subjective violence. Identifying objective violence often means something quite different. These same governments and militaries have little interest in identifying the objective contours of subjective violence. To do so would leave them vulnerable to the same charges that they have leveled at those they deem “terrorists”, a phenomenon that Chomsky once described as a “Culture of Terrorism” (Chomsky 1988: 5-7, 11-24). Those who have pointed out that subjective violence does not take place in a vacuum, that there are systemic conditions that form the basis of oppression and exploitation without which subjective violence would not be possible, leave themselves open to charges of being “pro-terrorist”, “unpatriotic” and perhaps even “loony leftist”, to borrow a few that are thrown around talk-back radio and the Fox News channel. In short, identifying objective violence can have consequences. Yet, identifying objective violence may also play an important role in preventing terrorism.

The aff’s focus on subjective violence such as terrorism and war is flawed, in order to solve for this violence we must step back and examine the objective violence that is at its root cause

Howie 11 [Luke Howie from Monash University: Australia, International Study of Zizek Studies: Volume Five, Number Two, http://zizekstudies.org/index.php/ijzs/article/view/236/390  // Accessed: June 23rd 2012 // BP]
Zižek uses this joke to redirect our attention away from the most visible forms of violence that we encounter in contemporary society through the global media and in the everydayness of life. As witnesses of violence we – for very good reasons – focus on the most visible, brutal and vulgar acts. Murders, assaults, rapes, terrorism and war fill media spaces and induce deep anxieties. These, for Žižek, are moments of “subjective” violence. But, as witnesses to subjective violence, we must “learn to step back” and witness the systemic and symbolic “contours” (Žižek, 2008: 1) of the contemporary world, contours that sustain and organize visible and brutal acts of violence. We should learn to ... disentangle ourselves from the fascinating lure of this directly visible ‘subjective’ violence, violence performed by a clearly identifiable agent. We need to perceive the contours of the background which generates such outbursts. A step back enables us to identify a violence that sustains our very efforts to fight violence and to promote tolerance (Žižek, 2008: 1). This background violence – or “objective” violence – has two forms. The first is “Symbolic” violence which takes shape through speech acts and forms1. The other is “systemic” violence which Žižek (2008: 1) describes as the “the often catastrophic consequences of the smooth functioning of our economic and political systems”. The distinction between subjective and objective violence underpins some of Žižek’s earlier theorizing on violence. Of particular note is his description of repressive desublimation (Žižek [1994] 2005: 16-17). Through such “desublimation” the mediating force of the ego is stripped of its autonomy leaving the human actor prone to outbursts of aggression and violence. In Žižek’s ([1994] 2005: 16) view, whilst it may appear that when this desublimation descends into acts of subjective violence it is doing so at the command of id’s impulses, impulses deprived of the mediations of the ego, a closer look reveals that the active force is not the id, but the societal commands of the superego. Stated differently, repressive desublimation is the pathway through which outbursts of subjective violence are revealed to be grounded in the societal conditions that make such outbursts possible. Repressive desublimation is a liberation of sorts, but one forged through a short circuit between the id and the superego that permits surrender to aggressive and violent impulses and temptations (Žižek [1994] 2005: 18; 1999a: 3-6).

Link: Terrorist Rhetoric/Aid
Claiming terrorists are “unlawful” or providing humanitarian aid to other causes  Bare Life
Zizek, 2002 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, “Are we in a war? Do we have an enemy?”, London Book Review, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v24/n10/zize2410.htm, CH)
When Donald Rumsfeld designated the imprisoned Taliban fighters 'unlawful combatants' (as opposed to 'regular' prisoners of war), he did not simply mean that their criminal terrorist activity placed them outside the law: when an American citizen commits a crime, even one as serious as murder, he remains a 'lawful criminal'. The distinction between criminals and non-criminals has no relation to that between 'lawful' citizens and the people referred to in France as the 'Sans Papiers'. Perhaps the category of homo sacer, brought back into use by Giorgio Agamben in Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life (1998), is more useful here. It designated, in ancient Roman law, someone who could be killed with impunity and whose death had, for the same reason, no sacrificial value. Today, as a term denoting exclusion, it can be seen to apply not only to terrorists, but also to those who are on the receiving end of humanitarian aid (Rwandans, Bosnians, Afghans), as well as to the Sans Papiers in France and the inhabitants of the favelas in Brazil or the African American ghettoes in the US. Concentration camps and humanitarian refugee camps are, paradoxically, the two faces, 'inhuman' and 'human', of one sociological matrix. The logic of homo sacer is clearly discernible in the way the Western media report from the occupied West Bank: when the Israeli Army, in what Israel itself describes as a 'war' operation, attacks the Palestinian police and sets about systematically destroying the Palestinian infrastructure, Palestinian resistance is cited as proof that we are dealing with terrorists. This paradox is inscribed into the very notion of a 'war on terror' - a strange war in which the enemy is criminalised if he defends himself and returns fire with fire. The al-Qaida terrorists are not enemy soldiers, nor are they simple criminals. What is emerging in the guise of the Terrorist on whom war is declared is the unlawful combatant, the political Enemy excluded from the political arena. We no longer have wars in the old sense of a conflict between sovereign states in which certain rules apply. Two types of conflict remain: struggles between groups of homo sacer - 'ethnic-religious conflicts' which violate the rules of universal human rights, do not count as wars proper, and call for a 'humanitarian pacifist' intervention on the part of the Western powers - and direct attacks on the US or other representatives of the new global order, in which case we merely have 'unlawful combatants' resisting the forces of universal order. We no longer have an opposition between war and humanitarian aid: the same intervention can function at both levels simultaneously. Perhaps the ultimate image of the 'local population' as homo sacer is that of the American war plane flying above Afghanistan: one can never be sure whether it will be dropping bombs or food parcels

Link: “Try-or-Die”
The affirmative’s deployment of “Try or die” logic is the epitome of bio-politics

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections”)//ctc

Today’s predominant mode of politics is post-political bio-politics—an awesome example of theoretical jargon which, however, can easily be unpacked: “post-political” is a politics which claims to leave behind old ideological struggles and instead focus on expert management and administration, while “bio -politics” designates the regulation of the security and welfare of human lives as its primary goal. It is clear how these two dimensions overlap: once one renounces big ideological causes, what remains is only the efficient administration of life . . . almost only that. That is to say, with the depoliticised, socially objective, expert administration and coordination of interests as the zero level of politics, the only way to introduce passion into this field, to actively mobilise people, is through fear, a basic constituent of today's subjectivity. For this reason, bio-politics is ultimately a politics of fear; it focuses on defence from potential victimisation or harassment. This is what separates a radical emancipatory politics from our political status quo. We’re talking here not about the difference between two visions, or sets of axioms, but about the difference between politics based on a set of universal axioms and a politics which renounces the very constitutive dimension of the political, since it resorts to fear as its ultimate mobilizing principle: fear of immigrants, fear of crime, fear of godless sexual depravity, fear of the excessive state itself, with its burden of high taxation, fear of ecological catastrophe, fear of harassment. Political correctness is the exemplary liberal form of the politics of fear. Such a (post-)politics always relies on the manipulation of a paranoid ochlos or multitude: it is the frightening rallying of frightened people.

Link: Urgency
Demand for urgency is a product of hypocritical outrage meant to extend the privilege of global capitalism and blocks the ability to understand the root causes of violence

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections” pg 6-8)//ctc



Let’s think about the fake sense of urgency that pervades the left-liberal humanitarian discourse on violence: in it, abstraction and graphic (pseudo)concreteness coexist in the staging of the scene of violence—against women, blacks, the homeless, gays . . . “A woman is raped every six seconds in this country” and “In the time it takes you to read this paragraph, ten children will die of hunger” are just two examples. Underlying all this is a hypocritical sentiment of moral outrage.  Just this kind of pseudo-urgency was exploited by Starbucks a couple of years ago when, at store entrances, posters greeting customers pointed out that a portion of the chain’s profits went into health-care for the children of Guatemala, the source of their coffee, the inference being that with every cup you drink, you save a child’s life. There is a fundamental anti-theoretical edge to these urgent injunctions. There is no time to reflect: we have to act now. Through this fake sense of urgency, the post-industrial rich, living in their secluded virtual world, not only do not deny or ignore the harsh reality outside their area-they actively refer to it all the time. As Bill Gates recently put it: “What do computers matter when millions are still unnecessarily dying of dysentery?" Against this fake urgency, we might want to place Marx’s wonderful letter to Engels of 1870, when, for a brief moment, it seemed that a European revolution was again at the gates. Marx’s letter conveys his sheer panic: can’t the revolutionaries wait for a couple of years? He hasn’t yet finished his Capital. A critical analysis of the present global constellation-one which no clear solution, no “practical” advice on what to do, and provides no light at the end of the tunnel, since one is well aware that this light might belong to a train crashing towards us-usually meets with reproach: “Do you mean we should do nothing? Just sit and wait?” One should gather the courage to answer: “YES, precisely that!” There are situations when the only truly “practical” thing to do is to resist the temptation to engage immediately and to “wait and see” by means of a patient, critical analysis. Engagement seems to exert its pressure on us from all directions. In a well-known passage from his Existentialism and Humanism, Sartre deployed the dilemma of a young man in France in 1942, torn between the duty to help his lone, ill mother and the duty to enter the Resistance and fight the Germans; Sartre’s point is, of course, that there is no a priori answer to this dilemma. The young man needs to make a decision grounded only in his own abyssal freedom and assume full responsibility for it."’ An obscene third way out of the dilemma would have been to advise the young man to tell his mother that he will join the Resistance, and to tell his Resistance friends that he will take care of his mother, while, in reality, withdrawing to a secluded place and studying . . . There is more than cheap cynicism in this advice. It brings to mind a well-known Soviet joke about Lenin. Under socialism, Lenin’s advice to young people, his answer to what they should do, was “Learn, learn, and learn.” This was evoked at all times and displayed on all school walls. The joke goes: Marx, Engels, and Lenin are asked whether they would prefer to have a wife or a mistress. As expected, Marx, rather conservative in private matters, answers, “A wife!” while Engels, more of a ban vivant, opts for a mistress. To every0ne’s surprise, Lenin says, “I’d like to have both!” Why? Is there a hidden stripe of decadent jouisseur behind his austere revolutionary image? N0-he explains: “So that I can tell my wife that I am going to my mistress, and my mistress that I have to be with my wife. . .“ “And then, what do you do?” “I go to a solitary place to learn, learn, and learn!” Is this not exactly what Lenin did after the catastrophe of 1914? He withdrew to a lonely place in Switzerland, where he “learned, learned, and learned,” reading Hegel’s logic. And this is what we should do today when we find ourselves bombarded with mediatic images of violence. We need to “learn, learn, and learn” what causes this violence.

Urgent claims to stop violence distracts us from analyzing the root cause of the conflict 

Žižek 2008 (Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, July 22, 2008, “Violence: Six Sideways Reflections” pg 1-4)//ctc

If there is a unifying thesis that runs through the bric-a-brac of reflections on violence that follow, it is that a similar paradox holds true for violence. At the forefront of our minds, the obvious signals of violence are acts of crime and terror, civil unrest, international conflict. But we should learn to step back, to disentangle ourselves from the fascinating lure of this directly visible “subjective” violence, violence performed by a clearly identifiable agent. We need to perceive the contours of the background which generates such outbursts. A step back enables us to identify a violence that sustains our very to fight violence and to promote tolerance. This is the starting point, perhaps even the axiom, of the present book: subjective violence is just the most visible portion of a triumvirate that also includes two objective kinds of violence. First, there is a “symbolic” violence embodied in language and its forms, what Heidegger would call “our house of being.” As we shall see later, this violence is not only at work in the obvious - and extensively studied - cases of incitement and of the relations of social domination reproduced in our habitual speech forms: there is a more fundamental form of violence still that pertains to language as such, to its imposition of a certain universe of meaning. Second, there is what I call “systemic” violence, or the often catastrophic consequences of the smooth functioning of our economic and political systems. The catch is that subjective and objective violence cannot be perceived from the same standpoint: subjective violence is experienced as such against the background of a non-violent zero level. It is seen as a perturbation of the “normal,” peaceful state of things. However, objective violence is precisely the violence inherent to this “normal” state of things. Objective violence is invisible since it sustains the very zero—level standard against which we perceive something as subjectively violent. Systemic violence is thus something like the notorious “dark matter” of physics, the counterpart to an all-t00visible subjective violence. It may be invisible, but it has to be taken into account if one is to make sense of what otherwise seem to be “irrational” explosions of subjective violence. When the media bombard us with those “humanitarian crises” which seem constantly to pop up all over the world, one should always bear in mind that a particular crisis only explodes into media visibility as the result of a complex struggle. Properly humanitarian Considerations as a rule play a less important role here than cultural, ideologico-political, and economic considerations. The cover story of Time magazine on 5 lune 2006, for example, was “The Deadliest War in the World.” This offered detailed documentation on how around 4 million people died in the Democratic Republic of Congo as the result of political violence over the last decade. None of the usual humanitarian uproar followed, just a couple of readers’ letters- as if some kind of filtering mechanism blocked this news from achieving its full impact in our symbolic space. To put it cynically, Time picked the wrong victim in the struggle for hegemony in suffering. It should have stuck to the list of usual suspects: Muslim women and their plight, or the families of 9/11 victims and how they have coped with their losses. The Congo today has effectively re—emerged as a Conradean “heart of darkness.” No one dares to confront it head on. The death of a West Bank Palestinian child, not to mention an Israeli or an American, is mediatically worth thousands of times more than the death of a nameless Congolese. Do we need further proof that the humanitarian sense of urgency is mediated, indeed overdetermined, by clear political considerations? And what are these considerations? To answer this, we need to step back and take a look from a different position. When the U.S. media reproached the public in foreign countries for not displaying enough sympathy for the victims of the 9/11 attacks, one was tempted to answer them in the words Robespierre addressed to those who complained about the innocent victims of revolutionary terror: “Stop shaking the tyrant's bloody robe in my face, or I will believe that you wish to put Rome in chains.“ Instead of confronting violence directly, the present book casts six sideways glances. There are reasons for looking at the problem of violence awry. My underlying premise is that there is something inherently mystifying in a direct confrontation with it: the overpowering horror of violent acts and empathy with the victims inexorably function as a lure which prevents us from thinking. A dispassionate conceptual development of the typology of violence must by definition ignore its traumatic impact. Yet there is a sense in which a cold analysis of violence somehow reproduces and participates in its horror. A distinction needs to be made, as Well, between (factual) truth and truthfulness: what renders a report of a raped woman (or any other narrative of a trauma) truthful is its very factual unreliability, its confusion, its inconsistency. If the victim were able to report on her painful and humiliating experience in a clear manner, with all the data arranged in a consistent order, this very quality would make us suspicious of its truth. The problem here is part of the solution: the very factual deficiencies of the traumatised subject’s report on her experience bear witness to the truthfulness of her report, since they signal that the reported content “contaminated” the manner of reporting it. The same holds, of course, for the so-called unreliability of the verbal reports of Holocaust survivors: the witness able to offer a clear narrative of his camp experience would disqualify himself by virtue of that clarity.‘ The only appropriate approach to my subject thus ‘seems to be one which permits variations on violence kept at a distance out of respect towards its victims. 

***Framing Arguments***

Normative Politics Bad
Normally participating in a system creates no political change whatsoever – renders criticism irrelevant 

Parker 2004 (Ian is a practicing psychoanalyst, an analyst member of the Centre for Freudian Analysis and Research, works with the Social Change Research Centre at Manchester Metropolitan University and is involved in editing over a dozen academic journals, 2004, “ŽIŽEK: AMBIVALENCE AND OSCILLATION,” http://pins.org.za/pins30/pins30_article02_Parker.pdf)//ctc

An artistic, political and personal strategy for dealing with that grip of conventions, the grip of ideology and fantasy is crystallised in one key concept in Žižek’s writing and a key concept in the work of NSK, that of “overidentification”. NSK and Žižek noticed something crucial about the way the ideological apparatus worked in Yugoslavia, that it required the phenomenon of “dissidence” as a kind of buffer zone between individuals and the state. The knowing cynical distance from the ruling ideology, the fact that everyone knew it was a sham, actually enabled it to function all the better. People could grumble about how voting never changed anything, that you could never believe what politicians said, that conforming with the regulations was bureaucratic nonsense, but this did not stop them from going along with things and even being happier to do so when they knew they had no real part in it. Overidentification, on the other hand, takes the system at its word and plays so close to it that it cannot bear your participation. In that way you are more dangerous. One of the component groups of NSK got an award in 1987 for their poster celebrating the day of youth and Tito’s birthday. But this turned into the “poster scandal” when it was discovered that they had submitted an old Nazi 25 poster, and then the strategy of overidentification become politically charged. Another example Žižek has given (and whether you believe it or not is another matter) is from elections in the 1980s when the opposition published a newspaper on the eve of the poll with a headline that predicted a victory for the League of Slovene Communists. Žižek and colleagues were brought in to be questioned, but they had done nothing wrong, merely drawn attention to the fact that it was of course inconceivable that the Communists would not win an election. When Žižek analyses something it is as if, for that moment of analysis, he overidentifies with it. Or rather, that we must also overidentify with it, taking it extremely seriously to explode it from within, to unravel how the artistic conventions in terms of its formal construction, the ideological motifs as its explicit and implicit semiotic structure and the fantasy elements that tie us to it as something enjoyable function together. You could say that Žižek homes in on the point of ambivalence, the point where you feel torn in different directions at the same time. Overidentification works because it draws attention to the way the overt message in art, ideology and day-dreaming is supplemented by an obscene element, the hidden reverse of the message that contains the illicit charge of enjoyment. When overidentification brings that double-sided ambivalent aspect of the message to the light it can be a more subversive strategy than simple avoidance. So, for example, when you listen to Laibach or view an IRWIN exhibition or attend a performance or Cosmokinetic Cabinet Noordung you may simultaneously be fascinated and disturbed. One way of separating out and dealing with that ambivalence is to force yourself to make a decision as to which bits are “progressive” and which bits are “reactionary” (Arns, 2003). Žižek’s best writing uses a combination of political theory, philosophy and psychoanalysis to show how that ambivalence functions. 

Indentity Politics Bad
Identity politics fails, because capitalism will co-op their movement and ensure its own domination.

Zizek 2000
(Slavoj Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University The Fragile Absolute, p. 11-15)

So where are we, today, with regard to ghosts? The first paradox that strikes us, of course, is that this very process of global reflex​ivization that mercilessly derides and chases the ghosts of the past generates not only its own immediacy but also its own ghosts, its own spectrality. The most famous ghost, which has been roaming around for the last 150 years, was not a ghost of the past, but the spectre of the (revolutionary) future — the spectre, of course, from the first sentence of The Communist Manifesto. The automatic reaction to The Manifesto of today’s enlightened liberal reader is: isn’t the text simply wrong on so many empirical accounts — with regard to its picture of the social situation, as well as the revolutionary perspective it sustains and propagates? Was there ever a political manifesto that was more clearly falsi​fied by subsequent historical reality? Is not The Manifesto, at its best, the exaggerated extrapolation of certain tendencies dis​cernible in the nineteenth century? So let us approach The Manifesto from the opposite end: where do we live today, in our global ‘post . . .‘ (postmodern, post-industrial) society? The  slogan that is imposing itself more and more is ‘globalization’: the brutal imposition of the unified world market that threatens all local ethnic traditions, including the very form of the nation-state. And in view of this situation, is not the description of the social impact of the bourgeoisie in The Manifesto more relevant than ever?   The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolution​izing the instruments of production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form was, on the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolu​tionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses his real condition in life, and his relations with his kind.  The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexions everywhere.  The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the  national ground on which it stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death question for all civi​lized nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the prod​ucts of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-dependence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness becomes more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world literature.6  Is this not, more than ever, our reality today? Ericsson phones are no longer Swedish, Toyota cars are manufactured 60 per cent in the USA, Hollywood culture pervades the remotest parts of the globe. . . . Furthermore, does not the same go also for all forms of ethnic and sexual identities? Should we not supplement Marx’s description in this sense, adding also that sexual ‘one​sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible’; that concerning sexual practices also, ‘all that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned’, so that capitalism tends to replace standard normative heterosexuality with a prolifera​tion of unstable shifting identities and/or orientations? From time to time Marx himself underestimates this ability of the capitalist universe to incorporate the transgressive urge that seemed to threaten it; in his analysis of the ongoing American Civil War, for example, he claimed that since the English textile industry, the backbone of the industrial system, could not survive without the supply of cheap cotton from the American South rendered pos​sible only by slave labour, England would be forced to intervene directly to prevent the abolition of slavery.  So yes, this global dynamism described by Marx, which causes all things solid to melt into air, is our reality — on condition that we do not forget to supplement this image from The Manifesto with its inherent dialectical opposite, the ‘spiritualization’ of the very material process of production. While capitalism does suspend the power of the old ghosts of tradition, it generates its own mon​strous ghosts. That is to say: on the one hand, capitalism entails the radical secularization of social life — it mercilessly tears apart any aura of authentic nobility, sacredness, honour, and so on:  It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fer​vour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved per​sonal worth into exchange value, and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable freedom — Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.7  However, the fundamental lesson of the ‘critique of political econ​omy’ elaborated by the mature Marx in the years after The Manifesto is that this reduction of all heavenly chimeras to brutal economic  reality generates a spectrality of its own. When Marx describes the mad self-enhancing circulation of Capital, whose solipsistic path of self-fecundation reaches its apogee in today’s meta-reflexive speculations on futures, it is far too simplistic to claim that the spectre of this self-engendering monster that pursues its path regardless of any human or environmental concern is an ideolog​ical abstraction, and that one should never forget that behind this abstraction there are real people and natural objects on whose productive capacities and resources Capital’s circulation is based, and on which it feeds like a gigantic parasite. The problem is that this ‘abstraction’ does not exist only in our (financial specula​tor’s) misperception of social reality; it is ‘real’ in the precise sense of determining the very structure of material social processes: the fate of whole strata of populations, and sometimes of whole coun​tries, can be decided by the ‘solipsistic’ speculative dance of Capital, which pursues its goal of profitability with a blessed indif​ference to the way its movement will affect social reality. That is the fundamental systemic violence of capitalism, which is much more uncanny than direct pre-capitalist socio-ideological violence:  this violence is no longer attributable to concrete individuals and their ‘evil’ intentions; it is purely ‘objective’, systemic, anonymous.

Identity movements fail – reinforce hegemony
Zizek et al 2k – Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, page 1-2)//AL

There are arguments in that book which are reconsidered through different theoretical lenses in the present one, and there are also arguments made against that text which are implicitly taken up in the written exchange that follows. One argume
nt in the book took the following form: new social movements often rely on identity-claims, but ‘identity' itself is never fully constituted; in fact, since identification is not reducible to identity; it is important to consider the incommensurability or gap between them. It does not follow that the failure of identity to achieve complete determination undermines the social movements at issue; on the contrary that incompleteness is essential to the project of hegemony itself. No social movement can, in fact, enjoy its status as an open-ended, democratic political articulation without presuming and operationalizing the negativity at the heart of identity. 

The symbolization of the Other is the root cause of domination – only by challenging the social construct can we create the opposition necessary to trigger its destruction

Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 27-29)//AL

What is necessary for this act of symbolization to take place is a certain linguistic function of positing, which retroactively confers necessity on the object (signified) through the name (signifier) that it uses. One might speculate: the act of symbolization breaks apart when it finds that it cannot maintain the unity that it produces, when the social forces it seeks to quell and unify break through the domesticating veneer of the name. Interestingly, though, Zizek does not consider the social disruption of this act of symbolization, but centres instead on the ‘surplus’ that is produced by this act of positing. There is an expectation of a meaning, a substance, that is at once produced and thwarted by the formal act of positing. The identity that the name confers turns out to be empty, and this insight into its emptiness produces a critical position on the naturalizing effects of this naming process. The emperor has no clothes, and we are somehow relieved of the prejudicial and phobic logics that establish the ‘Jews’ or another ethnic minority as the ‘cause’ of an array of social anxieties. For Zizek, the critical moment emerges when we are able to see this structure fall apart, and when the substantial and causative force attributed to a single thing through the name is exposed as arbitrarily attributed. Similarly, this happens when we think we have found a point of opposition to domination and then realize that that very point of opposition is the instrument through which domination works, and that we have unwittingly enforced the powers of domination through our participation in its opposition. Dominance appears most effective precisely as its ‘Other’. The collapse of the dialectic gives us a new perspective because it shows us that the very schema by which dominance and opposition are distinguished dissimulates the instrumental use that the former makes of the latter. In these and numerous other instances, Zizek gives us a critical perspective that involves rethinking the way in which necessity. contingency and opposition are thought within everyday life. But where does one go from here? Does the exposition of an aporia, even a constitutive aporia at the level of the linguistic performative, work in the service of a counter hegemonic project? What is the relation of this formal exposure of false substance and false contradiction to the project of hegemony? If these are some of the tricks that hegemony uses some of the ways in which we come to order the social world against its contingency, then it is indubitably insightful. But if we cannot see how something new might come of such invariant structures, does it help us to see how new social and political articulations can be wrought from the subversion of the natural attitude within which we live? Moreover, there is a difference here between a structural and a cultural account of performativity, understood as the positing function of language. Zizek shows how this positing creates the appearance of its necessary ground and causality, and this is surely not unlike the account of gender performativity I have offered in Gender Trouble and else— where. There I suggested that the performance of gender creates the illusion of a prior substantiality a core gendered self - and construes the effects of the performative ritual of gender as necessary emanations or causal consequences of that prior substance. But where Zizek isolates the structural features of linguistic positing and offers cultural examples to illustrate this structural truth, I am, I believe, more concerned to rethink performativity as cultural ritual, as the reiteration of cultural norms, as the habitus of the body in which structural and social dimensions of meaning are not finally separable. 

Identity politics is fundamentally predicated off of exclusion – identity is constituted by the differences from the rest of the populace
Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 29-31)//AL

The other aspects of hegemony, however, which is concerned with new political articulations of the social field, structures Laclau’s recent work. As i have suggested elsewhere, I have some doubts over whether the Lacanian thesis is Laclau’s work, which emphasizes the Real as the limit-point of all subject-formation, is compatible with the social and political analysis he provides. No doubt it makes a difference whether one understands the invariable incompleteness of the subject in terms of the limits designated by the Real, considered as the point where self-representation founders and fails, or as the inability of the social category to capture the mobility and complexity of persons (see Denise Riley’s recent work). In any case, that is not my main concern here. Although Laclau offers us a dynamic notion of hegemony which seeks to find social locations for the politically new, I have some difficulty with his way of casting the problem of particular and universal. I propose, then, to turn to some of‘ his recent formulations of that problem, and to return to a consideration of the problem of universality and hegemony towards the end of this discussion. In his edited volume The A-faking of Political Laclau draws attention to a ‘double movement’ in the politicization of identities at the end of the twentieth century: There is a decline both of the great historical actors and of those central public spaces where decisions meaningful for society as a whole had bean taken in the past. But, at the same time, there is a politicization of vast areas of social life that opens the way for a proliferation of particularistic identities. (p. 4) Concerned with the challenges posed by ‘the emergence of a plurality of new subjects that have escaped the classical frameworks’ (ibid. ), Laclau proceeds to reflect on the challenge that these particularisms pose to the Enlightenment schema in which the universal claims of the subject are a prerequisite for politics in the proper sense.15 Laclau’s most sustained discussion of universality in relation to the present political demands of particularism takes place in Emancipation(s) (1996),16 where he seeks to derive a conception of universality from the chain of equivalence, a concept that is central to Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, published a decade earlier. In Emancipation(s), Laclau attempts to show that each and every particular identity is never complete in its efforts to achieve self-determination. A particular identity is understood to be one that is tied to a specific content, such as gender, race or ethnicity. The structural feature that all these identities are said to share is a constitutive incompleteness. A particular identity becomes an identity by virtue of its relative location in an open system of differential relations. In other words, an identity is constituted through its difference from a limitless set of other identities. That difference is specified in the course of Laclau’s exposition as a relation of exclusion and/ or antagonism. Laclau’s point of reference here is Saussure rather than Hegel, and this implies that the differences which constitute (and invariably limit) the positing of identity are not binary in character: and that they belong to a field of operation that lacks totality. One might profitably argue against the trope of philosophy as ‘totalizing’,l7 and one might also note that Laclau a poststructuralist revision of Saussure in this discussion, but such debates on the status of totality, while they are important, take us in another direction. In any case we are I believe, in agreement that the field of differential relations from which any and all particular identities emerge must be limitless. Moreover, the ‘incompleteness’ of each and every identity is a direct result of its differential emergence: no particular identity can emerge without presuming and enacting the exclusion of others, and this constitutive exclusion or antagonism is the shared and equal condition of all identity-constitution. 

The plan reinforces the line between identities – forces them to acknowledge the differences between them, which turns the movement – the identity that emerges to universalize its situation won’t be able to ally themselves with others, killing universalization
Butler 2k – Judith Butler, an American post-structuralist philosopher, who has contributed to the fields of feminism, queer theory, political philosophy, and ethics, EDITED BY: Slavoj Zizek, a Slovenian philosopher and cultural critic working in the traditions of Hegelianism, Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. He has made contributions to political theory, film theory and theoretical psychoanalysis, Ernesto Laclau, an Argentine political theorist often described as post-Marxist. He studied History in Buenos Aires, graduating from the Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires in 1964, and received a PhD from Essex University in 1977 (“Contingency, Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues of the Left”, Published by Verso in 2000, Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the limits of Formalism by Judith Butler, page 31-32)//AL

What becomes interesting is the role that this limitless field of differentially based definitions plays for Laclau in the theorization of universality. When the chain of equivalence is operationalized as a political category, it requires that particular identities acknowledge that they share with other such identities the situation of a necessarily incomplete determination. They are fundamentally the set of differences by which they emerge, and this set of differences constitutes the structural features of the domain of political sociality. If any such particular identity seeks to universalize its own situation without recognizing that other such identities are in an identical structural situation, it will fail to achieve an alliance with other emergent identities, and will mistakenly identify the meaning and place of universality itself. The universalization of the particular seeks to elevate a specific content to a global condition, making an empire of its local meaning. Where universality is to be found, according to Laclau, it is as an ‘empty but ineradicable place’ (p. 58). It is not a presumed or a priori condition that might be discovered and articulated, and it is not the ideal of achieving a complete list Of any and all particularisms which would be unified by a shared content. Paradoxically, it is the absence of any such shared content that constitutes the promise of universality: if the place of the universal is an empty one and there is no a priori reason for it not to filled by any content, if the forces which fill that place are constitutively split between the concrete politics that they advocate and the ability of those politics to fill the empty place, the political language of any society whose of institutionalization has, to some extent, been shaken or will also be split. (p. 60) 

Perm- Race and Class

Both class-based and race-based initiatives are key to solve urban poverty –key to recognize all factors of poverty 
Squires and Kubrin 06 [Gregory D. Squires and Charis E. Kubrin, Privileged Places: Race, Opportunity and Uneven Development in Urban America, http://nhi.org/online/issues/147/privilegedplaces.html  // Accessed: July 18th 2012 // BP]

One of the more unfortunate debates in recent years has been over the question of whether race-specific or universal remedies are more appropriate for addressing the issues of race and urban poverty. (An even more unfortunate debate, of course, is with those who simply think we have done enough, or perhaps too much, and that neither race nor class remedies are needed.) The primary attraction of the universal, or class-based, approaches, according to its proponents, is pragmatism. Recognizing the many common interests of poor and working households of any color, it is argued that the most significant barriers confronting these groups can be addressed with policy initiatives and other actions that do not ignite the hostility often associated with race-based discussions and proposals. Race-neutral policies that assist all of those who are working hard but not quite making it reinforce traditional values of individual initiative and the work ethic, thereby providing benefits to people who have earned them rather than to the so-called undeserving poor. Given the socioeconomic characteristics of racial minorities in general, it is further argued that such approaches will disproportionately benefit these communities, nurturing integration and greater opportunity in a far less rancorous environment than is created with debates over race-specific approaches. Given the “race fatigue” among many whites (and underlying prejudices that persist), class-based approaches are viewed as a much more feasible way to address the problems of urban poverty that affect many groups, but particularly racial minorities.In response, it is argued that while the quality of life for racial minorities has improved over the years, such approaches simply do not recognize the extent to which race and racism continue to shape the opportunity structure in the United States. Colorblindness is often a euphemism for what amounts to a retreat on race and the preservation of white privilege in its many forms. In a world of scarce resources, class-based remedies dilute available support for combating racial discrimination and segregation. From this perspective, it is precisely the controversy over race that the class-based proponents fear, which demonstrates the persistence of racism and the need for explicitly anti-racist remedies, including far more aggressive enforcement of fair housing, equal employment and other civil rights laws. On the other hand, race-based remedies alone may not resolve all the problems associated with race and urban poverty given the many non-racial factors that contribute to racial disparity as indicated above. In reality, both approaches are required. Class-based policies (such as increasing the minimum wage and earned income tax credit, implementing living wage requirements) and race-based initiatives (more comprehensive affirmative action and related diversity requirements), are essential if the underlying patterns of privilege are to be altered.
Overidentification Key
Embracing true universality exposes the system by over-identifying the symptom

Moolenaar 4 

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

Following up on this, Zizek argues that the Leftist political gesture par excellence is to contest the concrete existing universal order on behalf of its 'symptom', that is to say, on behalf of the part which, although inherent to the existing universal order, has no proper place within it. By this procedure of 'identifying with the symptom', one pathetically asserts and identifies with the 'abject', that is, the point of inherent exception/exclusion of the concrete positive order, as the only point of 'true universality' (TTS: 224). In this sense he invokes the shadowy existence of those who are condemned to lead a 'spectral life' outside the domain of the global order - blurred in the background, without even a proper particular place of their own (in our Western societies one can think of illegal immigrants or the homeless) - as the very site of political universality (CHU: 313). This points again to the way the dimension of the Universal is opposed to globalism: the universal dimension appears or 'shines through' the symptomatic displaced element, which belongs to the Whole, without being properly its part (TTS: 225). The paradox is thus that there is no Universal proper without the process of political litigation, of' the part of no part', of an 'out of joint entity', presenting or manifesting itself as the stand-in for the Universal (TTS: 201). This is the paradox of a universal singular, a singular that appears as the stand-in for the Universal, destabilizing the 'natural' functional order of relations in the social body (TTS: 188). So, within a given social whole it is precisely the element which is prevented from actualizing its full particular identity, that stands for its universal dimension (TTS: 224). In reference to Ranciere, Zizek claims that in politics, universality is as serted when such an 'agent', with no proper place, 'out of joint', posits itself as the direct embodiment of universality, against all those who do have a place within the global order (CHU: 313). The Greek demos, which is  Ranciere's privileged example, stood for universality, not because it covered the majority of the population, nor because it occupied the lowest place within the social hierarchy, but because it had no proper place within this hierarchy, and was a side of conflicting, self-canceling determinations. Something similar goes for Marx' 'proletariat', which stands for universal humanity, says Zizek, not because it is the lowest, most exploited class, but because its very existence is a 'living contradiction' - that is, it gives body to the fundamental imbalance and inconsistency of the capitalist social whole (TTS: 225). This identification of the 'part of no part' - the part of society with no properly defined place within it (or resisting the allocated subordinated place within it) - with the Universal, is the elementary gesture of politization which is discernible in all great democratic events. One can think of the French Revolution, in which le troisieme etat proclaimed itself identical to the Nation as such, against the aristocracy and the clergy; or of the collapse East European Socialism, when dissident 'forums' proclaimed themselves representative of the entire society - das Volk - against the Party nomenklatura (TTS: 188). The universality Zizek is defending is thus not a positive universality with a determinate content, but an 'empty' universality, a universality without a positive notion that would specify its contours, a universality that 'exists' only in the guise of the experience of the wrong or injustice done to the particular subject who politicizes it's predicament (TTS: 244, n. 51). In this regard, however, one has to distinguish between two different 'subjects of enunciation': the assertion of a singular universal, that is the measure of politicization proper can either be the direct statement of the excluded victim itself (of the demos in ancient Athens, of the troisieme etat in the French Revolution, of das Volk in the crumbling GDR, or of Jews, Palestinians, detained asylum seekers, Blacks, women, gays, anywhere else today), which proposes its particular plight as representative of the universality of 'humanity', or it can be the statement of solidarity that is made by others, for example, the concerned 'enlightened public'? (TTS: 230-231). It is the difference between the universal Public claiming: 'We are all them (the excluded non-part)! and the excluded non-part claiming: 'We are the true Universal (the People, Society, Nation, Humanity...). The 'identification with the symptom' by others than the symptomatic victims, however, can 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 he true victims, which is a false metaphoric universalization of the fate of the excluded (TTS: 229). The measure of the authenticity of the pathetic identification, says Zizek, lies in its 'sociopolitical efficiency' (TTS: 230). But this is of cause very difficult to measure. Still, Zizek maintains that, in a hierarchically structured society, the measure of true universality lies in the way parts within the hierarchically ordered whole relate to those 'at the bottom', excluded by and from all others (TTS: 224).

Psycho First
Psychoanalytic discourse comes first in the context of transportation policy 

Gunder 5

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

The theoretical and practical understanding of language games and discourse formation, as well as insight into their underlying ideological value frames, is core to understanding how our perceptions of urban realities are formed; and, specifically, how urban policy formulation is developed, shaped and implemented (Schön & Rein, 1994; Gunder,2003b; Sandercock, 2003a). As Bounds (2003, p. 249) observes “at any point in time planning will be dominated by a particular discourse, and this discourse will favour the interests of particular groups”. This critical awareness is most probably pivotal to the significance of Habermasian communicative theory and its often contrary stance, that of Foucaultian governmentality and power/knowledge relationships, in recent planning theory and related urban policy analyses (Flyvbjerg, 1998a; Hillier, 2002, 2003; Gunder, 2003a). Habermas and Foucault provide great insight and explanation (Foucault, 1970, 1981, 1998, 2000, p. 358;Habermas, 1984; 1987a, b; Hoy & McCarthy, 1994). Both sets of discourse-oriented critical theories are largely concerned with human rationality and/or disciplinary systems of practice. They explain how these rationalities and practices either may ideally be induced or have genealogically evolved through contingency and agency as seldom questioned cultural imperatives. Yet they, at best, only partially engage and provide understanding of the alternate side of the human condition—irrationality and emotion. These ‘illogical’ human states are principally addressed by Habermas as an impediment to rational mediation in speech acts (although normative feelings are considered a valid concern), or by Foucault as failures within self-regulating subjects to normalise themselves. These are, as a consequence, dysfunctional subjects in need of human disciplinary practices of arbitrarily evolved standardisation and control (Rose, 1998). Yet planning and urban policy discourses “are often about (or inspired by) powerful memories, deep fears, passionate hopes, intense angers, and visionary dreams, and it is the emotions that give good stories their power” (Throgmorton, 2003, p. 128). These emotive planning discourses affect and shape our attention as to what is important and as to what requires our collective action by often drawing on our most powerful feelings and unconscious desires (Gunder, 2003b; Allmendinger & Gunder, 2005; Hillier & Gunder, in press). As Kristeva (2000) observes it is the emotive dramas of subjectivity, identity and personal desires, which give rise to and provide cause for our strongest actions that induce community or societal defiance, revolt and change.

Lacanian psychoanalysis is key to understand urban planning and infrastructure

Gunder 5

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

The contemporary planning and urban policy literature lacks recognition that there is a need to understand both “language and a process of emotional involvement, of embodiment”, in planning processes; this is particularly so, as “many planning disputes are about relationships, and therefore emotions, rather than [just] conflicts over resources” (Sandercock, 2004, p. 139). Sandercock (2003b, p. 322) asserts that effective urban policy development needs to understand and work with the emotions that drive ethnic and other forms of urban conflict. This article suggests that to begin to resolve the emotional dimension of urban policy formulation and its implementation requires an understanding of the human subject, an understanding that considers both what the subject can assert in language and what cannot be fully articulated, especially the subject's conscious and unconscious fears and desires. Jacques Lacan (1988a, b, 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, 2003) provides such an understanding. This work will draw on Lacanian derived theory to explain how urban policy narratives are often initially taken to unconscious heart by the policy planner and then prescribed onto the ‘planned’ public. Further, this article will assert that these narratives, or knowledges, are often utterances of fantasy and desire—ideological belief—that include emotive rhetoric in their articulation as to what is desired, rather than being pure statements derived from, or asserting, empirical fact as scientifically tested knowledge. The following sections will suggest that Lacanian theoretical insight provides explanation as to why diverse actors in urban policy formation often act as they do; and, in particular, how and why these actors gain identification with particular beliefs, values and desires as to what the future city ought to be. This article suggests that Lacanian theory may help us to better understand planning and urban policy development and, in particular, the role that desire and its resultant construct—fantasy—plays in shaping public policy. This article sets out to convey some fundamental Lacanian concepts and highlight their usefulness in understanding the important function and consequence of emotions and desire in urban policy formation.1 Where space permits, limited empirical examples drawn from transportation related urban policy activities of the Auckland Regional Council, New Zealand (see Mees & Dodson, 2001; Gunder, 2002),2 will be deployed to illustrate and support this Lacanian theoretical framework. The article begins with an introduction as to the strengths and weaknesses of Lacan, prior to an overview of his theorising in the planning and urban policy literature. A discussion about knowledge and the Lacanian signifier then follows. After an overview of the importance of desire and subjectivity in Lacanian theory, his Four Discourses will then be introduced to further explain how beliefs and knowledge are first acquired by the planner, or policy analyst, and then induced onto the general public so as to eventually construe public belief, desire and expressed want.

Prefer psychoanalysis as a lens to view the round over util- key to analyze effective planning for development 

Gunder 5 

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

Gunder (2004) drew on Lacan to examine planning education and to illustrate how dominant narratives of planning belief and value are instilled into students through their planning education. Central to shaping the ego-ideals of fledgling planners is the acquisition of knowledge sets that repress and limit non-professional practices and values in the student. Gunder and Hillier (2004) expanded on this insight as to how professional identifications are acquired to explore the roles of judgement and reason in professional planning practice. They argued that planning decision making in development appraisal is often an ethical judgement reflecting professional values of what planners think is expected and required of them by society. These expectations and constraints are then materialised in practice as planning outcomes. In contrast, Gunder and Hillier argued that transgression of inappropriate planning law, regulation and norms may constitute a moral action on the part of planners where they believe that existing planning regulation and societal expectations of planners as mere gate-keepers of planning law will result in an unjust outcome. Hillier and Gunder (2003, in press) have applied Lacanian theory to suggest an alternative to utilitarianism for understanding the motivation behind some actor behaviours in the development assessment process. They documented that Lacan is especially useful to understanding planning from the perspectives of social action, space, language and power. These four perspectives are also core concerns for analysing urban policy formulation and implementation. To this end, Gunder (2003b) used Lacanian analysis to provide insight as to how rhetoric narrative functions in creating trust and belief both within planning practice and for public approval of urban planning policy. The article considered the role Lacanian ‘master signifiers’ perform in creating individual, group and societal identity. Gunder argued that successful planning requires the shaping of public values for the effective performance of strategic plans and related urban policies. To attain this, policies and plans use metaphorical and iconic symbolisation to aid in the formation of a city or region's shared fantasy as to what ought to be a ‘better’ future. Human desire, not just power, is core to shaping this aspiration. Having introduced Lacan and some of his supporters and critics, the latter part of this article applies Lacanian derived theorising to the further understanding of urban policy formulation. It will focus on four key factors that for Lacan (2004) affect, or are affected by, any speech act that facilitates public and professional discourse. These may be simplistically summarised as identity defining signifiers, knowledge, desire/pleasure and the human subject split between conscious knowing and unconscious being.

The metaphysics of aggression must be rejected to allow a valid psychoanalytic approach to violence. All their harm and solvency claims rely on a flawed approach 

Lear, 2000 Philosophy Professor, U of Chicago, Winner of the 2001 Gradiva Award for the Best Book in Psychoanalysis and Philosophy, Sponsored by the World Organization and the Public Education Corporation of the National Association for the Advancement of Psychoanalysis (Jonathan, “Happiness, Death, and the Remainder of Life”,  p. 154-155, 2000)
Second, if we abandon the metaphysics of aggression we can at last begin to study aggression from a properly psychoanalytic point of view. Breaking with metaphysical fantasy itself involves two steps. (1) Abandon the aggressive version of the seduction theory. The primal crime is an important fantasy, not an actual event. As such, we can analyze it rather than bow down before it. Doing this is not to turn our backs on real-life aggression and its effects. Quite the contrary. If we stop treating a fantasy of aggression as an actual historical event, we become open to treating real-life aggressions in a more realistic way. (2) Abandon the notion of the aggressive drive (at least for now). We can accept the obvious—namely, that aggression is a fundamental problem for humans, both as individuals and socially—without committing the fallacy of assuming that therefore there must be a fundamental force which expresses it. At this point in our research, we cannot do anything with the “aggressive drive” except introduce it into theory as another enigmatic signifier. We might then indulge in the fantasy that we have explained something—that we have finally faced up to the problem of aggression by dealing with the aggressive drive and its derivatives. All we have really done is inhibit genuine psychoanalytic investigation with a fantasy of having already found what we are looking for. At some point, there may be reason to posit an aggressive drive: if, for instance, we could chart its vicissitudes in the same kind of detail that Freud did for the sexual drive. Until then, we open up the field of psychoanalytic possibilities if we recognize that the “aggressive drive” is an ersatz principle. [“ersatz” means artificial, fake, an imitation]

Cant Access The Real
The real is immaterial and inaccessible by the symbolic 

Hurley 98(James S. Hurley, Department of English at the University of Richmond, 1998, “Real Virtuality: Slavoj Zizek and ‘Post-Ideological’ Ideology”, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/postmodern_culture/v009/9.1r_hurley.html) //ZA

Zizek's language here--"immaterial virtual order"--immediately begs some serious materialist questions: how can an ostensibly Marxist theory of ideology have as its linchpin something virtual and immaterial? Is not this total system a vast, fantastically complicated, yet finally and irreducibly material network of economic mechanisms and political switch-points?6 One of Zizek's most important moves in Plague of Fantasies is to go some way towards answering such questions. The Real for Zizek is immaterial in the sense that it is inaccessible to and thus unknowable by the Symbolic--the Symbolic can only "virtualize" the Real, can only posit an inadequate simulacrum of it. And the Real is transhistorical in that it has a purely "formal" existence apart from and parallel to any symbolization, whatever its historical site. Crucial to keep in mind, however, is that the Real does not pre-exist the Symbolic, but comes into being at the same time as the Symbolic: the subject does not leave upon entry into the Symbolic some discrete psychic space that had been and continues to be the Real; rather, the subject leaves a space that upon entry into the Symbolic retroactively becomes the Real. We can then think of the Real as both transhistorical and historically contingent, that is to say, as something that inevitably exists as long as the Symbolic Order does, but that exists differently for different Symbolic Orders--each historically specific articulation of the Symbolic brings into being its own historically specific Real. Zizek points to exactly this in Plague of Fantasies, and moreover points to the historical specificity of our own current, "post-ideological" Real when he writes that [o]ne of the commonplaces of the contemporary 'post-ideological' attitude is that today, we have more or less outgrown divisive political fictions (of class struggle, etc.) and reached political maturity, which enables us to focus on real problems (ecology, economic growth, etc.) relieved of their ideological ballast.... One could... claim that what the 'post-ideological' attitude of the sober, pragmatic approach to reality excludes as 'old ideological fictions' of class antagonisms, as the domain of 'political passions' which no longer have any place in today's rational social administration, is the historical Real itself. (163) There are then two valences to this charged, idealist terminology upon which Zizek's discussion hangs. The order which runs the show is virtual because in its ideological casting of itself it follows the logic of the fetish, constructing a fantasy frame that "possiblizes" an impossible structure. And it is further virtual in that the sheer immensity of this order as global system overwhelms attempts to accurately trace or even adequately imagine its operations--to return to Jameson's term, it defies cognitive mapping--so that it can only be thought or imaged (Jameson would say allegorized) as impoverishing simulacrum or, alternatively, amorphous, God-like force.7

Empiricism and positivism are confined within the realm of “common sense” generate the most form of basic epistemology- only the intellectual Leap of Faith is capable of questioning dominant discourse to generate real social change

Zizek 08

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

The common sense of our era tells us that, with regard to the old distinction between doxa (accidental/empirical opmion, Wisdom) and Truth, or, even more radically, empirical positive knowledge and absolute Faith, one should draw a line between what one can think and do today. At the level of common sense, the furthest one can go is enlightened conservative liberalism: obviously, there are no viable alternatives to capitalism; at the same time, left to itself, the capitalist dynamic threatens to undermine its own foundations. This concerns not only the economic dynamic (the need for a strong state apparatus to maintain the market competition itself, and so on), but, even more, the ideologico-political dynamics. Intelligent conservative democrats, from Daniel Bell to Francis Fukuyama, are aware that contemporary global capitalism tends to undermine its own ideological conditions (what, long ago. Bell called the "cultural contradictions of capitalism"): capitalism can only thrive in the conditions of basic social stability, of intact symbolic trust, of individuals not only accepting their own responsibility for their fate, but also relying on the basic "fairness" of the system —this ideological background has to be sustained through a strong educational, cultural apparatus. Within this horizon, the answer is thus neither radical liberalism à la Hayek, nor crude conservatism, still less clinging to old welfare state ideals, but a blend of economic liberalism with a minimally "authoritarian " spirit of community (the emphasis on social stability', " values," and so forth) that counteracts the system's excesses —in other words what Third Way social-democrats such as Blair have been developing. This, then, is the limit of common sense. What lies beyond involves a Leap of Faith, faith in lost Causes, Causes that, from within the space of skeptical wisdom, cannot but appear as crazy. And the present book speaks from within this Leap of Faith —but why? The problem, of course, is that, in a time of crisis and ruptures, skeptical empirical wisdom itself, constrained to the horizon of the dominant form of common sense, cannot provide the answers, so one must risk a Leap of Faith. This shift is the shift from "I speak the truth" to "the truth itself speaks (in/through me)" (as in Lacan's "matheme" of the analyst's discourse, where the agent speaks from the position of truth), to the point at which I can say, like Meister Eckhart, "it is true, and the truth says it itself."' At the level of positive knowledge, it is, of course, never possible to (be sure that we have) attained the truth —one can only endlessly approach it, because language is ultimately always self-referential, there is no way to draw a definitive line of separation between sophism, sophistic exercises, and Truth itself (this is Plato's problem). Lacan's wager is here the Pascalean one: the wager of Truth. But how? Not by running after "objective" truth, but by holding onto the truth about the position from which one speaks.

Epistemology Indicts
Capitalism allows scientific evidence to be bent to fit its needs – don’t prefer their evidence

Zizek 10 [Slavoj Zizek, New Statesman: London: May 3, 2010. Vol. 139, Iss. 4999; pg. 33, 2 pgs,  http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?vinst=PROD&fmt=3&startpage=-1&vname=PQD&RQT=309&did=2028256551&scaling=FULL&vtype=PQD&rqt=309&cfc=1&TS=1340300593&clientId=17822// // Accessed: June 21st 2012 // BP]

In the media, the volcanic ash has sometimes been treated as a natural catastrophe, sometimes as a meteorological phenomenon; sometimes it has been said to concern the economy (that is, the financial loss of the airline companies or of those who rely on air transport, such as the flower growers in Kenya). At other times the focus has been on the disruption of social life and the plight of passengers stranded abroad for days, even weeks. The main argument in favour of the closure of airspace over Europe was the danger that the volcanic dust posed to planes' engines; the main argument against was the financial loss this closure entailed for the airlines and the wider economy.

The confusion of natural and cultural or economic concerns in the arguments over the prohibition of flights raised the following suspicion: how come the scientific evidence began to suggest it was safe to fly over most of Europe just when the pressure from the airlines became most intense? Is this not further proof that capital is the only real thing in our lives, with even scientific judgements having to bend to its will?

The aff ignores the wrong-doing of US empire – discredit their evidence  as propaganda

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 48-49, CH)

When, after the fall of communism, the East German soft-dissident writer Stephan Hermlin was reproached for writing texts and poems back in the 1950s that celebrated Stalin, he replied with furious indignity that in those years in Europe the name "Stalin" simply stood for inspiration to freedom and justice, and had nothing to do with the horrible things which were "secretly" taking place in the Soviet Union. This excuse, of course, is all too slick and easy: one need not know the truth about the Stalinist terror in order to suspect that 'something was hideously wrong in Stalinism. Reading public texts-the official reports from the show trials, "the attacks on enemies, the official panegyrics to Stalin and other leaders-should have been more than enough. In a way, everything one needs to know was already dear from these. This is why the truly surprising hypocrisy was the readiness of the Western communist Observers to perceive the Stalinist accusations as a true psychological fact about the accused. In a letter to Walter Benjamin from 1938, Theodor Adorno reports a conversation he had with the left-leaning composer Hans Eisler in New York:

They take the easy route by claiming these acts never happened – completely ignore flawed policies

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 53, CH)

Mutatis mutandis, the same applies for the Western admirers of the Soviet Union. The Soviet experience "building socialism in one country" certainly did accumulate misery and atrocity," but it nevertheless aroused enthusiasm in the heart of the spectators (who were not themselves caught up in it)... The question here is: does every ethics have to rely on such a gesture fetishist disavowal? Is even the most universal ethics not obliged to draw a line and ignore some sort of suffering? What about animals slaughtered for our consumption? Who among us would be able to continue gating pork chops after visiting a factory farm in which pigs are half-blind and cannot even properly walk, but are just fattened to be killed? And what about, say, torture and suffering of millions we know about, but choose to ignore? Imagine the effect of having to watch (a snuff movie portraying what goes on thousands of times a day around the world: brutal acts of torture, the picking out of eyes, the crushing of testicles-the list cannot bear recounting. Would the watcher be able to continue going on as usual? Yes, but only if he or she were able somehow to forget-in an act which suspended symbolic efficiency-what had been witnessed. This for​getting entails a gesture of what is called fetishist dis​avowal: "I know, but I don't want to know that I know, so I don't know." I know it, but I refuse to fully assume the consequences of this knowledge, so that I can con​tinue acting as if I don't know it.

Root Cause (General)
Capitalism solves the root cause of the affirmative harms

Contemporary Sociology 3-20, peer-reviewed journal of book reviews edited by Sica PhD at Amherst; reviewing Colin Cremlin  PhD at University of Leeds (Contemporary Sociology, “Capitalism's New Clothes: Enterprise, Ethics and Enjoyment in Times of Crisis Review” Contemporary Sociology: A Journal of Reviews Volume 41 Issue 2 Mar 20, 2012 ArticlePlus  pg. 252 http://csx.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/41/2/252.1.full.pdf+html)//JES

In many ways it is entirely accurate to claim that sociologists have not paid nearly enough attention to the recent economic crisis (with some notable exceptions). However, Colin Cremin, a lecturer in sociology at the University of Auckland, New Zealand, has made an admirable attempt at integrating a variety of theoretical perspectives and bringing them to bear on what can be referred to simply as the maintenance of capitalism. Claiming to draw from materialist, linguistic, and psychoanalytic perspectives derived primarily from the work of the Frankfurt School of social theory (especially Theodore Adorno and Herbert Marcuse) and the Marxian/Lacanian synthesis of Slavoj Zˇizˇek, Cremin focuses much of his attention on critiquing both neo-classical and post-modern economic doctrines and ideologies. From this position, the author argues that the psychoanalytic concepts of anxiety and desire work in tandem to reproduce the social and material conditions of current capitalistic relations in three distinct, yet general experiences: (1) the social imperatives for competition embedded in neoclassical and evolutionary ideologies; (2) the primacy of consumption for enjoyment; and (3) the occlusion of critical and ethical debate instituted by corporate and government interests. His critique then attempts to weave together these experiences through an analysis of the left-liberal conscious industry, and into the commodification of alienation itself; a process whereby the contradictions of capitalist systems are in turn reified into the course of social reproduction.

Root Cause of Env
Capitalism is the root cause of the environmental crisis, new developments helping the world economy  will push the environment to destruction

Monthly Review 89 [Monthly Review, international montly magazine: 41.2 (June 1989): p1: Capitalism and environment, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Capitalism+and+the+Environment&rft.jtitle=Monthly+Review&rft.au=Anonymous&rft.date=1989-06-01&rft.pub=Monthly+Review+Press&rft.issn=0027-0520&rft.volume=41&rft.issue=2&rft.spage=1&rft.externalDocID=3111775 // Accessed: June 26th 2012 // BP]

The processes of environmental deterioration There is a vast literature on this subject, much of it of high quality, and this is obviously not the place to try to describe or summarize it. For present purposes, it is enough to point out that by far the largest part of the problem has its origin in the functioning of the world's economy as it has developed in the last three or four centuries. This of course has been the period of the emergence of capitalism and of the bourgeois and industrial revolutions, of coal and steam and railroads, of steel and electricity and chemicals, of petroleum and the automobile, of mechanized and chemicalized agriculture--and of the rapid expansion and urbanization of the world's population in response to the massive growth of the forces of production at the disposal of humankind. All of these developments and others directly and indirectly related to them have involved putting growing pressure on the earth's resources, introducing new methods and substances into the processes of producing, using, and disposing of the worn-out remains of the things people, groups, and societies require for their reproduction and expansion. Perhaps there have been cases where these activities were planned and carried out with a view to respecting and preserving the natural cycles which over the ages have permitted living creatures, including human beings, to adjust to and achieve a rough equilibrium with their environment. But if there have been such cases, they have been so few and far between as to have left little if any trace in the historic record. The new departures that have combined to revolutionize the human economy have always originated with individuals or, relative to the whole, small groups in the expectation of achieving specific benefits for themselves. The indirect effects on the environment did not concern them; or, if they thought about it at all, they took for granted that whatever adverse effects their actions might have would be easily absorbed or compensated for by nature's seemingly limitless resilience. We now know that such ways of thinking about the processes in question were and are delusory. Activities damaging to the environment may be relatively harmless when introduced on a small scale; but when they come into general use and spread from their points of origin to permeate whole economies on a global scale, the problem is radically transformed. This is precisely what has happened in case after case, especially in the half century following the Second World War, and the cumulative result is what has become generally perceived as the environmental crisis. The major elements of this crisis are well known and require no elaboration here: the greenhouse effect stemming from the massive combustion of fossil fuels, combined with the accelerating destruction of carbon dioxide-absorbing tropical forests; acid rain which destroys lakes and forests and other forms of vegetation, also caused by fossil-fuel combustion; the weakening of the ozone layer in the upper atmosphere that protects human beings and other forms of life from the sun's potentially deadly ultraviolet rays; destruction of top soils and expansion of deserts by predatory agricultural methods; fouling of land and surface waters through industrial dumping and excessive use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides; mounting pollution of the oceans once thought to be an infinite repository of all kinds of wastes but now, in what has become one of the most visible aspects of the environmental crisis, seen to be fragile and vulnerable like all the rest. This list is of course far from complete and hardly more than hints at the far-reaching and often subtle interconnections of the various components of the environmental crisis.(*) But it is enough to indicate the general nature of the crisis as a radical (and growing) disjunction between on the one hand the demands placed on the environment by the modern global economy, and on the other the capacity of the natural forces embedded in the environment to meet these demands.

Replacing capitalism only way to solve the environmental crisis –capitalism inherently and empirically abuses the environment for profit, small plans like the aff only exacerbate the problem 

Monthly Review 89 [Monthly Review, international montly magazine: 41.2 (June 1989): p1: Capitalism and environment, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Capitalism+and+the+Environment&rft.jtitle=Monthly+Review&rft.au=Anonymous&rft.date=1989-06-01&rft.pub=Monthly+Review+Press&rft.issn=0027-0520&rft.volume=41&rft.issue=2&rft.spage=1&rft.externalDocID=3111775 // Accessed: June 26th 2012 // BP]

What has to be done? Since there is no way to increase the capacity of the environment to bear the burdens placed on it, it follows that the adjustment must come entirely from the other side of the equation. And since the disequilibrium has already reached dangerous proportions, it also follows that what is essential for success is a reversal, not merely a slowing down, of the underlying trends of the last few centuries. We have seen that at the heart of these trends is an economic system driven by the energy and inventiveness of entities--individuals, partnerships, in the last hundred years corporations--out to advance their own economic interests with little thought and less concern for the effects on either society as a whole or the natural environment which it draws on for the essentials of its existence. Already a century and a half ago Marx and Engels, in a memorable passage from the Communist Manifesto, paid a remarkable tribute to the energy and achievements of the then young capitalist mode of production: The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of nature's forces to man's machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground--what earlier century had even a presentiment that such forces slumbered in the lap of social labor? Actually, when this was written in 1847 the rule of the bourgeoisie extended to only a small part of the earth's surface, and the new sciences and technologies harnessing the forces of nature to human purposes were still in their infancy. Since then capitalism has spread to become a truly global system, and the development and application of science and technology to industry and agriculture have progressed beyond anyone's wildest dreams a hundred and fifty years ago. Despite all the dramatic changes, however, the system remains in essence what it was at its birth, a juggernaut driven by the concentrated energy of individuals and small groups single-mindedly pursuing their own interests, checked only by their mutual competition, and controlled in the short run by the impersonal forces of the market and in the longer run, when the market fails, by devastating crises. Implicit in the very concept of this system are interlocked and enormously powerful drives to both creation and destruction. On the plus side, the creative drive relates to what humankind can get out of nature for its own uses; on the negative side, the destructive drive bears most heavily on nature's capacity to respond to the demands placed on it.(*) Sooner or later, of course, these two drives are contradictory and incompatible. And since, as argued above, the adjustment must come from the side of the demands imposed on nature rather than from the side of nature's capacity to respond to these demands, we have to ask whether there is anything about capitalism as it has developed over recent centuries to cause us to believe that the system could curb its destructive drive and at the same time transform its creative drive into a benign environmental force. The answer, unfortunately, is that there is absolutely nothing in the historic record to encourage such a belief. The purpose of capitalist enterprise has always been to maximize profit, never to serve social ends. Mainstream economic theory since Adam Smith has insisted that by directly maximizing profit the capitalist (or entrepreneur) is indirectly serving the community. All the capitalists together, maximizing their individual profits, produce what the community needs while keeping each other in check by their mutual competition. All this is true, but it is far from being the whole story. Capitalists do not confine their activities to producing the food, clothing, shelter, and amenities society needs for its existence and reproduction. In their single-minded pursuit of profit, in which none can refuse to join on pain of elimination, capitalists are driven to accumulate ever more capital, and this becomes both their subjective goal and the motor force of the entire economic system. It is this obsession with capital accumulation that distinguishes capitalism from the simple system for satisfying human needs it is portrayed as in mainstream economic theory. And a system driven by capital accumulation is one that never stands still, one that is forever changing, adopting new and discarding old methods of production and distribution, opening up new territories, subjecting to its purposes societies too weak to protect themselves. Caught up in this process of restless innovation and expansion, the system rides roughshod over even its own beneficiaries if they get in its way or fall by the roadside. As far as the natural environment is concerned, capitalism perceives it not as something to be cherished and enjoyed but as a means to the paramount ends of profit-making and still more capital accumulation. Such is the inner nature, the essential drive of the economic system that has generated the present environmental crisis. Naturally it does not operate without opposition. Efforts have always been made to curb its excesses, not only by its victims but also in extreme cases by its more far-sighted leaders. Marx, in Capital, wrote feelingly about nineteenth-century movements for factory legislation and the ten-hours bill, describing the latter as a great victory for the political economy of the working class. And during the present century conservation movements have emerged in all the leading capitalist countries and have succeeded in imposing certain limits on the more destructive depredations of uncontrolled capital. It is hardly an exaggeration to say that without constraints of this kind arising within the system, capitalism by now would have destroyed both its environment and itself. Not surprisingly, such constraints, while sometimes interfering with the operations of individual capitalists, never go so far as to threaten the system as a whole. Long before that point is reached, the capitalist class, including the state which it controls, mobilizes its defenses to repulse environmental-protection measures perceived as dangerously extreme. Thus despite the development of a growing environmental consciousness and the movements to which it has given rise in the last century, the environmental crisis continues to deepen. There is nothing in the record or on the horizon that could lead us to believe the situation will significantly change in the foreseeable future. If this conclusion is accepted--and it is hard to see how anyone who has studied the history of our time can refuse, at the very least, to take it seriously--it follows that what has to be done to resolve the environmental crisis, hence also to insure that humanity has a future, is to replace capitalism with a social order based on an economy devoted not to maximizing private profit and accumulating ever more capital but rather to meeting real human needs and restoring the environment to a sustainably healthy condition. This, in a nutshell, is the meaning of revolutionary change today. Lesser measures of reform, no matter how desirable in themselves, could at best slow down the fatal process of decline and fall that is already so far advanced. 
***K Answers***

Dialectical Permuation

Prefer our epistemological method – we must have a systemic view of critical globalization studies that recognizes the interconnectedness of social relations

Robinson 06 Professor of Sociology at the University of California, Santa Barbara (William I., Critical Globalization Studies, Chapter 2, “Critical Globalization Studies”, ed by R Richard P Appelbaum, http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/faculty/robinson/Assets/pdf/crit_glob.pdf SW) 

CGS = critical globalization studies

A CGS therefore requires dialectical thought at the level of epistemology, as a way of knowing. In epistemological terms, dialectics means a dialogue seeking truth through exploration of contradictions and through identifying the internal relations that bind together diverse and multifaceted dimensions of social reality into an open totality. In the dialectical approach the different dimensions of our social reality do not have an ‘‘independent’’ status insofar as each aspect of reality is constituted by, and is constitutive of, a larger whole of which it is an internal element. An internal relation is one in which each part is constituted in its relation to the other, so that one cannot exist without the other and only has meaning when seen within the relation, whereas an external relation is one in which each part has an existence independent of its relation to the other (Ollman, 1976). Viewing things as externally related to each other inevitably leads to dualist constructs and false dichotomies (e.g., political economy versus culture, the local/national and the global). The distinct levels of social structure—in this case, global social structure—cannot be understood independent of each other, but neither are these levels reducible to any one category. They are internally related, meaning that they can only be understood in their relation to each other and to the larger social whole.

Suffering from capitalism is realized as material deprivation - critiquing status quo capitalism is deeply relevant.  

 Robinson 06 Professor of Sociology at the University of California, Santa Barbara (William I., Critical Globalization Studies, Chapter 2, “Critical Globalization Studies”, ed by R Richard P Appelbaum, http://www.soc.ucsb.edu/faculty/robinson/Assets/pdf/crit_glob.pdf SW) 

Critical thought, in this regard, means applying a dialectical as opposed to a formal logic, one that focuses not on things in themselves but on the interrelations among them. A dialectical logic involves identifying how distinct dimensions of social reality may be analytically distinct (such as the three most salient axes of social inequality—race, class, and gender) yet are mutually constitutive of each other as internal elements of a more encompassing process. Our task is to uncover internal linkages among distinct sets of historical relationships and their grounding in an underlying (that is, more primary) historic process, which in my view are material relations of production and reproduction and the historical ordering principle those relations put forth. This is to argue that historical processes of production and reproduction are causal processes. To take the case of race and class, it is not that racialization processes occurring around the world in the twenty-ﬁrst century can be explained in terms of class but that class itself became racialized in the formative years of the world capitalist system because of the particular history of that system. I will not draw out the point further here. Sufﬁce it to note that ultimately we are concerned here with the dialectical relationship between consciousness and being.

Contradictions Permutation
Permutation: Psychoanalytical criticism is key to opening up multiple perspectives that expose the symbolic and challenge capitalist deat drive - key to preventing totalitarianism

Žižek 2009 (Slavoj Žižek, researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, The Sublime Object of Ideology (Second Edition), January 5, 2009,  pg. xvii-xxviii)//ctc//jc
Psychoanalytic 'essentialism' is paradoxical in so far as it is precisely psychoanalysis - at least in its Lacanian reading - which presents the real break with essentialist logic. That is to say, Lacanian psychoanalysis goes a decisive step further than the usual 'post-Marxist' anti-essentialism affirming the irreducible plurality of particular struggles - in other words, demonstrating how their articulation into a series of equivalences depends always on the radical contingency of the social-historical process: it enables us to grasp this plurality itself as a multitude of responses to the same impossible-real kernel. Let us take the Freudian notion of the 'death drive'. Of course, we have to abstract Freud's biologism: 'death drive' is not a biological fact but a notion indicating that the human psychic apparatus is subordinated to a blind automatism of repetition beyond pleasure-seeking, self-preservation, accordance between man and his milieu. Man is - Hegel dixit-'an animal sick unto death', an animal extorted by an insatiable parasite (reason, logos, language). In this perspective, the 'death drive', this dimension of radical negativity, cannot be reduced to an expression of alienated social conditions, it defines la condition humaine as such: there is no solution, no escape from it; the thing to do is not to 'overcome', to 'abolish' it, but to come to terms with it, to learn to recognize it in its terrifying dimension and then, on the basis of this fundamental recognition, to try to articulate a modus vivendi with it. All 'culture' is in a way a reaction-formation, an attempt to limit, canalize - to cultivate this imbalance, this traumatic kernel, this radical antagonism through which man cuts his umbilical cord with nature, with animal homeostasis. It is not only that the aim is no longer to abolish this drive antagonism, but the aspiration to abolish it is precisely the source of totalitarian temptation: the greatest mass murders and holocausts have always been perpetrated in the name of man as harmonious being, of a New Man without antagonistic tension. We have the same logic with ecology: man as such is 'the wound of nature', there is no return to the natural balance; to accord with his milieu, the only thing man can do is accept fully this cleft, this fissure, this structural rooting-out, and to try as far as possible to patch things up afterwards; all other solutions - the illusion of a possible return to nature, the idea of a total socialization of nature - are a direct path to totalitarianism. We have the same logic with feminism: 'there is no sexual relationship': that is, the relation between sexes is by definition 'impossible', antagonistic; there is no final solution, and the only basis for a somewhat bearable relation between the sexes is an acknowledgement of this basic antagonism, this basic impossibility. 

***CP Answers***

Generic Solvency Deficit(Same as Generic K of DA)
That is inherently biopolitical and destroys VTL
Clifford in 2001   (Michael Clifford, Political Genealogy After Foucault, 2001, pg 111)

The emergence of population as a political category of primary impor​tance has a double focus, a focus that operates "both at the level of each individual who goes to make up the population, and also the interest of population as such."38 It will be discovered that the population as a whole "has its own regularities," that it "carries a range of intrinsic aggregate effects" (GV, 17). The state will seek to manipulate these effects by imple​menting certain practices and techniques that affect, for example, birth rates, regional distributions of people, and the flow of capital to designated segments of the population. The individual will become a unit of the pop​ulation-deserving special attention, but always with reference to the wel​fare of the larger social aggregate. The practices (as opposed to the ideology) of the state brought to bear on the individual will recognize her, not so much as a person, but as a body, whose activities, lifestyle, habits, and relations reflect trends peculiar to particular segments of the popula​tion. The power exercised on the individual will be essentially disciplinary in nature, in that it will be characterized by distributions of individuals in space, the control of time and activity, and, above all, the employment of a disciplinary gaze that monitors the individual and "fixes" her place in the broader demographic aggregate of the population.39 The shift from the territory to population as the primary target of the state gave rise to a new type of political rationality, says Foucault: that of "governmentality." To explain this rationality, Foucault contrasts the work of Machiavelli and one of his contemporary critics, Guillaume de La Per​riere. The politics of Machiavelli's The Prince, or at least the interpretations of it that led to anti-Machiavellian literature, posited the sovereign as occupying "a position of externality and transcendence" to his principality. In this perspective, the foundation of sovereignty is the territory, which the sovereign acquires through inheritance or conquest. Subjects are merely inhabitants of the territory, to a great degree as much property of the sov​ereign as the territory itself. The link between the sovereign and the terri​tory, and the subjects that inhabit that territory, is the principality, understood as the rule the sovereign exercises over a (more or less) defined geographical area, as the relation the sovereign, as ruler, bears to the terri​tory and its inhabitants. This link is a fragile one, says Foucault, constantly threatened from both without and within. The task of sovereignty, the savoir-faire that The Prince is written to explain and defend, consists in this, "that the objective of the exercise of power is to reinforce, strengthen, and protect this principality." Thus, Machiavelli's text is concerned with (1) identifying dangers to the sovereign's rule, and (2) with developing an "art of manipulating the power relations that will allow the Prince to pro​tect his principality" (G V, 7-8).
The use of manufactured drama trivializes suffering and numbs us to the drama articulated in their position. This ultimately undercuts our ability to truly engage politics
BENNETT IN 1996 [W. Lance Bennett, teaches Political Science at the University of Washington, News: The Politics of Illusion, New York: Longman Publishers, 3rd Edition; 1996; pg 56-57]

The most obvious effect of dramatization is to trivialize news content. In place of unswerving attention to major events and problems, there is an increasing tendency to substitute manufactured drama. Even when the drama may reflect an actual fea​ture of the situation, as in the case of a congressional vote, the preoccupation with drama often distracts attention from any broad or enduring political significance the event may have had. As Gaye Tuchman has observed so cogently, the action imperative feeds on events that have some rapidly developing action to report. As a result, chronic social problems and longstanding political issues often go unre​ported because they develop too slowly.49 In these respects, dramatization com​pounds many of the same effects of personalization. In addition to magnifying the pitfalls of personalization, dramatized news also creates a difficulty of its own. Because dramas are simple, easy to grasp, and offer a semblance of insight into the individual motives behind an action, they may give people a misguided sense of understanding the politics of a situation. People may think they understand an issue when, in fact, their understanding is based on a mix​ture of fantasy, fiction, and myth. Under these circumstances, according to Lapham, the political world becomes sheer abstraction, and "we exhaust ourselves in pas​sionate arguments about things that few of us have ever seen. We talk about the third world as if it were a real place rather than a convenient symbol, about the gears of the national economy as if it were as intelligible as the gears on a bicy​cle.s50 This, ultimately, is what is wrong with the false sense of understanding con​veyed by medodramatic news. It leaves people unprepared to deal effectively with serious social problems. The human capacity for planning, compromise, and sensi​tive analysis dissolves in the face of crisis, confrontation, and simplistic images.
Should DA
‘Should’ is a link – Saying one ‘ought to’ is distinct from revolution which ‘must’ be done
Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 187)//JC

Žižek appeals to the act in order to respond to these problems of agency. In contrast to an account of actions in terms of the intentional activity of a subject or a consciously willed decision, Žižek emphasizes the reactive dimensions of the act. An act intrudes upon or happens to a subject. With respect to revolution, the result is a disconnecting of revolutionary agency from revolutionary will or, more precisely, a shift away from will and toward urge or compulsion. He writes: The will to revolutionary change emerges as an urge, as an “I cannot do otherwise,” or it is worthless. In the terms of Bernard William’s distinction between ought and must, an authentic revolution is by definition performed as Must—it is not something we “ought to do,” as an ideal for which we are striving, but something we cannot but do, since we cannot do otherwise. This is why today’s Leftist worry that revolution will not occur, that global capitalism will just go indefinitely, is false insofar as it turns revolution into a moral obligation, into something we ought to do while we fight the inertia of the capitalist present.14 In other words, the revolutionary act is not a matter of obligation or choice. It is simply what one must do. 

Calculable DA
The CP doesn’t solve – The act must be incalculable, include risk and taking the system at its word – only this opens the possibility for change

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 187)//JC

Consequently, in place of the economic contradictions that force changes in capitalist relations of production, Žižek emphasizes an ideological impasse or double bind from which escape is only possible through a violent “passage à l’acte,” that is, a destructive or self-destructive outburst through which one attempts to break out of a restricted, unbearable situation. I address these points in turn. At its most basic, an act is a point at which “something emerges out of nothing.”15 It is when something takes place that cannot be explained away as the necessary outcome of a causal change.16 An act “exceeds calculation.”17 In a sense, Žižek’s act resembles Hannah Arendt’s idea of action as bringing something new into being. The difference, however, is that Žižek attends more to the destruction and disruption of the act than to what it creates (a point I return to below). Nevertheless, as for Arendt, so for Žižek does an act involve the suspension of strategic and normative considerations as something new is ventured, or risked. Žižek’s descriptions of the act include “shooting oneself in the foot,” “taking the system at its word,” and a “traumatic encounter” with the Other as Real. All these formulations get at the same thing: the suspension of the symbolic order in an opening up to a possibility for change—for action beyond the given matrix of expectations.

Universalization Solvency Deficit
The Act must be universalizing – otherwise it will be coopted by the system

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 184-185)//JC

An additional problem with the post-Marxist radical democratic approach stems from the disparate struggles involved in politics. These struggles remain specific, with their own aims and goals. Radical democrats (as well as many activists) take this specificity to be a virtue—a mark of their unwillingness to speak for another, of their respect for the voice of each. This means specific struggles can be dealt with in their specificity. Technocratic or administrative responses, for example, can deal with problems on a case-by-case basis before the cases pile up or articulate into a global assault on the system. For Žižek, as I explained in Chapter Three, the problem with this politics of affinity groups is its failure to make universal claims, to allow a particular crime, issue, position, or identity to stand in for the problems of the system itself.

Can’t solve—total abandonment of the system is key

Zizek 99

(Slavoj, The Ticklish Subject: The Absent Center of Political Ontology, 1999, pg. 238-239//HH)

The test of the true revolutionary, as opposed to this game of hysterical provocation, is the heroic readiness to endure the conversion of the subversive undermining of the existing System into the principle of a new positive Order which gives body to this negativity — or, in Badiou’s terms, the conversion of Truth into Being.56 To put it in more abstract philosophical terms: the fear of the impending ‘ontologization’ of the proper political act, of its catastrophic transposition into the positive order of Being, is a false fear that results from a kind of perspective illusion: it puts too much trust in the substantial power of the positive order of Being, overlooking the fact that the order of Being is never simply given, but is itself grounded in some preceding Act. There is no Order of Being as a positive ontologically consistent Whole~ the false semblance of such an Order relies on the self-obliteration of the Act. In other words, the gap of the Act is not introduced into the Order of Being afterwards: it is there all the time as the condition that actually sustains every Order of Being. Perhaps the ultimate philosophical formulation of the political opposition police/politics is Derrida’s opposition between ontology and heauntology’, the impossible logic of spectrality that forever prevents/differs! displaces the closure of the ontological edifice: the proper deconstruction¬ist gesture is to maintain the spectral opening, to resist the temptation of its ontological closure. Again, it is easy to translate this into Lacanese: spectrality is another name for the phantasmic semblance that fills the irreducible ontological gap. The properly Hegelian gesture here would be to turn around this notion of spectrality as the irreducible supplement which is the condition of (im)possibility of any ontology: what if there is a need for a minimal ontological support of the very dimension of spectrality, for some inert peu de reel which sustains the spectral opening? In a way, Hegel agrees with Kant that the direct attempt to actualize the abstract negativity of egaliberte (what Kant would have characterized as the political equivalent of the epistemological mistake of treating regulative ideas as constitutive) necessarily ends in terror. The difference between them is that each draws the opposite conclusion: for Kant, it means that egaliberte should remain an inaccessible Ideal to come, democratie a venire slowly approached but always kept at a distance in order to avoid the Monstrosity of the abstract absolute negativity; while for Hegel, it means that this monstrous moment of absolute abstract negativity, this self-destructive fury which washes away every positive Order, has always-already happened, since it is the very foundation of the positive rational order of human society. In short, while, for Kant, absolute negativity designates an impossible moment of the future, a future which will never turn into the present, for Hegel it designates an impossible moment of the past, a past which was never fully experienced as the present, since its withdrawal opens up the space for the minimal (social) organization of the Present. There are many names for this eruption of abstract negativity, from Adam’s Fall, through Socrates and Christ’s crucifixion, to the French Revolution — in all these cases, a negative gesture corrosive of the given (social) substantial order grounded a higher, more rational order.

Cooptation DA
CP gets coopted—means it can’t solve the oppression and human rights violations of the status quo

Zizek 02

(Slavoj, Revolution at the Gates, pg. 303-304//HH)
The true stake of today’s political struggles is: which of the two former main parties, the conservatives or the “moderate Left”, will succeed in presenting itself as truly embodying the post-ideological spirit, against the other party dismissed as “still caught in the old ideological machine”? If the 1980s belonged to the conservatives, the lesson of the 1990s seemed to be that, in our late capitalist societies, Third Way social democracy (or, even more relevantly, post-Communism in the ex-Socialist countries) actually functions as the representative of capital as such, in its totality, against its particular factions represented by the various “conservative” parties, which then, in order to present themselves as addressing the entire population, also try to satisfy the particular demands of the anti-capitalist strata (say, of domestic “patriotic” middle-class workers threatened by cheap immigrant labour — recall the CDU, which, against the Social Democratic proposal that Germany should import 50,000 Indian computer programmers, launched the infamous slogan “Kinder statt Inder! / Children rather than Indians!”). This economic constellation explains to a great extent how and why Third Way Social Democrats can simultaneously stand both for the interests of big capital and for the multiculturalist tolerance which aims at protecting the interests of ethnic minorities. The Third Way dream of the Left was that the pact with the Devil might work out: OK, no revolution, we accept capitalism as the only game in town, but at least we will be able to save some of the achievements of the Welfare State, and build a society that is tolerant towards sexual, religious and ethnic minorities. If the trend announced by Berlusconi’s victory persists, a much darker prospect is discernible on the horizon: a world in which the unlimited rule of capital is supplemented not by Left-liberal tolerance, but by a typical post-political mixture of pure publicity spectacle and Moral Majority concerns (remember that the Vatican gave Berlusconi its tacit support!). If there is a bidden ideological agenda to Berlusconi’s “post-politics”, it is — to put it bluntly — the disintegration of the fundamen¬tal post-World War II democratic pact. In recent years, there have already been numerous signs that the post-World War II anti-Fascist pact is slowly cracking: from “revisionist” historians to the New Right populists, so-called “taboos” are disappearing. . . . Paradoxically, those who undermine this pact refer to the very liberal universalized logic of victimization: sure, there were victims of Fascism, but what about other victims of the Postwar expulsions? What about the Germans evicted from their homes in Czecho¬slovakia? Do they not also have some right to (financial) compensation? The immediate future belongs not to outright Rightist provocateurs like Jean-Marie le Pen or Pat Buchanan, but to people like Berlusconi and Haider: these advocates of global capital in the sheep’s clothing of populist nationalism. The struggle between them and the Third Way Left is the struggle over who will be more effective in counteracting the excesses of global capitalism: Third Way multiculturalist tolerance or populist homo¬phobia. Will this boring alternative be Europe’s answer to globalization? Berlusconi is therefore post-politics at its worst: even The Economist, that staunch voice of anti-Left liberalism, was accused by Berlusconi of being part of a “Communist plot” when it asked some searching questions about how a convicted criminal can become Prime Minister! What this means is that, for Berlusconi, all opposition to his post-politics is rooted in a “Communist plot”. And in a way, he is right: this is the only true opposition; all the others — liberals or Third Way Leftists — are basically playing the same game as he is, only with a different gloss. Is the Third Way Left really able to offer a global alternative to Berlusconi’s politics? And the hope is that Berlusconi will also be right about the second aspect of his paranoiac cognitive mapping: that his victory will give an impetus to the more radical Left.

The CP doesn’t solve – any affirmation of capitalism inhibits our ability to promote alternatives or transform the system

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

To quote Zizek (2009a) once again, "The aim of progressive politics should be to reconstruct society in such a way that poverty will be impossible." But the altruistic virtues of cultural capitalism and development hobble this project by obscuring the exploitative relations of production that generate poverty and inequality in the first place, and by appropriating the critical capacities of the Left. These new trends appear to sanitize capitalism, to obviate its contradictions. They make capitalism seem palatable and benevolent. Instead of imagining real alternatives to global capitalism, many progressives today content themselves with promoting TOMS Shoes, Ethos water, and Alternative Spring Break with evangelical zeal. This is the extent of capitalism's hegemony, that it has colonized our capacity to imagine alternatives, and has transformed our potential for meaningful political critique and activism into a profoundly depoliticized, consumerist passivity. As a result, progressives in America have largely abandoned the task of confronting the antagonisms intrinsic to market capitalism. This is not to say that progressives do not care about growing inequality and mounting human suffering in America and abroad. They do. However, in many cases, their energies have been channeled into the spirit of rebellious and virtuous consumption and the moral project of development, which may mitigate the effects of capitalist production (although this too is questionable) but will never address the ultimate causes of our contemporary economic crises. 
Revolution DA
The CP is impossible – causes the revolution to be co-opted

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 20-21, CH)

Above all, liberal communists are true citizens of the world. They are good people who worry. They worry about populist fundamentalists and irresponsible, greedy capitalist corporations. They see the "deeper causes" of today's problems: it is mass poverty and hopelessness which breed fundamentalist terror. So their goal is not to earn money, but to change the world, though if this makes them more money as a by-product, who's to com​plain! Bill Gates is already the single greatest benefactor in the history of humanity, displaying his love for neigh​bours with hundreds of millions freely given to educa​tion, and the battles against hunger and malaria. The catch, of course, is that in order to give, first you have to take-or, as some would put it, create. The justification of liberal communists is that in order to really help peo​ple, you must have the means to do it, and as experience of the dismal failure of all centralised statist and collec-tivist approaches teaches, private initiative is the effi​cient way. So if the state wants to regulate their business, to tax them excessively, is it aware that in this way it is effectively undermining the stated goal of its activity-that is, to make life better for the large majority, to really help those in need? Liberal communists do not want to be just machines for generating profits. They want their lives to have a deeper meaning. They are against old-fashioned reli​gion, but for spirituality, for non-confessional medita​tion. Everybody knows that Buddhism foreshadows the brain sciences, that the power of meditation can be measured scientifically! Their preferred motto is social responsibility and gratitude: they are the first to admit that society was incredibly good to them by allowing them to deploy their talents and amass wealth, so it is their duty to give something back to society and help people. After all, what is the point of their success, if not to help people? It is only this caring that makes business suc​cess worthwhile...We need to ask ourselves whether there really is something new here. Is it not merely that an attitude which, in the wild old capitalist days of the U.S. indus​trial barons, was something of an exception (although not as much as it may appear) has now gained universal currency? Good old Andrew Carnegie employed a pri​vate army brutally to suppress organised labour in his steelworks and then distributed large parts of his wealth to educational, artistic, and humanitarian causes. A man of steel, he proved he had a heart of gold. In the same way, today's liberal communists give away with one hand what they first took with the other. This brings to mind a chocolate laxative available in the U.S. It is publicised with the paradoxical injunction: "Do you have constipation? Eat more of this chocolate!" In other words, eat the very thing that causes constipation in order to be cured of it.
The CP extends the life of capitalism

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 22-24, CH)

Referring to Georges Bataille's notion of the "general economy" of sovereign expenditure, which he opposes to the "restrained economy" of capitalism's endless profi​teering, the German post-humanist philosopher Peter Sloterdijk provides the outlines of capitalism's split from itself, its immanent self-overcoming: capitalism culmi​nates when it "creates out of itself its own most radical-and the only fruitful-opposite, totally different from what the classic Left, caught in its miserabilism, was able to dream about."9 His positive mention of An​drew Carnegie shows the way; the sovereign self-negating gesture of the endless accumulation of wealth is to spend this wealth for things beyond price, and outside market circulation: public good, arts and sciences, health, etc. This concluding "sovereign" gesture enables the capitalist to break out of the vicious cycle of endless expanded reproduction, of gaining money in order to earn more money. When he donates his accumulated wealth to public good, the capitalist self-negates him​self as the mere personification of capital and its re​productive circulation: his life acquires meaning. It is no longer just expanded reproduction as self-goal. Furthermore, the capitalist thus accomplishes the shift from eros to thymos, from the perverted "erotic" logic of accumulation to public recognition and reputation. What this amounts to is nothing less than elevating figures like Soros or Gates to personifications of the in​herent self-negation of the capitalist process itself: their work of charity-their immense donations to public welfare-is not just a personal idiosyncrasy. Whether sincere or hypocritical, it is the logical concluding point of capitalist circulation, necessary from the strictly eco​nomic standpoint, since it allows the capitalist system to postpone its crisis. It re-establishes balance-a kind of redistribution of wealth to the truly needy-without falling into a fateful trap: the destructive logic of resent​ment and enforced statist redistribution of wealth which can only end in generalised misery. It also avoids, one might add, the other mode of re-establishing a kind of balance and asserting thymos through sovereign expen​diture, namely wars ... This paradox signals a sad predicament of ours: to​day's capitalism cannot reproduce itself on its own. It needs extra-economic charity to sustain the cycle of so​cial reproduction.
The CP is impossible –acceptance of the Other is impossible. Only revolution solve. 
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 103-104, CH)
When, at the beginning of October 2005, the Spanish police dealt with the problem of how to stop the influx of desperate African immigrants who tried to penetrate the small Spanish territory of Melilla, on the Rif coast of Africa, they displayed plans to build a wall between the Spanish enclave and Morocco. The images presented-a complex structure replete with electronic equipment-bore an uncanny resemblance to the Berlin Wall, only with the opposite function. This wall was destined to prevent people from coming in, not getting out. The cruel irony of the situation is that it is the government of Jose Zapatero, at this moment leader of arguably the most anti-racist and tolerant administration in Europe, that is forced to adopt these measures of segregation. This is a clear sign of the limit of the multi-culturalist "tolerant" approach, which preaches open borders and acceptance of others. If one were to open the borders, the first to rebel would be the local working classes. It is thus becoming clear that the solution is not "tear down the walls and let them all in," the easy empty demand of soft-hearted liberal "radicals." The only true solution is to tear down the true wall, not the Immigration Department one, but the socio-economic one: to change society so that people will no longer desperately try to escape their own world.

Reform without abolition of private property makes failure inevitable

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

If self-organisation, as a revolutionary process, has become obsolete, it is because the relation between struggles over immediate demands and revolution has become problematic. Self-organisation was the most radical form of relation between them as long as this relation was understood as an overgrowth. Then, Pannekoek could tell us that after a long historical period of struggles, the working-class was becoming the dominant power in a society based on councils, Negri that capital’s history was equivalent to the history of workers’ activity and Georges Marchais was writing a common program for the Left. All of them are dead now. A revolutionary struggle emerges from a conflict of immediate interests between proletarians and capitalists and from the fact that these interests are irreconcilable. It is, so to speak, anchored in these conflicts, but if at a moment of the struggle over immediate demands, the proletarians, compelled by their conflict with the capitalist class, don’t lift the anchor, their struggle will stay a struggle over immediate demands and will, as such, lead to victory or unfortunately most of the time to defeat. On the contrary, if they fight against market relations, seize goods and the means of production while integrating into communal production those that wage-labour can’t integrate, make everything free, get rid of the factory framework as the origin of products, go beyond the division of labour, abolish all autonomous spheres (and in the first place the economy), dissolve their autonomy to integrate in non-market relations all the impoverished and even a large part of the middle class, reduced to poverty by their movement; in this case, it is precisely their own previous existence and association as a class that they go beyond as well as (this is then a detail) their economic demands. The only way to fight against exchange and the dictatorship of value is by undertaking communisation. To defend the proletariat’s sacrosanct autonomy is to retreat into the categories of the capitalist mode of production; it is to prevent oneself from thinking that the content of the communist revolution is the abolition of the proletariat, not thanks to a simple logical equivalence (which would say that the abolition of capitalist relations is, by definition, the abolition of the proletariat ) but thanks to precise revolutionary practices. The proletariat abolishes value, exchange and all market relations in the war that sets it against capital, and this is its decisive weapon. 

The abolition of capital is critical to the abolition of exploitation and classes 

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

The ever untarnished “autonomy of struggles“ as a faculty for transition from a struggle over immediate demands to a revolutionary struggle is a construction that is not interested in the context of this transition. It remains a formal approach to class struggles. If the content of this transition is put aside, it is because autonomy prevents us from understanding this transition as a rupture, a qualitative leap. The “transition” is only an affirmation and a revelation of the true nature of what exists. The proletariat self-organizes, it breaks with its previous situation, but if this rupture is only its “liberation”, the reorganization of what it is, of its activity, without capital, rather than the destruction of its previous situation, that is to say if it remains self-organized, if it doesn’t go beyond this stage, it will automatically be defeated. To assume that any struggle about wages contains a revolt against wage-labour is to assume that these two elements exist one inside the other rather than that the second term is a contradictory supersession of the first. Such a view can now, in practice, only lead to radical democratism. Fifty years ago, it was possible to understand things that way and this conception led to the power of the Councils or to “Real Socialism”. The “citizens’ movement”, alternative globalization, or, more accurately, radical democratism represent without doubt the project of completion of the struggles over immediate demands, and, as such, they can’t have any other projects now. In the radical democratic perspective the evolution of labour time ought to bring emancipation in leisure time; benefits for all ought to become a progressive transition to an activity beneficial to the individual and to society, that is to say the abolition of exploitation within wage-labour; wage demands would become the sharing of wealth; the critique of globalisation and finance would become more important than the critique of that which has been globalised (capital); liberalism and globalisation would be the cause of exploitation. Anybody involved in recent struggles or keeping a close eye on them knows very well that this language has become theirs, and not only in the “public services”. Nobody would deny that the revolutionary struggle originates within a struggle over immediate demands or even that it is produced by it. The question is the nature of the transition. The only “deeply anticapitalist” content confronting the capitalist logic that a struggle could have consists in targeting the capitalist relations of production (that is to say, for the proletariat, targeting its own existence), the reproduction of exploitation and of classes. A struggle over immediate demands that targets this is not a struggle over immediate demands any more, or only if the takeover of the proletariat on society, the proletariat as the dominant class, is what we mean by revolutionary struggle. 

AT: Word PIC
CP doesn’t solve - Reappropriating the meaning of oppressive words is the ultimate confrontation to oppressive language

Butler 4 - (Judith, “Undoing Gender,” Routledge)

In the same way that the terms of an exclusionary modernity have been appropriated for progressive uses, progressive terms can be appropriated for progressive aims. The terms that we use in the course of political movements which have been appropriated by the Right or for misogynist purposes are not, for that reason, strategically out of bounds. These terms are never finally and fully tethered to a single use. The task of reappropriation is to illustrate the vulnerability of these often compromised terms to an unexpected progressive possibility; such terms belong to no one in particular; they assume a life and a purpose that exceed the uses to which they have been consciously put. They are not to be seen as merely tainted goods, too bound up with the history of oppression, but neither are they to be regarded as having a pure meaning that might be distilled from their various usages in political contexts. The task, it seems, is to compel the terms of modernity to embrace those they have traditionally excluded, where the embrace does not work to domesticate and neutralize the newly avowed term; such terms should remain problematic for the existing notion of the polity, should expose the limits of its claim to universality, and compel a radical rethinking of its parameters. For a term to be made part of a polity that has been conventionally excluded is for it to emerge as a threat to the coherence of the polity, and for the polity to survive that threat without annihilating the term. The term would then open up a different temporality for the polity, establishing for that polity an unknown future, provoking anxiety in those who seek to patrol its conventional boundaries. If there can be a modernity without foundationalism, then it will be one in which the key terms of its operation are not fully secured in advance, one that assumes a futural form for politics that cannot be fully anticipated, a politics of hope and anxiety.

Censorship fails—destroys our ability to fight dominant interpretations of words

Schram, 95 - prof social theory and policy @ Bryn Mawr College, (Sanford F. Schram, professor of social theory and policy at Bryn Mawr College, 1995, words of welfare: The Poverty of Social Science and the Social Science of Poverty
Euphemisms also encourage self-censorship. The politics of renaming discourages its proponents from being able to respond to inconvenient information inconsistent with the operative euphemism. Yet those who oppose it are free to dominate interpretations of the inconvenient facts. This is bad politics. Rather than suppressing stories about the poor, for instance, it would be much better to promote actively as many intelligent interpretations as possible.
***AT Section***

AT- Util
Utilitarianism and calculative justifies torture and reduces the Other to Bare Life - must be rejected in every instance
Zizek, 2002 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, “Are we in a war? Do we have an enemy?”, London Book Review, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v24/n10/zize2410.htm, CH)
This concept of homo sacer allows us to understand the numerous calls to rethink the basic elements of contemporary notions of human dignity and freedom that have been put out since 11 September. Exemplary here is Jonathan Alter's Newsweek article 'Time to Think about Torture' (5 November 2001), with the ominous subheading: 'It's a new world, and survival may well require old techniques that seemed out of the question.' Even the 'liberal' argument cited by Alan Dershowitz is suspect: 'I'm not in favour of torture, but if you're going to have it, it should damn well have court approval.' When, taking this line a step further, Dershowitz suggests that torture in the 'ticking clock' situation is not directed at the prisoner's rights as an accused person (the information obtained will not be used in the trial against him, and the torture itself would not formally count as punishment), the underlying premise is even more disturbing, implying as it does that one should be allowed to torture people not as part of a deserved punishment, but simply because they know something. Why not go further still and legalise the torture of prisoners of war who may have information, which could save the lives of hundreds of our soldiers? It is absolutely crucial that one does not elevate this desperate choice into a universal principle: given the unavoidable and brutal urgency of the moment, one should simply do it. Only in this way, in the very prohibition against elevating what we have done into a universal principle, do we retain a sense of guilt, an awareness of the inadmissibility of what we have done. Admitting torture as a topic of debate changes the entire field, while outright advocacy remains merely idiosyncratic. The idea that, once we let the genie out of the bottle, torture can be kept within 'reasonable' bounds, is the worst liberal illusion, if only because the 'ticking clock' example is deceptive: in the vast majority of cases torture is done for quite different reasons (to punish an enemy or to break him down psychologically, to terrorise a population etc) Any consistent ethical stance has to reject such pragmatic-utilitarian reasoning. Here's a simple thought experiment: imagine an Arab newspaper arguing the case for torturing American prisoners; think of the explosion of comments about fundamentalist barbarism and disrespect for human rights that would cause.
AT Section for Psycho
AT- Psychoanalysis Bad
Psychoanalytical criticism is key to opening up multiple perspectives - key to preventing totalitarianism

Žižek 2009 (Slavoj Žižek, researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, The Sublime Object of Ideology (Second Edition), January 5, 2009,  pg. xvii-xxviii)//ctc

Psychoanalytic 'essentialism' is paradoxical in so far as it is precisely psychoanalysis - at least in its Lacanian reading - which presents the real break with essentialist logic. That is to say, Lacanian psychoanalysis goes a decisive step further than the usual 'post-Marxist' anti-essentialism affirming the irreducible plurality of particular struggles - in other words, demonstrating how their articulation into a series of equivalences depends always on the radical contingency of the social-historical process: it enables us to grasp this plurality itself as a multitude of responses to the same impossible-real kernel. Let us take the Freudian notion of the 'death drive'. Of course, we have to abstract Freud's biologism: 'death drive' is not a biological fact but a notion indicating that the human psychic apparatus is subordinated to a blind automatism of repetition beyond pleasure-seeking, self-preservation, accordance between man and his milieu. Man is - Hegel dixit-'an animal sick unto death', an animal extorted by an insatiable parasite (reason, logos, language). In this perspective, the 'death drive', this dimension of radical negativity, cannot be reduced to an expression of alienated social conditions, it defines la condition humaine as such: there is no solution, no escape from it; the thing to do is not to 'overcome', to 'abolish' it, but to come to terms with it, to learn to recognize it in its terrifying dimension and then, on the basis of this fundamental recognition, to try to articulate a modus vivendi with it. All 'culture' is in a way a reaction-formation, an attempt to limit, canalize - to cultivate this imbalance, this traumatic kernel, this radical antagonism through which man cuts his umbilical cord with nature, with animal homeostasis. It is not only that the aim is no longer to abolish this drive antagonism, but the aspiration to abolish it is precisely the source of totalitarian temptation: the greatest mass murders and holocausts have always been perpetrated in the name of man as harmonious being, of a New Man without antagonistic tension. We have the same logic with ecology: man as such is 'the wound of nature', there is no return to the natural balance; to accord with his milieu, the only thing man can do is accept fully this cleft, this fissure, this structural rooting-out, and to try as far as possible to patch things up afterwards; all other solutions - the illusion of a possible return to nature, the idea of a total socialization of nature - are a direct path to totalitarianism. We have the same logic with feminism: 'there is no sexual relationship': that is, the relation between sexes is by definition 'impossible', antagonistic; there is no final solution, and the only basis for a somewhat bearable relation between the sexes is an acknowledgement of this basic antagonism, this basic impossibility. 

Žižek has developed his own psychoanalytic theory – their generic answers don’t apply 

Žižek 2009 (Slavoj Žižek, researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, The Sublime Object of Ideology (Second Edition), January 5, 2009 , pg. vii-ix)//ctc

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

AT- Zizek Racist
Žižek acknowledges that racism is only a Fantasmic tactic to hide the Lack

Žižek 1992 (Slavoj Žižek, researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana, “Enjoy Your Symptom!”, 1992, pg. 89-90)//ctc

And is not the same paradox of identity at work in the way fantasy guarantees the consistency of a socio ideological edifice? That is to say, “fantasy” designates an element which “sticks out,” which cannot be integrated into the given symbolic structure, yet which, precisely as such, constitutes its identity. The psychoanalytic clinic detects its fundamental matrix in the so-called “pregenital” (anal) object: according to Freudian orthodoxy, the fixation on it prevents the emergence of the “normal” (genital) sexual relationship; in the Lacanian theory, however, the “object is not what hinders the advent of the sexual relationship, as a kind of perspective error makes us believe. The object is on the contrary a filler, at which fills in the relationship which does not exist and bestows on it its fantasmatic consistency.”27 Sexual relationship is in itself impossible, hindered, and the object does nothing but materialize this “original” impossibility, this inherent hindrance; the “perspective error” consists in conceiving it as a stumbling block to the emergence of the “full” sexual relationship—as if, without this troublesome intruder, the sexual relationship would be possible in its intact fullness. What we encounter here is the paradox of the sacrifice in its purest: the illusion of the sacrifice is that renunciation of the object will render accessible the intact whole. In the ideological field, this paradox finds its clearest articulation in the anti-Semitic concept of the Jew: the Nazi has to sacrifice the Jew in order to be able to maintain the illusion that it is only the “Jewish plot” which prevents the establishment of the “class relationship,” of society as a harmonious, organic whole. Which is why, in the last pages of Seminar XI, Lacan is fully justified to designate the Holocaust as a “gift of reconciliation”: is not the Jew the anal object par excellence, i.e., the partial object-stain which disturbs the harmony of the class relationship? One is tempted, here, to paraphrase the above-quoted Jaeques-Alain Miller’s proposition: “The Jew is not what hinders the advent of the class relationship, as the anti-Semitic perspective error makes us believe. The Jew is on the contrary a filler, that which fills in the relationship which does not exist and bestows on it its fantasmatic consistency.”28 In other words, what appears as the hindrance to society’s full identity with itself is actually its positive condition: by transposing onto the Jew the role of the foreign body which introduces in the social organism disintegration and antagonism, the fantasy-image of society qua consistent, harmonious whole is rendered possible. 

AT- Robinson
Robinson misreads the role of violence in Zizek’s theory – even if its part of the revolution it is not a defining feature of a transcendent society

Thomassen, 2004 (Lasse works in the Department of Government at the University of Essex, The British Journal of Politics & International Relations Volume 6 Issue 4 Page 558 - November)//ctc
(3) According to Robinson, Lacanian political theory is inherently conservative. 'Lacanians', Robinson writes, 'urge that one reconcile oneself to the inevitability of lack. Lacanian politics is therefore about coming to terms with violence, exclusion and antagonism, not about resolving or removing these' (p. 260). And, about Mouffe, he writes that, 'as a Lacanian, Mouffe cannot reject exclusion; it is, on a certain level, necessary according to such a theory' (p. 263). Such assertions are only possible if we believe in the possibility of opposing exclusion to a situation of non-exclusion, which is exactly what post-structuralists have challenged. Moreover, the post-structuralist (and Lacanian) view does not necessarily preclude the removal of any concrete exclusion. On the contrary, the acknowledgement of the constitutivity of exclusion shifts the focus from exclusion versus non-exclusion to the question of which exclusions we can and want to live with. Nothing in the post-structuralist (and Lacanian) view thus precludes a progressive politics. Of course, this is not to say that a progressive politics is guaranteed—if one wants guarantees, post-structuralist political theory is not the place to look. There are similar problems with Robinson's characterisation of Žižekek's 'nihilistic variety of Lacanianism': 'the basic structure of existence is unchangeable ... [Žižekek's] Lacanian revolutionism must stop short of the claim that a better world can be constructed' (p. 267). This, according to Robinson, 'reflects an underlying conservatism apparent in even the most radical-seeming versions of Lacanianism' (p. 268). Again, the constitutivity of exclusion and violence does not necessarily mean that 'the new world cannot be better than the old' (p. 268). The alternative to guaranteed progress is not necessarily conservatism or nihilism, and the impossibility of a perfect society does not exclude attempts at improvement—with the proviso that what counts as improvement cannot be established according to some transcendental yardstick.

Robinson fundamentally misses the boat—there is a distinction between the limited realm of traditional politics and the cultural sphere of ‘the political.’  We intervene in ‘the political’ which ultimately shapes but is not the same as politics. 

Thomassen 4 [Lasse—Department of Gvt @ the Univ of Essex, “Lacanian Political Theory: A Reply to Robinson,” British Journal of Politics and International Relations 6.4, EbscoHost]

 (2) The ﬁrst issue I would like to raise in this regard concerns the relation between ontology and politics. Robinson writes: ‘The books discussed here thus tend to suggest that it is not possible to derive an original, distinct and attractive political agenda from Lacanian politics’ (p. 268, emphasis added). And: ‘since Lacan’s work deals with politics only very occasionally, the entire project of using Lacan politically is fraught with hazards’ (p. 261). Hazards indeed, but not quite in the way that Robinson thinks. What would be the condition of possibility of deriving a political agenda from a political theory or ontology? Such derivation would presuppose that one could move in a necessary fashion from a set of theoretical or ontological assumptions to a set of political conclusions applicable to a concrete context. Ontology, theory and political agenda would have to be part of the same homogeneous whole comprising ontological, theoretical and political elements linked by necessity. Clearly, if one subscribes to a post-structuralist viewpoint, there can be no such homogeneity, whether between ontological, theoretical and political elements or whether within a particular political agenda, for instance. This is a recurring theme in post-structuralism. The impossibility of this sort of derivation may be a ‘hazard’, but one that we will just have to live with. Robinson believes that, since Lacan did not provide a speciﬁc theory of politics, but only a more abstract ontology, all the political appropriations of Lacan can do is to subsume politics to pregiven Lacanian categories (p. 261). This is obviously a potential danger, and one that must be avoided. One must insist that analytical categories are always rearticulated when applied; as Wittgenstein has shown, there is no application that leaves intact the rule being applied. But this does not preclude the theorisation of politics through categories that were not originally thought to apply (directly or indirectly) to politics. This would assume a regional conception of politics: politics as determined as a particular region with particular (essential) limits and requiring a theory only applicable to this region. This, in turn, would require a theory transcending all regions and thus capable of delimiting the specifically political region—again not a feasible alternative from a post-structuralist viewpoint. It is the merit of, among others, the theorists considered by Robinson, that they have introduced a distinction between, on the one hand, politics as the region of practices usually referred to as politics and, on the other hand, the political as the moment of the contingent institution of politics and the social. The political cannot be reduced to a speciﬁc region, but instead refers to a logic permeating society in its entirety, even if in some places more than others. Since the political understood as contingency permeates politics, we can use the political as a principle of analysing politics. This is one of the contributions of post-structuralist (including Lacanian) political theory. 

AT- Cap Good
The aff twists capitalism to justify any means to attempt to achieve desired ends
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 79-80, CH)
Alain Badiou has reflected that we live in a social space which is progressively experienced as "worldless."3 In such a space, the only form protest can take is "mean​ingless" violence. Even Nazi anti-Semitism, however ghastly it was, opened up a world: it described its pres​ent critical situation by positing an enemy which was a "Jewish conspiracy"; it named a goal and the means of achieving it. Nazism disclosed reality in a way which allowed its subjects to acquire a global "cognitive map​ping," which included a space for their meaningful en​gagement. Perhaps it is here that one of the main dangers of capitalism should be located: although it is global and encompasses the whole world, it sustains a stricto sensu "worldless" ideological constellation, depriving the large majority of people of any meaningful cogni​tive mapping. Capitalism is the first socio-economic or​der which detotalises meaning: it is not global at the level of meaning (there is no global "capitalist world-view," no "capitalist civilisation" proper-the funda​mental lesson of globalisation is precisely that capitalism can accommodate itself to all civilisations, from Chris​tian to Hindu or Buddhist, from West to East); its global dimension can only be formulated at the level of truth-without-meaning, as the "Real" of the global mar​ket mechanism.
The capitalism and hegemony of the aff is a “worldless” view that can be perverted to justify any violence
Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 82-83, CH)
The "worldless" character of capitalism is linked to this hegemonic role of the scientific discourse in mo​dernity. Hegel had already clearly identified this fea​ture when he noted that for us moderns, art and religion no longer command absolute respect: we can admire them, but we no longer kneel down before them, our heart is not really with them. Only science-conceptual knowledge-deserves this respect. And it is only psycho​analysis that can disclose the full contours of the shat​tering impact of modernity- that is, capitalism combined with the hegemony of scientific discourse-on the way our identity is grounded in symbolic identifications. No wonder modernity led to the so-called "crisis of sense," that is, to the disintegration of the link between, or even identity of, truth and meaning. In Europe, where modernisation took place over several centuries, there was time to adjust to this break, to soften its shattering impact, through Kulturarbeit, the work of culture. New social narratives and myths slowly came into being. Some other societies-notably the Muslim ones-were exposed to this impact directly, without a protective screen or temporal delay, so their symbolic universe was perturbed much more brutally. They lost their (symbolic) ground with no time left to establish a new (symbolic) balance. No wonder, then, that the only way for some of these societies to avoid total breakdown was to erect in panic the shield of "fundamentalism," that psychotic-delirious-incestuous re-assertion of religion as direct insight into the divine Real, with all the terrifying consequences that such a assertion entails, and including the return with a vengeance of the obscene superego divinity demanding sacrifices.
AT- Communism Bad
Communism promotes stability – Soviet Union proves

Zizek, 2008 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 160, CH)
After the collapse of Soviet power, one of the most frustrating aspects of the daily existence of ordinary people was that these unwritten rules often became blurred. People simply did not know what to do, how to react, how to relate to explicit legal regulations, what to ignore, where bribery worked. One of the functions of organised crime was to provide a kind of ersatz le​gality: if you owned a small business and a customer owed you money, you turned to your mafia protector, who dealt with the problem, since the state legal system was inefficient. Stabilisation under the Putin regime mostly amounts to the newly established transparency of these unwritten rules: now, again, people mostly know how to navigate the complexities of social inter​actions.
AT- Stalinism Bad
Our alternative follows Leninism - distinctly different from Stalinism, which is what justified the atrocities of Soviet Russia
Zizek 09 senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, 
“HOW TO BEGIN FROM THE BEGINNING,” 2009, New Left Review, http://www.newleftreview.org/II/57/slavoj-zizek-how-to-begin-from-the-beginning CH)\

This ‘red terror’ should nonetheless be distinguished from Stalinist ‘totalitarianism’. In his memoirs, Sándor Márai provided a precise definition of the difference. Even in the most violent phases of the Leninist dictatorship, when those who opposed the revolution were brutally deprived of their right to (public free) speech, they were not deprived of their right to silence: they were allowed to withdraw into inner exile. An episode from the autumn of 1922 when, on Lenin’s instigation, the Bolsheviks were organizing the infamous ‘Philosophers’ Steamer’, is indicative here. When he learned that an old Menshevik historian on the list of those intellectuals to be expelled had withdrawn into private life to await death due to heavy illness, Lenin not only took him off the list, but ordered that he be given additional food coupons. Once the enemy resigned from political struggle, Lenin’s animosity stopped. For Stalinism, however, even such silence resonated too much. Not only were masses of people required to show their support by attending big public rallies, artists and scientists also had to compromise themselves by participating in active measures such as signing official proclamations, or paying lip-service to Stalin and the official Marxism. If, in the Leninist dictatorship, one could be shot for what one said, in Stalinism one could be shot for what one did not say. This was followed through to the very end: suicide itself, the ultimate desperate withdrawal into silence, was condemned by Stalin as the last and highest act of treason against the Party. This distinction between Leninism and Stalinism reflects their general attitude towards society: for the former, society is a field of merciless struggle for power, a struggle which is openly admitted; for the latter, the conflict is, sometimes almost imperceptibly, redefined as that of a healthy society against what is excluded from it—vermin, insects, traitors who are less than human.
AT- Revolution Bad
Their evidence is biased – any means are justified or hidden to achieve their desired ends
Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 14-15, CH)
Our blindness to the results of systemic violence is perhaps most clearly perceptible in debates about com​munist crimes. Responsibility for communist crimes is easy to allocate: we are dealing with subjective evil, with agents who did wrong. We can even identify the ideological sources of the crimes-totalitarian ideology, The Communist Manifesto, Rousseau, even Plato. But when one draws attention to the millions who died as the result of capitalist globalisation, from the tragedy of Mexico in the sixteenth century through to the Bel​gian Congo holocaust a century ago, responsibility is largely denied. All this seems just to have happened as the result of an "objective" process, which nobody planned and executed and for which there was no "Capitalist Manifesto." (The one who came closest to writing it was Ayn Rand.)6 The fact that the Belgian king Leopold II who presided over the Congo holo​caust was a great humanitarian and proclaimed a saint by the Pope cannot be dismissed as a mere case of ideo​logical hypocrisy and cynicism. Subjectively, he may well have been a sincere humanitarian, even modestly counteracting the catastrophic consequences of the vast economic project which was the ruthless exploita​tion of the natural resources of the Congo over which he presided. The country was his personal fiefdom! The ultimate irony is that even most of the profits from this endeavour were for the benefit of the Belgian people, for public works, museums, and so on. King Leopold was surely the precursor of today's "liberal commu​nists," including...

Their turn doesn’t apply - Their authors cannot comprehend the idea of sacrifice

Zizek 08 - senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology University of Ljubljana (Slavoj, Violence, 2008, p. 29, CH)
We from the First World countries find it more and more difficult even to imagine a public or universal cause for which one would be ready to sacrifice one's life. Indeed, the split between First and Third World runs increasingly along the lines of an opposition be​tween leading a long, satisfying life full of material and cultural wealth, and dedicating one's life to some tran​scendent cause. Isn't this the antagonism between what Nietzsche called "passive" and "active" nihilism? We in the West are the Last Men, immersed in stupid daily pleasures, while the Muslim radicals are ready to risk everything, engaged in the nihilist struggle up to the point of self-destruction. What is gradually disappear​ing in this opposition between those who are "in," the Last Men who dwell in aseptic gated communities, and those who are "out," are the good old middle classes. The "middle class is a luxury capitalism can no longer afford."17 The only place in Children of Men where a strange sense of freedom prevails is Bexhill on Sea, a kind of liberated territory outside the all-pervasive and suffocating oppression. The town, isolated by a wall and turned into a refugee camp, is run by its inhabi​tants, who are illegal immigrants. Life is thriving here with Islamic fundamentalist military demonstrations, but also with acts of authentic solidarity. No wonder that rare creature, the newborn child, makes its ap​pearance here. At the film's end, this Bexhill on Sea is ruthlessly bombed by the air force.
AT- Squo Solves
Current anti-imperialsm critiques are avoiding and masking a true critique of capitalism 

Zizek 07 [Slavoj Zizek, Lacan.com: Censorship Today: Violence, or

Ecology as a New Opium for the Masses, part 1, http://www.lacan.com/zizecology1.htm  // Accessed: June 20th 2012 // BP]

Marco Cicala, a Leftist Italian journalist, told me about his recent weird experience: when, in an article, he once used the word "capitalism," the editor asked him if the use of this term is really necessary - could he not replace it by a synonymous one, like "economy"? What better proof of the total triumph of capitalism than the virtual disappearance of the very term in the last 2 or 3 decades? No one, with the exception of a few allegedly archaic Marxists, refers to capitalism any longer. The term was simply struck from the vocabulary of politicians, trade unionists, writers and journalists - even of social scientists... But what about the upsurge of the anti-globalization movement in the last years? Does it not clearly contradict this diagnostic? No: a close look quickly shows how this movement also succumbs to "the temptation to transform a critique of capitalism itself (centered on economic mechanisms, forms of work organization, and profit extraction) into a critique of 'imperialism'." In this way, when one talks about "globalization and its agents," the enemy is externalized (usually in the form of vulgar anti-Americanism). From this perspective, where the main task today is to fight "the American empire," any ally is good if it is anti-American, and so the unbridled Chinese "Communist" capitalism, violent Islamic anti-modernists, as well as the obscene Lukashenko regime in Belarus may appear as progressive anti-globalist comrades-in-arms... What we have here is thus another version of the ill-famed notion of "alternate modernity": instead of the critique of capitalism as such, of confronting its basic mechanism, we get the critique of the imperialist "excess," with the (silent) notion of mobilizing capitalist mechanisms within another, more "progressive," frame.

AT- Cede the Political
Pragmatism is wrong—only by illuminating philosophical questions can we create change

Hurley 98

(James S. Hurley, Department of English at the University of Richmond, 1998, “Real Virtuality: Slavoj Zizek and ‘Post-Ideological’ Ideology”, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/postmodern_culture/v009/9.1r_hurley.html) //ZA

Richard Rorty has for the last several years been advising intellectuals on the left to "start talking about greed and selfishness rather than about bourgeois ideology, about starvation wages and layoffs rather than about the commodification of labor, and about differential per-pupil expenditure on schools and differential access to health care rather than about the division of society into classes" (229). All of those old Marxist buzz-phrases on the back-end of Rorty's parallelisms are, he argues, the unfortunate baggage of the revolutionary romanticism attached to Marx-Leninism, and speak, more than anything else, to a delusional self-importance on the part of leftists who have wanted to cast themselves as heroic players on the world-historical stage. For Rorty, this kind of discourse was never very good at achieving what it ostensibly wanted to in the first place; now that Marxism has been universally discredited, this discourse is less useful and more masturbatory than ever. But do progressive critics and theorists really have to make Rorty's severe amputational choice? And indeed, might such a choice finally be less a pragmatic, smell-the-coffee adjustment to present-day political realities, enabling the left to further its goals more effectively, than it is the carrying out of a sort of Solomonic chop, sundered progressive baby going out with the bloody bath water? Slavoj Zizek insists on speaking in much of the Marxist language Rorty repudiates. Beginning with his 1989 book The Sublime Object of Ideology, Zizek has produced a large and remarkable body of work, arguing (among other things) that in order for the left really to address the kinds of social inequities that Rorty enumerates, it must take into account the ways in which capitalism and its current political support system (a.k.a. "liberal democracy") attempt to maintain their smooth functioning by constructing self-naturalizing horizons of belief and practice. Whereas thinkers such as Rorty and Jürgen Habermas pin their egalitarian social/political hopes on a view of language as a relatively unproblematic instrument that merely needs to be put to the right (which is to say, left) uses,1 Zizek, following Jacques Lacan, sees language as necessarily partial, occlusive, deformed by some "pathological twist." These deformations and blockages are for Zizek ideological, are indeed the very logic and structure of ideology, in that they obscure the antagonisms and contradictions that systems of power both require and yet cannot truly acknowledge if they are to operate successfully. Zizek's most recent book, The Plague of Fantasies, takes its title from a line in Petrarch, and refers, as Zizek puts it, to "images which blur one's clear reasoning"; this plague, he says, "is brought to its extreme in today's audiovisual media" (1). According to Zizek, his new book "approaches systematically, from a Lacanian viewpoint, the presuppositions of this 'plague of fantasies'" (1), but I suspect that we encounter in this last claim some of the impish wit that is part of what makes his work so enjoyable. Zizek has said elsewhere that his books operate along the lines of CD-ROMs: "click here, go there, use this fragment, that story or scene."2 This dislocative approach was evident in even his earliest work; in his more recent books, however--those following 1993's Tarrying with the Negative--Zizek's mode of theorizing has grown increasingly urgent and frenetic, the collage-like argumentational strategies of the earlier books becoming in the later well-nigh kaleidoscopic. In The Plague of Fantasies, this freneticism and urgency take their most pronounced form to date; his argumentational zigzags and narratological discontinuities here become positively vertiginous, to the point where the text effectively forestalls accurate or even adequate summary, snaking away from all attempts at a synoptic grasp. If this book is systematic, it is so according to a rather eccentric systemic logic. In reviewing Plague of Fantasies, then, I don't want to offer a strict explication of the text's highly intricate theoretical apparatus (although this very intricacy means that some explication is in order); rather, I wish to place its theoretical insights in the context of the urgency I've described above, whose concomitant is the text's seeming self-discombobulation. Plague of Fantasies, I will argue, shows Zizek in something of a theoretical deadlock: he unfolds in this text a theory of the workings of postmodern ideology that is often breathtaking in its scope and acuity; but his theory also constructs for itself what may be its own greatest stumbling block, causing it to fall into a logic uncomfortably close to that of the ideology he critiques.

AT- Ian Parker

Parker is wrong – Zizek accounts for changes in the theory of capital

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 187)//JC

The Marxist option of a historically given political subject is not persuasive to Žižek for a number of reasons. First, he recognizes transformations in work, labor, and property today. Digitalization changes the regime of private property as well as distinctions between mental and physical labor. Second, as we saw in Chapter Two, there is no such thing as an “authentic” working class.11 Third, even if there were, one could in no way assume that such a working class would somehow perceive its interests and act on them.12 Ian Parker is thus mistaken in his claim that Žižek endorses the logic of capitalism. Parker misreads as an acceptance of capitalism what is actually Žižek’s acknowledgment of the problems facing a materialist analysis.13

AT- Counter-K- No Doer Behind the Deed
There’s no doer behind the deed – the act emerges out of necessity, and the revolutionist isn’t responsible for actions during the act

Dean ’06 -  Prof. of Political Science @ Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Jodi, Zizek’s Politics, p. 188-189)//JC

Žižek’s notion of the act as something that happens to the subject also resembles Nietzsche’s insight that there is no “doer behind the deed” and poststructuralist emphases on the ways an act exceeds its conditions of emergence, doubling back into and changing these conditions. Yet the poststructuralist version does not completely disconnect itself from the concept of the will; rather, it simply acknowledges the instabilities of the will, its failure to be what liberalism has claimed it to be. Accordingly, Žižek goes further insofar as he emphasizes not just a will that is never sovereign, knowing, or in control, but the fact that the act disrupts the very frame within which anything like sovereignty, knowledge, or control might be assessed. The act divides the subject, “who can never subjectivize it, assume it as ‘his own,’ posit himself as its author-agent—the authentic act that I accomplish is always by definition a foreign body, an intruder which simultaneously attracts/fascinates and repels me, so that if and when I come too close to it, this leads to my aphanisis, self-erasure.”18 In the act, I cannot believe what I did; I did what I had to, even though I thought I could not.19 If an act is not something an agent decides, if it is not the result of the will of an agent, where does it come from? It is a reaction to the situation of a double bind, an ideological impasse.20 We could say, then, that the act is homologous to a spontaneous revolt occasioned by contradictions between the capitalist mode of production and relations of production, and the difference between the act and such a revolt is that the act arises from an ideological impasse. A potential problem here is that Žižek’s analysis could be insufficiently materialist, especially insofar as he resolutely identifies himself as a materialist philosopher. A second potential problem with the homology between the act and the revolt is that it fails to say why, exactly, an ideological impasse would result in something like an act—what makes this sort of impasse such a big deal?

AT- Keynes Econ
Keynesian economics wrong – promotes exploitation of the masses. The only alternative is Socialism – key to true democracy

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
 As the first article says, Keynsism is now the dominant economic orthodoxy, taught in schools and universities as a supposedly accurate description of how capitalism works or can be made to work. It is also the implicit theory behind the reformist practice of both the Labour and Conservative parties. For Keynsism holds that capitalism can be controlled by governments so as to function in the interest of all. A knowledge of Marxian economics shows this Keynesian – and indeed general reformist – claim to be false. For capitalism is a class system, based on the exploitation of the majority, which can only function by putting profits before human needs. Practice – the failure of all post-war governments to redeem their election promises about full employment, stable prices, steady and continuous growth – has also confirmed that capitalism is governed by economic laws which government intervention cannot overcome, despite what Keynes taught. The Marxian criticism of Keynes must be distinguished from that of those who argue that what is wrong with Keynsism is that it advocates only government intervention in an essentially private-enterprise economy, not government ownership of industry. That a state capitalist economy could function in the interest of all is equally illusory, but we cannot go into this here. The Marxian alternative to both Keynsism and state capitalism is Socialism, a non-market, non-monetary society based on the common ownership and democratic control of the means of production by and in the interest of the whole community. Only on this basis can production be democratically planned to provide what human beings need, both as individuals and as a community. 

Keynesian claims of controlled capitalism are false – causes inconsistent growth and unemployment. Unemployment and exploitation of the third world is ignored by their evidence

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
The basic proposition of the Keynsians comes to this: steady growth at full employment level can be kept if the State controls spending and investment so that when a boom is developing its cuts down, and when a slump threatens it increases, its spending. Keynes had been a critic of laissez-faire for a long time before he wrote his General Theory. He was a member of the Liberal Party and sympathetic to the kind of state capitalist schemes the Fabians pushed. When he wrote this book he already had an international reputation as a leading economist. His book was given wide publicity because in it a well-known economist provided a theoretical justification for policies already being tried in the 1930ts. Keynes’ theories and policies – equalizing taxation, cheap money, State control – were eagerly spread by the Labour Party and “progressives” generally. After all, this was what they – and Keynes himself, for that matter – had long been advocating. Helped by these partisans Keynesian economics has become the dominant economic theory. In Britain it completely conquered the universities and government departments. In America some conservative ’economists are still fighting a rearguard action on behalf of laissez-faire against Keynes’ theories which they see as state capitalism (to them “socialism”) . It is true that Keynesian economics is a theory of state capitalism. It is a theory that capitalism can be managed by professional economists from government departments. It is Fabianism in new guise: capitalism run by “experts” . In Britain the first Keynesian budget was that of 1940 so the “experts” have been in charge for over thirty years. How have they fared? Have they been able to control capitalism? Under capitalism the market is king; it decides what is produced and when. After the last war there was an expansion of the world market which, with a few minor upsets, has continued ever since. It is this expansion of the world market rather than State control which has been the major factor in the relatively full employment in some parts of the world. This particular combination of circumstances has allowed the Keynsians to claim as the benefits of their “economic management” what in fact are the result of world market conditions favourable to the capitalists of the countries concerned. The world market has not expanded at a steady rate; it has done so in fits and starts. This, of course, is the boom-slump cycle. In Britain the figures of unemployment, industrial production and trade have gone up and down with the world market – and the “experts” have been unable to do anything about it. Indeed far from these “experts” controlling capitalism it is the other way round: the Keynsians seated in their government offices have had to take orders from the world market. Given a contraction of the world market on a large scale, the emptiness of the claims of the Keynsians to control capitalism, and especially its boom-slump cycle, would become apparent immediately. Nor have the “experts” been able to end unemployment. In many parts of the world unemployment is widespread, in the Caribbean and Mediterranean areas to mention just two. Keynsians have been unable to do anything about this. Some of their thinkers have admitted this and call the unemployment in these areas “Marxian” as opposed to the “Keynesian” unemployment they can cure. As if this unemployment wasn’t connected with the relatively full employment elsewhere/ For these unemployed are the reserve army of labour Marx talked about. They are drawn on by industries in the dominant capitalist countries as and when required to produce for the world market. Keynesian economics – a combination of a policy of inflation and the rule of economic “experts” – is not at all what it is made out to be. It has not, and cannot, control capitalism in the ways that it claims. 

Keynesian claims of growth are false – empirically proven

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
Keynes presented his doctrines in 1936, in a book called The General Theory of Employment Interest and Money. Stewart maintains that the money and interest can be discarded “for the book is really about what determines the level of employment”. It is true that in his book Keynes said that we had not yet gone into the practical problems of a full employment society but that certainly did not mean that he attached little importance to the aspects that Stewart dismisses. It is, however, not necessary to prove the point because in the government White Paper Employment Policy, 1944, which Keynes helped to draft, the practical problems were considered and they went far beyond full employment; to include specifically the maintenance of a stable price level and a faster expansion of production. One can guess why Stewart would prefer his version, for while he claims that the full employment aim has been achieved, he has to admit that the others have not. The first question is whether in fact full employment can be and has been maintained by the use of Keynes’ methods. Stewart is confident that it has (except where governments did not want full employment). Other Keynsians are not so sure. Professor Alvin Hansen in his A Guide to Keynes (1953) writing about the low unemployment in the early post-war years said “full employment was, however, primarily the result of the war and post-war developments, not of conscious policy”. And John Grieve Smith reviewing Stewart’s book in The Times (22 January 1968) had this to say: “Michael Stewart attributes the maintenance of high levels of employment...after the second world war mainly to the widespread acceptance of Keynes’ ideas. This is over-generous. Since 1945 there has been an inherent tendency towards full employment as powerful as the tendency to\1ards heavy unemployment in the Twenties and Thirties. Initially this appears to have been an aftermath of the destruction of war, latterly, perhaps a result of the tendency towards higher public expenditure whether for military or civil purpose.” It should be noted that there is now a fairly clear trend towards an increase of the level of unemployment in Britain as compared with the early post-war years, and Stewart himself is disturbed by the quite sizeable unemployment that has persisted in America in spite of government declarations and policies. Stewart claims that the first government to adopt Keynes was Roosevelt’s administration in 1933. He then has to explain why, eight years later, unemployment was still 10 per cent representing over 8 million unemployed. His explanation is that although Roosevelt was running a budget deficit of 4½ billion dollars a year (nearly £1,000m) to finance government expenditure on public works, it was not enough, he should have spent more. It will be seen that Stewart has an answer for every situation. If the Keynes technique is not seen to cure unemployment this must be due either to the government not wanting full employment or to the medicine not being strong enough. It will however be recalled that on a particular occasion, Enoch Powell was able to show that although the recovery from a bout of fairly heavy unemployment did follow a Tory government statement of its intention to dispense financial medicine, the recovery took place without the medicine having been taken. Having to admit that the other two aims have not been achieved Stewart in effect throws Keynes overboard. He writes that Keynes did not live long enough “to get to grips with the problem of achieving faster growth and more stable prices” and that “the management of effective demand along Keynesian lines, though a necessary condition for solving both problems, is not a sufficient solution of either of them”.  It was not only faster growth they thought they could organise, but continuous growth. In fact in the past twenty or so years what they got was the stop-go, the alternate expansion and contraction, much the same as it was before Keynes was born and when Marx described it in Capital. 

Keynesian Economics are flawed – ignores the inevitable class conflict. The only alternative is Socialism

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
This dependence on an incomes policy, and the consequences that will flow from it bring us back to a basic difference between the analysis of capitalism made by Marx and that made by Keynes and Stewart. Marx saw that capitalism is not just an accidental assembly of economic activities, but a class system, with the means of production and distribution owned by one class and the other class, the workers, forced, in order to get a living, to sell their mental and physical energies for wage or salary. In the inevitable class struggle the government is compelled, if it is to keep capitalism functioning, to come into conflict with the workers. Keynes thought that if he could find means to reduce unemployment to a very low level he could take the edge off the conflict. Yet at the end of the road we find Keynesian governments, Labour and Conservative, trying to impose wage restraint on the workers. Governments may try for a time to enforce this with increased rigour, or may withdraw in face of opposition, or unemployment may rise to the point at which no incomes policy is necessary, but whichever way it goes they will be reminded of the class nature of capitalism – one of the facts of life they pretended no longer existed. There is still another difference between Marx and Keynes. It was claimed for Keynes in the Thirties that he saved capitalism; that was certainly his declared intention. Marx of course sought to replace capitalism by Socialism (not, as Stewart thinks, by state capitalism on the model of Russia). The Keynsians, including the leaders of the Labour Party, are still trying to save capitalism. If any member of the Labour Party doubts this he should take note of the fact that Stewart in his book does not even consider the possibility that there is an alternative – Socialism. 

Capitalism makes unemployment inevitable

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
The first volume of Capital, in which Karl Marx analysed the workings of the capitalist system, was published in 1867. Although Marx’s economic theories were under ceaseless attack by economists who defended capitalism the theories made headway in working class circles, particularly in the prolonged depression of the 1930’s. One of the reasons for the universal interest in Marx in those years was his treatment of unemployment, for he showed how unemployment arises and why it is necessary to capitalism. Then in 1936 John Maynard Keynes’ work The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money brought about a twofold shift in the attitude of many economists and politicians. On the one hand they now accepted that unemployment – sometimes of acute and politically dangerous proportions – can arise out of the normal functioning of the capitalist system, but on the other hand they hailed Keynes as the man who they thought had shown them how full employment could be achieved if the right measures were taken by governments. Keynes’ theories were welcomed most of all by the trade unions and the Labour Party because they seemed to offer the prospect that a future Labour government need not be overwhelmed by an “economic blizzard”, as had happened to the Labour government which entered office in 1929 and collapsed under the weight of two million unemployed in 1931.  One of the consequences of the rise of Keynes was of course that working class interest in Marxian theories suffered a sharp decline. Keynes was given the credit of having demolished the theories of 19th century economists who had taught that, if left to its own devices, capitalism would always and of its own accord tend towards full employment. What was little noticed was that most of the ground covered by him had been treated in detail by Marx three-quarters of a century earlier. Keynes was quite contemptuous of Marx, describing Capital as “an obsolete textbook which I know to be not only scientifically erroneous but without interest or application to the modern world” (A Short View of Russia, 1925) and he never seems to have appreciated that his own criticisms of earlier economists were much like those of Marx. Among those economists were the Frenchman J.B. Say and the English economists James and John Stuart Mill and David Ricardo. The first of the four is remembered by what is called “Say’s Law”, which was that as people acquire money only to spend it, production and sale will always keep in balance. Keynes in his General Theory wrote: “Thus Say’s Law, that the aggregate demand price of output as a whole is equal to its aggregate supply price for all volumes of output, is equivalent to the proposition that there is no obstacle to full employment. If, however, this is not the true law relating the aggregate demand and supply functions, there is a vitally important chapter of economic theory which remains to be written and without which all discussions concerning the volume of aggregate employment are futile.” Keynes also quoted J.S. Mill who, in his Principles of Political Economy, set out to show that no matter how much production is increased the output will always be sold: “All sellers are inevitably, and by the meaning of the word buyers. Could we suddenly double the productive powers of the country, we should double the supply of commodities in every market; but we should by the same stroke double the purchasing power. Everybody would bring a double demand as well as supply; everybody would be able to buy twice as much, because everyone would have twice as much to offer in exchange.” Marx had seen this mistake long before. In his A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, published in 1859, he pointed out that Say had in act borrowed his law from James Mill. Marx quoted a passage from James Mill putting exactly the same idea as that borrowed by his son and quoted by Keynes. In Capital Marx wrote: “Nothing can be more childish than the dogma, that because every sale is a purchase and every purchase a sale, therefore the circulation of commodities necessarily implies an equilibrium of sales and purchases” (Kerr edition, p.127). He showed that “no one is forthwith bound to purchase, because he has just sold”; there can be an interval and if this “split between the sale and the purchase becomes too pronounced” the result is a crisis. Keynes, like Marx, saw that although capitalists could, in times of depression, invest to expand production they will not do so unless there is prospect of selling the products at an adequate profit. Marx dealt with this reluctance to spend to expand production, under the heading of “hoarding” ; Keynes coined the term “liquidity preference”, meaning that the capitalist prefers in that situation to keep his money in cash or its equivalent. Al though Marx and Keynes both saw the fallacy of the early economic theories they reached different conclusions. Marx showed that, under the inducement of competition for the market, capitalist industry is always seeking to reduce costs of production by utilising labour-displacing machinery or other means of securing the same output with less labour, thus creating unemployment; and that capitalism needs “an industrial reserve army” both in order to be able to take advantage of periodical opportunities to expand old industries and develop new ones, and to keep wages down to a level which makes production profitable. For Marx periodical crises are inevitable and equally inevitable is eventual recovery to go through another phase of expansion, boom, crisis and depression. 

Rejecting Keynesian theory is key to the revolution

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
During the six years of the 1964-70 Labour government, two developments were going on in the field of economic theory; on the one side confidence in a government’s ability to “manage the economy” was being undermined by the series of crises and the rise of prices and unemployment; on the other a big offensive was being mounted by monetary economists against the Keynesian ideas on which the Labour government’s policies were based. The two trends came together in the declaration made on 19 May 1969 by Roy Jenkins, Labour’s Chancellor of the Exchequer, that his priority was not expansion of production and employment, as his supporters would have wished, but dealing with the problem of “too much money” in the economy. Prominent among the monetary school is Professor Milton Friedman of Chicago University, whose lecture, “The Counter-Revolution of Monetary Theory”, was reproduced in the Financial Times on 7 September 1970. It should be noted that Friedman said he was attacking Keynes’ followers not Keynes himself. Indeed he claimed that Keynes, if still alive, would, in present circumstances, be in the forefront of the counter-revolution. 

Keynes theory fails and causes inflation – empirically proven

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
Labour Party supporters who associated their schemes of nationalisation with Keynesian proposals for government action to maintain employment have been particularly disappointed. In the Labour Party Election Programme of 1950 they explained what a Labour government would do: “Publicly owned industry will be ready to expand its investment when employment policy demands it. The public sector will, by speeding up necessary capital development, help to maintain employment.” But the Labour government’s Nationalisation Acts required the nationalised industries to be run at a profit, like any capitalist industry, and this involved closing down unprofitable coal mines and railways lines. The Keynsians did not at the outset admit the force of Marx’s analysis of capitalism’s need to keep wages down in order to safeguard profits, but finding in practice that the need exists, Labour governments achieved what they thought was a substitute in the form of wage restraint through an incomes policy. In face of the realities of capitalism Keynes’ reputation is now greatly diminished, while Marx still provides an unanswerable case for not wasting time – trying to save capitalism.  “KEYNES WRONG” ADMISSION “The Keynesian idea that in order to reduce interest rates one must increase the money supply . . . has now been proved wrong and even harmful: by accelerating the expansion of credit one achieves not a fall in the cost of money as the supply increases but a fall in the value of the currency in circulation. This had already been demonstrated by Ricardo 150 years ago” (Paul Fabra, economics editor of Le Monde, writing in The Times, 11 February,1969). And by Marx too. 
Keynesian Economics is flawed because the search to improve the economy by putting into it results in a collapse

Zizek 93

[Slavoj, “Tarrying with the Negative”, Duke University Press, Page 43, javi]

What is crucial here is the virtual character of the Name-of-the-Father: the paternal metaphor is an "X" in the sense that it opens up the space of virtual meaning; it stands for all possible future meanings. As to this virtual character that pertains to the symbolic order, the parallel to the capitalist financial system is most instructive. As we know from Keynes onwards, the capitalist economy is "virtual" in a very precise sense: Keynes's favorite maxim was that in the long term we are all dead; the paradox of the capitalist economics is that our borrowing from the (virtual) future, i.e., our printing of money "uncovered" in "real" values, can bring about real effects (growth). Herein lies the crucial difference between Keynes and economic "fundamentalists" who favor the actual "settling of accounts" (reimbursing the credits, abolishing the "borrowing from the future"). Keynes's point is not simply that "unnatural" crediting by way of "uncovered" money, inflation, or state spending can provide the impulse which results in actual economic growth and thus enables us eventually to achieve a balance whereby we settle accounts at a much higher level of economic prosperity. Keynes concedes that the moment of some final "settling of accounts" would be a catastrophe, that the entire system would collapse. Yet the art of economic politics is precisely to prolong the virtual game and thus to postpone ad infinitum the moment of final settlement. In this precise sense capitalism is a "virtual" system: it is sustained by a purely virtual keeping of accounts; debts are incurred which will never be cleared. However, although purely fictitious, this "balancing" must be preserved as a kind of Kantian "regulative Idea" if the system is to survive. What Marx as well as strict monetarists commonly hold against Keynes is the conviction that sometimes, sooner or later, the moment will arrive when we actually shall have to "settle accounts," reimburse debts and thus place the system on its proper, "natural" foundations. 45 Lacan's notion of the debt that pertains to the very notion of the symbolic order is strictly homologous to this capitalist debt: sense as such is never "proper"; it is always advanced, "borrowed from the future"; it lives on the account of the virtual future sense. The Stalinist Communist who gets caught in a vicious circle by justifying his present acts, including the sacrifice of millions of lives, with reference to a future Communist paradise brought about by these acts, i.e., who cites beneficent future consequences as what will retroactively redeem present atrocities, simply renders visible the underlying temporal structure of sense as such.

AT- Post-war Employment
Post-war employment doesn’t prove – just a boom

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
 The years of relatively low unemployment in this and some other countries since the second world war were held to have proved the validity of Keynes’ argument. This interpretation has, however, been disputed and not only by Marxists. Professor R.C.O. Matthews, for example, argued in the September 1968 issue of the Economic Journal that the major factors have been demand arising out of war-time destruction and an unusually prolonged investment boom, and that positive Keynesian measures have had at most a very minor effect. And the Keynsians have been dismayed by the repeated crises and the gradual long-term increase of unemployment that began in the sixties. 

AT- Friedman
Friedman’s economic ideas are flawed – inflation theory proves

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
Among the many aspects dealt with by Friedman the two most interesting were his treatment of inflation and his own idea of how a government should try to manage capitalism. On the first he declared: “Inflation is always and everywhere a monetary phenomenon – in the sense that it is and can be produced only by a more rapid increase in the quantity of money than in output.” At first glance it may seem that Friedman was merely restating the view held in the past by economists as diverse in their approach as Marx, Cannan and Keynes, that if an inconvertible currency (such as exists now) is issued in excessive amounts this causes a proportionate rise in the general price level. There is however a variation of terms that should be noted. These three economists were talking specifically of currency (notes and coin) while Friedman was talking of currency plus bank deposits. (Current use of the term “money” is so variously defined that the government central statistical office now has three different calculations of the money supply). In practice no doubt the Friedman “money” view of inflation comes back roughly to the currency view because any policy of controlling “money supply” would in the last resort entail also control of the currency issue. Most economists follow Friedman in including some or all of bank deposits in their conception but among those who after the war continued to deal with inflation specifically in terms of currency was Sir Arnold Plant, Professor of Commerce in the University of London. He declared that “all our troubles arising from the present inflationary position would cease as soon as a British government decided to accept the full responsibility of their position as the sole controller of currency issues”. He wanted an absolute ceiling to be placed on the total currency issue (The Times, 1 June 1956). 

Friedman’s theories will fail – proven by Keynes 

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
Keynes’ proposition was that no control of the currency issue was necessary because if the monetary authorities looked after bank lending (“the creation of credit”) the creation of currency could be left to follow suit (Tract on Monetary Reform, p.184). When Keynes declared his belief that formal control of the currency issue was unnecessary Professor Cannan immediately raised the alarm. He said that experience showed that unless there was some form of control governments would always succumb to the temptation to depreciate the currency, with its consequent rise of prices. In fact currency in the hands of the public has increased from £449m in June 1938 to £3,107m in June 1970. Such a rate of increase was never intended or anticipated by Keynes. Friedman is now saying that some control is necessary. He wants the increase to be limited to a steady 4 or 5 per cent a year. “A steady rate of monetary growth at a moderate level can provide a framework under which you can have little inflation and much growth. It will not produce heaven on earth. It will make an important contribution to a stable economic society.” If Friedman’s lecture is compared with the 1944 White Paper Employment Policy, which was the agreed three-party statement on how Keynesian doctrines were to be applied after the war, it will be seen that Friedman’s other main criticism was of the belief that interest rates could be kept down by government policy and that this could be an effective instrument for controlling economic affairs. Bank rate under the Wilson government rose to the highest level for a century and Friedman argues that the excessive rate of growth of the money supply is a contributory factor in high interest rates. That 1944 statement showed how the government would iron out the ups and downs of overexpansion and depression by varying interest rates, by alternately increasing and decreasing government and private capital investment and by increasing and decreasing the market for consumer goods, and at the same time aim at “work for all“, stable prices and continual expansion of production and a rising standard of living. It has failed in most of its objectives. What are the prospects that Friedman will do any better? He is of course more moderate in his claims. He appears to think that under his proposal British experience will come more into line with American. It would seem that he is not expecting much; indeed it may well be he expects the already rising unemployment in Britain to reach the higher level that has prevailed in America in recent years. There is no reason at all to suppose that his moderate and controlled inflation will get rid of the cycle of expansions, crises and recessions than did the more rapid inflation of post-war Britain, or the long period without inflation in the 19th century. Marx never supposed that capitalism could be made to work smoothly and neither Keynes nor Friedman has shown how capitalism can do without unemployment to provide an industrial reserve army and keep wages down to a level profitable to the capitalist. It is true that post-war governments thought they had found a substitute in the form of an incomes policy and wage restraint but it came up against working class resistance they never expected. Incidentally in all the plausible plans of the 1944 statement there was not a word about having to include such a policy. 

AT- Keynes K of Communism
Keynes’ criticism of communism is flawed – no historical basis

SEB 73 – Major source left opinions on news (Socialist Education Bulletin, “Marx versus Keynes”, No 1 July 1973, http://www.worldsocialism.org/spgb/education/study-guides/marx-versus-keynes CH)
Keynes had no sense of the historical development of society and showed little appreciation of the problem which faced Russia, as it does all countries in the early stages of capitalism, of accumulating capital to build up large-scale industry. His advice to the Russian government was to lower the wages of town workers, and “get itself into a sufficiently strong financial position to be able to pay the peasant more nearly the real value of his produce.” As the town workers were a small minority and the peasants the vast majority of the population, it certainly wouldn’t have solved the problem. It was about as useful as telling a starving man that what he ought to do is to get hold of a large sum of money without telling him how. Although, for Keynes, Leninism was a religion he did not wholly approve of it, but he did believe that it would create a society in which money making and love of money would lose their hold, especially among the new generation – though not to the extent of making “Jews less avaricious or Russians less extravagant”. But although this might be alright for the Russians it was not congenial to “an educated, decent, intelligent son of Western Europe” (who, incidentally, made a fortune by financial speculations). He disliked the “mood of oppression” in Russia, for which he had a simple explanation: “In part, no doubt, it is the fruit of Red Revolution. In part, perhaps, it is the fruit of some beastliness in the Russian nature – or in the Russian and Jewish natures when, as now, they are allied together.” What can one say of such a shallow interpretation of history except that if Keynes had troubled to understand Marx he might have known what was really taking place in Russia. 

***Revolution Updates***
It’s try or die for the revolution – capitalism will inevitably cause extinction, reform and incrementalism only hide this fact

Kovel, 02 - Alger Hiss Professor of Social Studies at Bard College, awarded Fellowship at the John Guggenheim Foundation, 2002 (Joel, The Enemy of Nature, pages 5-7)
To account for this and point the way toward its transformation, The Enemy of Nature is divided into three parts. In the ﬁrst, “The Culprit,” we indict capital as what will be called the “efﬁcient cause” of the ecological crisis. But ﬁrst, this crisis itself needs to be deﬁned, and that is what the next chapter sets out to do, chieﬂy by introducing certain ecological notions through which the scale of the crisis can be addressed, and by raising the question of causality. The third chapter, “Capital,” lays out the main terms of the indictment, beginning with a case study of the Bhopal disaster, and proceeding to a discussion of what capital is, and how it afﬂicts ecosystems intensively, by degrading the conditions of its production, and extensively, through ruthless expansion. The next chapter, “Capitalism,” follows upon this by considering the speciﬁc form of society built around and for the production of capital. The modes of capital’s expansion are explored, along with the qualities of its social relations and the character of its ruling class, and, decisively, the question of its adaptability. For if capitalism cannot alter its fundamental ecological course, then the case for radical transformation is established. All of which is, needless to say, a grand challenge. The ecological crisis is intellectually difﬁcult and horriﬁc to contemplate, while its outcome must always remain beyond the realm of positive proof. Furthermore, the line of reasoning pursued here entails extremely difﬁcult and unfamiliar political choices. Even though people may accept it in a cursory way, its awful dimensions  make  resistance  to the practical implications inevitable. The argument developed here would be, for many, akin to learning that a trusted and admired guardian – one, moreover, who retains a great deal of power over life – is in reality a cold-blooded killer who has to be put down if one is to survive. Not an easy conclusion to draw, and not an easy path to take, however essential it may be. But that is my problem, and if I believed in prayer, I would pray that my powers are adequate to the task. In the middle section, “The Domination of Nature,” we leave the direct prosecution of the case to establish its wider ground. This is necessary for a number of reasons, chieﬂy, to avoid a narrow economistic interpretation. In the ﬁrst of these chapters, the ﬁfth overall, I set out to ground the argument more deeply in the philosophy of nature and human nature. This is entailed in the shift from a merely environmental approach to one that is genuinely ecological, for which purpose it is necessary to talk in terms of human ecosystems and in the human ﬁttedness for ecosystems, i.e. human nature. If the goal of our effort is to build a free society in harmony with nature, then we need to appreciate how capital violates both nature at large and human nature – and we need to understand as well how we can restore a more integral relationship with nature. These ideas are pursued further in Chapter 6, which takes them up in a historical framework and in relation to other varieties of ecophilosophy. We see here that capital stands at the end of a whole set of estrangements from nature, and integrates them into itself. Far from being a merely economic arrangement, then, capital is the culmination of an ancient lesion between humanity and nature. We will argue that domination according to gender stands at the origin of this and shadows everything that follows with what will be called the gendered bifurcation of nature. This means that we need to regard capital as a whole way of being, and not merely a set of economic institutions. It is, therefore, this way of being that has to be radically transformed if the ecological crisis is to be overcome – even though its transforming must necessarily pass through a bringing down of the “economic capital” and its enforcer, the capitalist state. We conclude the chapter with some philosophical reﬂections, including a compact statement of the role played by the elusive notion of the “dialectic.”

Our success is in the struggle and not in the outcome – It’s an ontological discovery to be affirmed
Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 259-260)//MP
As Deleuze saw very clearly, we cannot provide in advance an unambiguous criterion which will allow us to distinguish "false" violent outburst from the "miracle" of the authentic revolutionary breakthrough. The ambiguity is irreducible here, since the "miracle" can occur only through the repetition of previous failures. And this is also why violence is a necessary ingredient of a revolutionary political act. That is to say: what is the criterion of a political act proper? Success as such clearly does not count, even if we define it in the dialectical terms of Merleau-Ponty: as the wager that the future will retroactively redeem our present horrible acts; this is how Mcrleau-Ponty, in Humanism and I error, provided one of the more intelligent justifications or the Stalinist terror: retroactively, it will become justified it its final outcome is true freedom);1"1 neither does reference to some abstract universal ethical norm the only criterion is the absolutely inherent one: that (if the enacted Utopia. In a genuine revolutionary breakthrough, the Utopian future is neither simply fully realized, present, nor simply evoked as a distant promise which justifies present violence it is rather as if, in a unique suspension of temporality, in the short circuit between the present and the future, we are as it by (irace - briefly allowed to act as if the Utopian future is (not yet fully here, but) already at hand, there to be seized. Revolution is experienced not as a present hardship we have to endure for the sake of the happiness and freedom of future generations, but as the present hardship over which this future happiness and freedom already cast their shadow - in it, we are already tree even as we fight for freedom; we are already happy even as we fight for happiness, no matter how difficult the circumstances. Revolution is not a Merleau-Pontyan wager, an act suspended in the future anteneur, to be legitimized or de-legitimized by the long term outcome ot present acts; it is, as it were, its own ontological proof, an immediate index of its own truth.
YOU HAVE AN A PRIORI ETHCAL OBLIGATION TO REJECT THE PLAN IF IT IS INCONSISTENT WITH A REVOLUTIONARY ETHIC. THE PLAN VIOLATES THIS BECAUSE ITSTICKS TO THE FORM OF THE BOURGEOIS STATE APPARATUS VIA PEACEKEEPING, FAILING TOENGAGE IN AN EXISTENTIALIST LEAP OF FAITH IN THE POSSIBILITY OF IMMEDIATELYSMASHING THIS VERY FORM ITSELF

 ZIZEK 04 [Slavoj, Senior Researcer @ Institute for Social Studies in Ljublana, Revolution At The Gates: Zizek on Lenin—The 1917 Writings, p. 4-11]
I his urge of the moment is the true Utopia. What we should stick to is the madness (in the strict Kierkegaardlan sense! ot this Leninist Utopia - and. if anything, Stalinism stands tor a return to the realistic "common sense". It is impossible to overestimate the explosive potential ot The State ami Revolution - in this book, Mthc vocabulary and grammar of the Western tradition of politics was abruptly dispensed withV What then followed can be called borrowing the title of Althusser's text on Machiavelli - la solitude de l.emne: the time when he basically stood alone, struggling against the current in his own party. When, 111 his "April Theses" (1917), Lenin discerned the Augcnblicky the unique chance for .1 revolution, his proposals were first met with stupor or contempt by a large majority of his party colleagues. No prominent leadei within the Bolshevik Parry supported his call to revolution, and I'rarda took the extraordinary step of dissociating the Party, and the editorial board as a whole, from Lenin\ "April Theses" - I enin was lar from being an opportunist flattering and exploiting the prevailing mood ot the populace: his views were highly idiosyncratic. Bogdanov characterized the "April Theses" as "the delirium of a madman",* and Nade/hda Krupskaya herself concluded: "I am afraid it looks as if Lenin has gone crazy. "'• This is rhc Lenin from whom we still have something to learn. I he greatness of Lenin was that in this catastrophic situation, he wasn't afraid to succeed - in contrast to the negative pathos discernible in Rosa Luxemburg and Adorno, for whom the ultimate authentic act is rhe admission of the failure which brings the truth of the situation to light. In 1917, instead of waiting until rhe time was ripe, Lenin organized a pre emptive strike; in 1920, as the leader of the party of the working class with no working class (most of it being decimated in the civil war), he went on organizing a state, fully accepting the paradox of rhe party which has to organize - even recreate - its own base, its working class. Nowhere is this greatness more evident than in Lenin's writings which cover the time span from February 191"7, when the first revolution abolished tsarism and installed a democratic regime, to the second revolution in October. The opening text of the present volume ("l etters from Afar") reveals Lenin's initial grasp of the unique revolutionary chance, while the last text (the minutes of the "Meeting of the IVtrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies") declares the Bolshevik seizure of power. Kverything is here, from "Lenin the ingenious revolutionary strategist" to MLenin of the enacted Utopia" (of the immediate abolishing of rhc state apparatuses). To refer again to Kierkegaard: what we are allowed to perceive in these writings is Lenin in-becoming: not yet "Lenin the Soviet institution", but Lenin thrown into an open situation. Are we, within our late capitalist closure of the "end of history", still able to experience the shattering impact of such an authentic historical opening? In February 1917 Lenin was an almost anonymous political emigrant, stranded in Zurich, with no reliable contacts to Russia, mostly learning about the events from rhe Swiss press; in October IVI7 he led the first successful socialist revolution - so what happened in between? In February, Lenin immediately perceived the revolutionary chance, the result ol unique contingent circumstances - if the moment was not seized, the chance for the revolution would be forfeited, perhaps for decades. In his stubborn insist ence that one should take the risk and go on to the next stage - that is, repeat the revolution - he was alone, ridiculed by the majority of the (Central Committee members of his own party; this selection of his texts endeavours to provide a glimpse into the obstinate, patient - and often frustrating - revolutionary work through which Lenin imposed his vision. Indispensable as Lenin's personal intervention was, however, we should not change the story of the October Revolution into the story of the lone genius confronted with the disorientated masses and gradually imposing his vision. Lenin succeeded because his appeal, while bypassing the Party nomenkla• tura, found an echo in what I am templed to call revolutionary micropol- itics: the incredible explosion of grass-roots democracy, of local committees sprouting up all around Russia's big cities and, ignoring the authority of the "legitimate" government, taking matters into their own hands. This is the untold story of rhe October Revolution, the obverse of the myth of the tiny group of ruthless dedicated revolutionaries which accomplished a coup d'etat. The first thing that strikes today's reader is how directly readable Lenin's texts from 1917 are: there is no need for long explanatory notes - even if rhe strange-sounding names are unknown to us, we immediately get whar was at stake. From today's distance, the texts display an almost classical clarity in tracing the contours of the struggle 111 which they participate. Lenin is fully aware of rhc paradox of the situation: in spring 1917, after the February Revolution which toppled the tsarist regime, Russia was the most democratic country in the whole of Europe, with an unprecedented degree of mass mobilization, freedom of organization and freedom of the press - yet this freedom made the situation non-transparent, thoroughly ambiguous. It there is a common thread running through all Lenin's texts written between the two revolutions ithe February one and the October one), it is his insistence on the gap which separates the "explicit" formal contours of the political struggle between the multitude of parties and other political subjects from its actual social stakes (immediate peace, the distri bution of land, and, of course, '•all the power to the sovicts", that is, the dismantling of the existing state apparatus and its replacement with the new communelike forms of social management). I his gap is the gap between revolution qua the imaginary explosion of freedom in sublime enthusiasm, the magic moment ot universal solidarity when "everything seems possible", and the hard work of social reconstruction which is to l>e performed if this enthusiastic explosion is to leave its traces in the inertia of the social edifice itself. This gap - a repetition ot the gap between 1789 and 1793 in the French Revolution - is the very space of Lenin's unique intervention: the fundamental lesson of revolutionary materialism is that revolution must strike twice, and for essential reasons. The gap is not simply the gap between form and content: what the "first revolution" misses is not the content, but the form itself - it remains stuck in the old form, thinking that freedom and justice can be accomplished if we simply put the existing state apparatus and its democratic mechanisms to use. What if the "good" party wins the free elections and "legally" implements socialist transformation? The clearest expression of this illusion, bordering on the ridiculous, is Karl Kautskv's thesis, formulated in the 1V2(K. that the logical political form of the lirst stage of socialism, of the passage from capitalism to socialism, is the parliamentary coalition of bourgeois and proletarian parties.) Here there is a perfect parallel with the era of early modernity, in which opposition to the Church ideological hegemony first articulated itself in the very form ot another religious ideology, as a heresy: along the same lines, the partisans of the "first revolution" want to subvert capitalist domination in the very political form of capitalist democracy. I his is the Hegelian "negation of negation**: first the old order is negated within its own ideologico-political form; then this form itself has to l>e negated. Those who oscillate, those who are afraid to take the second step ot overcoming this form itself, arc those who (to repeat Robespierre) want a * revolution without revolution" - and Lenin displays all the strength ot his "hermeneutics ot suspicion" in discerning the different forms of this retreat. In his 1917 writings, Lenin saves his most acerbic irony for those who engage in the endless search tor some kind of "guarantee" for the revolution; this guarantee assumes two mam forms: either the reified notion of social Necessity (one should not risk the revolution too early; one has to wait for the right moment, when the time is "ripe" with regard to the laws of historical development: "It is too early for the Socialist revolution, the working class is not yet mature**) or normative < "democratic "l legitimacy ("The majority of the population are not on our side, so the revolution would not really be democratic*) - as Lenin repeatedly puts it: as it, before the revolutionary agent risks the seizure of state power, it should get permission from some figure of the big Other i organize a referendum which will ascertain that the majority support the revolution). With Lenin, as with Lacan, the point is that flurevolution w s'autorise que iVcUe-memc: we should venture the revolutionary act not covered by the big Other - the fear of faking power "prematurely", the search for the guarantee, is the fear of the abvss of the act. That is the ultimate dimension of what I enin inces a santlv denounces as ^opportunism", and his premiss is that "opportunism" is a position which is in itself, inherently, false, masking a fear of accomplishing the act with the protective screen of "objective" facts, laws or norms, which is why the first step in combating it is to announce it clearly: "What, then, is to be done? W e must aussfncchcn was ist% 'state the facts*, admit the truth that there is a tendency, or an opinion, in our Central Committee Lenin's answer is not the reference to .1 different set of "objective tacrs". but the repetition of the argument made a decade ago by Rosa Luxemburg against Kautsky: those who wait tor the objective conditions of the revolution to arrive will wait for ever such a position of the objective observer (and not of an engaged agent i is itself the main obstacle to the revolution. I enin's counterargument against the tonna I-democratic critics ot the second step is that tins "pure democratic" option is itself Utopian: in the concrete Russian circumstances, the bourgeois-democratic state has no chance of survival - the onl> "realistic" way to protect the true gains of the February Revolution (freedom of organization and the press, etc.) is to move on to the Socialist revolution, otherwise the tsarist reactionaries will win. The basic lesson ol the psychoanalytic notion ol temporality is that there are things one has to do in order to learn that they arc superfluous: in the course of the treatment, one loses months on false moves before "it clicks" and one finds the right formula - although they retroactively appear superfluous, these detours were necessary. And does rhe same nor go also for the revolution? What, then, happened when, in his last years, Lenin became fully aware of the limitations of Bolshevik power? It is here that we should oppose I enin and Stalin: trom Lenin\ very last writings, long after he renounced the Utopia of his State and Revolution, we can discern the contours of a modest "realistic" project of what Bolshevik power should do. Because of the economic underdevelopment and cultural backwardness of the Russian masses, there is no way for Russia to "pass directly to Socialism"; all that Soviet power can do is to combine the moderate politics ot "state capitalism" with the intense cultural education ot the inert peasant masses - not "Communist propaganda" brainwashing, simply a patient, gradual imposition of developed civilized standards, l'acts and figures reveal "what a vast amount of urgent spadework we still have to do to reach the standard ol an ordinary West Fairopean civilized country.. . . We must bear in mind the semi-Asiatic ignorance from which we have not yet extricated ourselves."I So Lenin warns repeatedly against any kind of direct "irnplan tatiou of Communism": His recurrent theme is: " Ihe most harmful thing here would he haste."1' Against this stance of "cultural revolution", Stalin opted lor the thoroughly anti-Leninist notion of "building Socialism in one state". Does this mean, then, that Lenin silently adopted the standard Menshevik criticism of Bolshevik utopianism, their idea that revolution must follow the preordained necessary stages (it can occur only once its material conditions are in place)? It is here that we can observe I enin\ refined dialectical sense at work: he is fully aware that, now, in the early 1920s, the main task ot Bolshevik power is to execute the tasks of the progressive bourgeois regime (general education, etc.); however, the very fact that it is a proletarian revolutionary power which is doing this changes the situation fundamentally - there is a unique chance that these "civilizing" measures will be implemented in such a way that they will be deprived of their limited bourgeois ideological framework (general education will be really general education serving the people, not an ideological mask tor propagating narrow bout geois class interest, etc.). I he properly dialectical paradox is thus that it is the very hopelessness of the Russian situation (the backwardness that compels the proletarian power to fulfil the bourgeois civilizing mission) which can be turned into a unique advantage: What if the complete hopelessness of the situation, by stimulating the efforts of the workers and peasants tenfold, offered us the opportunity to create the fundamental requisites of civilization in a different way from that of the W est European countries?I Here we have two models, two incompatible logics, of the revolution: those who wait tor the ripe ideological moment of the final crisis when revolution will explode "at its own proper time" according to the necessity of the historical evolution; and those who arc aware that revolution has no "proper time", those who perceive the revolutionary chance as something that emerges and has to be seized in the very detours of "normal" historical development. Lenin is not a voluntarist " subject ivist" - what he insists on is that the exception (the extraordinary set of circumstances, like those in Russia in 1917) offers a way to undermine the norm itself. Is this line of argumentation, this fundamental stance, not more apposite than ever today? Do not we, also, live in an era when the state and its apparatuses, including its political agents, are simply less and less able to articulate the key issues as none other than John le C.arre put it recently: ••Politicians arc ignoring the real problems of (he worldM <by which he meant ecology, deteriorating healthcare, poverty, the role ol multinationals, etc.). I e (Jarre was nor simply making a point about rhe shortsightedness ot some politicians - il we take what he said seriously, the only logical conclusion is that we urgently need a new /or;?; of pohticiztitiott which will directly ^socialize' these crucial issues. I he illusion of 191" that the pressing problems which faced Russia (peace, land distribution, etc.i could be solved rhrough ^Icgal" parliamentary means is the same as today's illusion that the ecological threat, for instance, could be avoided by expanding the market logic to ecology (making polluters pay tor the damage they cause). "Lenin" is nut the nostalgic name for old dogmatic certainty; quite the contrary, the Lenin who is to he retrieved is the Lemn whose fundamental experience was that of being thrown into a catastrophic new constellation in which the old co-ordinates proved useless, and who was thus compelled to reinvent Marxism - rake his acerbic remark apropos ot some new problem: "About this, Marx and Engels said not a word." The idea is not to return to Lenin, bur to repeat him in the Kierkcgaardian sense: to retrieve the same impulse in today's constellation. The return to Lenin aims neither at nostalgically re -enacting the "good old revolutionary times", nor at an opportunisticpragmatic adjustment ol the old programme to "new conditions". but at repeating, in the present worldwide conditions, the Leninist gesture ol reinventing the revolutionary project in the conditions or imperialism and colonialism - more precisely: alter the politico-ideological collapse of the long era of progressivism in the catastrophe of 1914. Kric Hobsbawm has defined the concept of rhe rwenrieth century as the time between 1914, the end ot the long peaceful expansion of capitalism, and 1990. rhe emergence of rhe new form of global capitalism after rhe collapse of Really Existing Socialism. - What Lenin did for 1914, we should do for 1990. uLcnin" stands tor the compelling freedom to suspend the stale exisring ipost-ideological co-ordinates, the debilitating Denkrerbot prohibition on thinking) in which we live - it simply means thai wc are allowed to think again. So what role should Lenin % personality play in our assessment of his contribution? Are we not, in fact, reducing him to a pure symbol of a certain revolutionary stance? In a letter ro hngels written on M) July ISf>2, Marx designated Ferdinand 1 assalle co-founder of German Social Democracy, and his competitor for influence in it not only as "a greasy Jew disguised under brilliantine and cheap jewels", hue, even more brutally, as "the Jewish Nigger": "It is now perfectly clear to me that, as the shape of his head and the growth of his hair indicate, he is descended from the Negroes who joined in Moses' flight from Egypt (unless his mother or grandmother on the father's side was crossed with a nigger)."I Instead of reading such statements as proof of the Eurocentric bias of Marx's theory, we should simply dismiss them as fundamentally irrelevant; their only positive significance is that they prevent us from indulging in any kind ot hagiography of Marx, since they clearly reveal the irreducible gap between Marx as a person and his theory which, precisely, provides the tools for an analysis and a criticism of such racist outbursts. And, of course, the same goes for Lenin: his alleged "ruthlessness" has exactly the same status as his love of cats and little children in the Stalinist hagiography. After the Hungarian rebellion of 1VS6 was crushed by the Russian tanks, Georg Lukacs (who participated in the Imrc Nagy government) was taken prisoner; when a KGB officer asked him if he had a weapon, Lukacs calmly reached into his pocket and handed over his pen.14 Does not the implication of this gesture hold even more for Lenin's texts collected here? II ever a pen was a weapon, it was the pen which wrote I enin's 191 7 texts.

Uniqueness – Rev Now
Revolution is starting 

Palmer 2011 Sunday Telegraph's Public Policy Editor. Among the topics he writes about are crime, immigration, the police, social services, justice and the incompetence of state and other authorities. (Alasdair, The Telegraph, If capitalism does fail, the alternative is far, far worse; Calls for greater state supervision of the economy must be resisted, however tempting they sound.,  October 8, 2011, Lexis)// KC

There were riots and a general strike last week in Greece. In New York, several hundred demonstrators occupied Wall Street, in a sit-down protest against the finance industry that is being imitated in several other US cities, and may well spawn something similar here. The anti-capitalist movement is on a roll. With the exception of a few anarchists and some old-fashioned communists, the protesters don't have a coherent alter-native. But if they're not sure what they're in favour of, they know very well what they're against: bankers and their bonuses, and the system that hands them billions in bail-outs, while cutting the services relied on by ordinary folk. It would be a mistake to dismiss them. For their grievances against the form of capitalism currently operating in most of the developed world are increasingly widely held - and they can't be disposed of simply by pointing out that the banks, and the finance industry, are necessary to economic growth. It is certainly true that some form of banking industry is necessary to growth. It is demonstrably false that the sorts of banks that gamble with their customers' savings, and pay enormous bonuses to the employees who do the gambling, are necessary to growth. From 1950 to 1980, when the economies of Europe and America grew, on average, at least as fast as they did for the next 30 years, most banks did not take these gambles, because the law prevented them from doing so. They also did not pay themselves colossal salaries and bonuses. In the Sixties, the average executive in the finance industry was paid around 20 times the average wage. Today, bankers are frequently paid several thousand times more than the average worker - a multiplier that cannot possibly be justified by the bankers' greater productivity. Gaps of that kind are tolerated when most people are reasonably content with their own economic position, and think things will get better next year. But they become intolerable to many people when recession takes hold, most of us feel poorer, and the only reliable prediction is that next year will be no better, and may be a great deal worse. Then the pres-sure on the government to regulate the finance industry and its profligate, wasteful ways becomes increasingly difficult to resist. It does not stop with the finance industry - for if the state can run banks better than bankers can, surely it can also run other industries in a fairer, better way? That's how the policy pendulum swings against the free market and towards much greater state intervention in the economy. We have just had 30 years in which the ideology of the free market has been dominant. And yet, during that time, what has happened to the percentage of the British economy controlled by the Government? It has remained static, at around 45 per cent - or, by some calculations, increased slightly. The state, that is, has been able to increase its control even when there has been almost unanimous agreement that it would be far better if it were to control a much smaller slice of our collective wealth. What, then, is likely to happen now that free markets are going out of fashion, and state supervision is becoming an intellectually respectable alternative? The short answer is: a rapid increase in the portion of the economy controlled by the state. The process has its own momentum. It never stops of its own accord. Everyone should know what it will mean: permanent economic stasis, if not contraction; a lack of innovation and development; a diminution of opportunity for everyone; and an enormous increase in bureaucracy, waste and inefficiency. That has been the long-term legacy of state control everywhere it has been tried. Sadly, that truth has no traction at the moment. So defenders of capitalism urgently need to come up with a way to remind everyone of the dangers of thinking that things will improve when they are run by the state - because if they fail, the state will eventually take the lot.

The gap created through flawed capitalism creates a successful time to revolt – French revolution proves 

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 7-8)//MP
This gap -a repetition of the gap between 1789 and 1793 in the French Revolution -is the very space of Lenin's unique intervention: the fundamental lesson of revolutionary materialism is that revolution must strike twice, and for essential reasons. The gap is not simply the gap between form and content: what the "first revolution" misses is not the content, but the form itself -it remains stuck in the old form, thinking that freedom and justice can be accomplished if we simply put the existing state apparatus and its democratic mechanisms to use. What if the "good" party wins the free elections and "legally" implements socialist transformation? The clearest expression of this illusion, bordering on the ridiculous, is Karl Kautskv's thesis, formulated in the 1V2(K. that the logical political form of the first stage of socialism, of the passage from capitalism to socialism, is the parliamentary coalition of bourgeois and proletarian parties.) Here there is a perfect parallel with the era of early modernity, in which opposition to the Church ideological hegemony first articulated itself in the very form of another religious ideology, as a heresy: along the same lines, the partisans of the "first revolution" want to subvert capitalist domination in the very political form of capitalist democracy. I his is the Hegelian "negation of negation**: first the old order is negated within its own ideologico-political form; then this form itself has to be negated. Those who oscillate, those who are afraid to take the second step of overcoming this form itself, are those who (to repeat Robespierre) want a revolution

The revolution is on the brink – we cannot wait any longer - the time is ripe 

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 8-9)//MP
In his 1917 writings, Lenin saves his most acerbic irony for those who engage in the endless search tor some kind of "guarantee" for the revolution; this guarantee assumes two mam forms: either the reified notion of social Necessity (one should not risk the revolution too early; one has to wait for the right moment, when the time is "ripe" with regard to the laws of historical development: "It is too early for the Socialist revolution, the working class is not yet mature**) or normative "democratic "l legitimacy ("The majority of the population are not on our side, so the revolution would not really be democratic*) - as Lenin repeatedly puts it: as it, before the revolutionary agent risks the seizure of state power, it should get permission from some figure of the big other I organize a referendum which will ascertain that the majority support the revolution). With Lenin, as with Lacan, the point is that flurevolution w s'autorise que iVcUe-memc: we should venture the revolutionary act not covered by the big Other - the fear of faking power "prematurely", the search for the guarantee, is the fear of the abyss of the act. That is the ultimate dimension of what I enin inces a santlv denounces as ^opportunism", and his premises is that "opportunism" is a position which is in itself, inherently, false, masking a fear of accomplishing the act with the protective screen of "objective" facts, laws or norms, which is why the first step in combating it is to announce it clearly: "What, then, is to be done? We must aussfncchcn was 1st% 'state the facts*, admit the truth that there is a tendency, or an opinion, in our Central Committee Lenin's answer is not the reference to .1 different set of "objective tacrs". But the repetition of the argument made a decade ago by Rosa Luxemburg against Kautsky: those who wait for the objective conditions of the revolution to arrive will wait forever - such a position of the objective observer (and not of an engaged agent is itself the main obstacle to the revolution. 

Russia proves – cultural capitalism is a slippery slope to an inescapable version of itself – plan is necessary to prevent this

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 9)//MP

Because of the economic underdevelopment and cultural backwardness of the Russian masses, there is no way for Russia to "pass directly to Socialism"; all that Soviet power can do is to combine the moderate politics of "state capitalism" with the intense cultural education ot the inert peasant masses - not "Communist propaganda" brainwashing, simply a patient, gradual imposition of developed civilized standards, l'acts and figures reveal "what a vast amount of urgent spadework we still have to do to reach the standard of an ordinary West Fairopean civilized country.. . . We must bear in mind the semi-Asiatic ignorance from which we have not yet extricated ourselves."I So Lenin warns repeatedly against any kind of direct "irnplan tatiou of Communism":

Neg ballot throws ourselves into a new constellation pretending the revolution is here 
Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 11)//MP

His recurrent theme is: "the most harmful thing here would be haste."1' against this stance of "cultural revolution", Stalin opted for the thoroughly anti-Leninist notion of "building Socialism in one state". Does this mean, then, that Lenin silently adopted the standard Menshevik criticism of Bolshevik utopianism, their idea that revolution must follow the preordained necessary stages (it can occur only once its material conditions are in place)? It is here that we can observe Lenin refined dialectical sense at work: he is fully aware that, now, in the early 1920s, the main task ot Bolshevik power is to execute the tasks of the progressive bourgeois regime (general education, etc.); however, the very fact that it is a proletarian revolutionary power which is doing this changes the situation fundamentally - there is a unique chance that these "civilizing" measures will be implemented in such a way that they will be deprived of their limited bourgeois ideological framework (general education will be really general education serving the people, not an ideological mask tor propagating narrow bout geois class interest, etc.). The properly dialectical paradox is thus that it is the very hopelessness of the Russian situation (the backwardness that compels the proletarian power to fulfil the bourgeois civilizing mission) which can be turned into a unique advantage: What if the complete hopelessness of the situation, by stimulating the efforts of the workers and peasants tenfold, offered us the opportunity to create the fundamental requisites of civilization in a different way from that of the West European countries? Here we have two models, two incompatible logics, of the revolution: those who wait tor the ripe ideological moment of the final crisis when revolution will explode "at its own proper time" according to the necessity of the historical evolution; and those who are aware that revolution has no "proper time", those who perceive the revolutionary chance as something that emerges and has to be seized in the very detours of "normal" historical development. Lenin is not a voluntarist "subjectivist" - what he insists on is that the exception (the extraordinary set of circumstances, like those in Russia in 1917) offers a way to undermine the norm itself. **Politicians are ignoring the real problems of the world by which he meant ecology, deteriorating healthcare, poverty, the role of multinationals, etc.). The (Jarre was nor simply making a point about the shortsightedness of some politicians - il we take what he said seriously, the only logical conclusion is that we urgently need a new or of pohticiztitiott which will directly ^socialize' these crucial issues. The illusion of 191" that the pressing problems which faced Russia (peace, land distribution, etc. It could be solved through local parliamentary means is the same as today's illusion that the ecological threat, for instance, could be avoided by expanding the market logic to ecology (making polluters pay for the damage they cause). "Lenin" is nut the nostalgic name for old dogmatic certainty; quite the contrary, the Lenin who is to he retrieved is the Lenin whose fundamental experience was that of being thrown into a catastrophic new constellation in which the old co-ordinates proved useless, and who was thus compelled to reinvent Marxism - rake his acerbic remark apropos of some new problem: "About this, Marx and Engels said not a word." The idea is not to return to Lenin, bur to repeat him in the Kierkcgaardian sense: to retrieve the same impulse in today's constellation. The return to Lenin aims neither at nostalgically reenacting the "good old revolutionary times", no at an opportunistic pragmatic adjustment of the old programme to "new conditions". but at repeating, in the present worldwide conditions, the Leninist gesture of reinventing the revolutionary project in the conditions or imperialism and colonialism - more precisely: alter the politico-ideological collapse of the long era of progressivism in the catastrophe of 1914. Kric Hobsbawm has defined the concept of the twentieth century as the time between 1914, the end ot the long peaceful expansion of capitalism, and 1990. The emergence of the new form of global capitalism after the collapse of Really Existing Socialism. - What Lenin did for 1914, we should do for 1990. Lenin stands tor the compelling freedom to suspend the stale existing post-ideological co-ordinates, the debilitating Denkrerbot prohibition on thinking) in which we live - it simply means that we are allowed to think again.

Freedom of global thought is key to preventing ideological structures that result in catastrophes and injustice

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 168)//MP
The ideological function of constant references to the Holocaust, the Gulag, and more recent Third World catastrophes is thus to serve as the support of this Deukvcrbot by constantly reminding us how things could have been much worse-. "Just look around and see for yourself what will happen if we follow your radical notions!" What we encounter here is the ultimate example of what Anna Dinerstein and Mike Neary have called the project of disutofna: "not just the temporary absence of Utopia, but the political celebration of the end of social dreams".1 And the demand for "scientific objectivity" amounts to just another version of the same Denkrerbot: the moment we seriously question the existing libera consensus, we are accused of abandoning scientific objectivity for outdated ideological positions. This is the "Leninist" point on which one cannot and should not concede: today actual freedom of thought means, freedom to question the prevailing liberal- democratic "post ideological" consensus - or it means nothing.
Cultural capitalism spills-over to allies – collapses oil companies

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 234)//MP
Beneath the opposition of "liberal" and "fundamentalist" societies, "Me World versus jihad", there is the embarrassing third term: countries like Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, deeply conservative monarchies but economically American allies, fully integrated into Western capitalism. Here, the USA has a very precise and simple interest: in order for it to Ix: able to count on these countries tor their oil reserves, they are to remain turn-democratic (the underlying notion is, of course, that a democratic awakening could give expression to anti-American attitudes). This is an old story whose infamous first chapter after World War II was the ( lA-orchestrated coup d'etat against the democratically elected Prime Minister, Mossadeq, in Iran in 195J there was no "fundamentalism" there, not even a "Soviet threat", just a plain democratic awakening, with the idea that the country should take control of its oil resources and break up the monopoly of the Western oil companies.



Aff is an opportunistic deployment of the state apparatus. We must revolt now for revolution’s sake

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 291-292)//MP

Ritkm is not alone - many other analysts have also pointed out how the current expansion of global causes a progressive disintegration of societal links: the old "organic" tortes of civil society and political organization are increasingly replaced with forms of interaction organized on the market model; the ultimate consequence of this stance is the idea, proposed by some neoliberal ideologues, that the political logic of decision making as such should be replaced with the economic one - the true voting in our societies goes on every day, when, by buying a product or service, we "vote tor it against irs competitors; along the same lines, we should strive to treat the state apparatus as just another "service organization" a society chooses to buy among a choice of competitors, ils not the logical consequence of this stance that the state Hag itself, the symbol of national community, is turned into just another company logo? It is becoming increasingly clear, however, that the market cannot play the role of prcmarket forms of social life: a shopping mall cannot replace a political meeting proper; an opinion poll cannot serve as a substitute for genuine electoral engagement; paid courses on "spiritual growth" cannot replace real educational interaction.


Endorsement of the capitalist mechanism allows capitalism to redeploy itself and amend its transgressions 

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, Verso, June 2004, pg. 234)//MP
And perhaps it is only today, under the global capitalism in its "postindustrial “digitalized form, that - to put it in Hegelian terms – really existing capitalism is reaching the level of its notion: perhaps we should reiterate Marx's old anti-evolutionist dictum (incidentally, taken verbatim from I lege 11 that the anatomy of man provides the kev u> the anatomy of monkey - that in order to deploy the inherent notional structure of a social formation, you must start with us most developed norm. Marx located the elementary capitalist antagonism in the opposition between use and exchange-value: in capitalism, the potentials of this opposition are fully realized; the domain of exchange-value acquires autonomy, is transformed into the specter of self-propelling speculative capital which uses the productive capacities and needs of actual people only as its dispensable temporal embodiment. Marx derived the very notion of economic crisis from tins pap: a crisis occurs when reality catches up with the illusory self-generating mirage of money be getting more money - this speculative madness cannot go on indefinitely; it has to explode in ever stronger crises. The ultimate root of the crisis, for Marx, is the gap between use-value and exchange- value: the logic of exchange value follows its own path, us own mad dance, irrespective of the real needs of real people.


The Freedom we have means nothing, we are trapped in a cycle of no thought- In order to solve the problems that exist in society we must break free (PG 167-168) 

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, June 2004, pg. 167)//KC 

What are we to say to this? The problem lies in the further implicit qualifications which can easily be discerned bv .1 "concrete analysis of the concrete situation", as Lenin himself would have put it.' "Fidelity to the democratic consensus*' means acceptance of the present liberalparliamenurv consensus* which precludes any serious questioning of the way this liberal-democratic order is complicit in the phenomena it officially condemns, and, of course, any serious attempt to imagine a different sociopolit teal order. In short, it means: say and write whatever you like - on condition thai you do not actually question or disturb the prevailing political consensus. (Everything is allowed, solicited even, as a critical topic: the prospect of a global ecological catastrophe; violations ol human rights; sexism, homophobia, anti-feminism; growing violence not onl\ in faraway countries, but also in our own megalopolises; the gap between the First and rhe Third World, between rich and poor; the shattering impact of the digitali/ation of our daily lives ... today, there is nothing easier than to get international, state or corporate- funds for .1 multidisciplinary research project on how to fight new forms or ethnic, religious or sexist violence. The problem is that all this occurs against the background of a fundamental Denkverbot: a prohibition on thinking. Today's liberal democratic hegemony is sustained by a kind ot unwritten Dcrtkrerbot similar to the infamous Benifst/erbot prohibition on employing individuals with radical Left leanings in rhe state organs in (iermany in the Kite 1960s - the moment we show a minimal sign of engaging in political projects which aim seriously to challenge the existing order, the answer is immediately: "Benevolent as it is, this will inevitably end in a new Gulag!" The ideological function of constant references to the Holocaust, the Culag, and more recent Third World catastrophes is thus to serve as the support of this Deukvcrbot by constantly reminding us how things could hare been much worse-. "Just look around and see for yourself what will happen if we follow your radical notions!" What we encounter here is the ultimate example of what Anna Dinerstein and Mike Neary have called the project of disutofna: "not just the temporary absence of Utopia, but the political celebration of the end of social dreams".1 And rhe demand for "scientific objectivity" amounts to just another version of the same Denkrerbot: the moment we seriously question the existing liberal consensus, we are accused of abandoning scientific objectivity for outdated ideological positions. This is the "Leninist" point on which one cannot and should not concede: today, actual freedom of thought means, f reedom to question the prevailing liberal- democratic "postideological" consensus - or it means nothing.) 

Direct contact with the real allows us to return to the root of the problem 

Žižek, 04 – Slavoj Žižek is a researcher at the institute for sociology at Ljubljana (Revolution at the Gates, June 2004, pg. 167)//KC 

This conundrum, however, is not as intractable as it may appear: in every concrete situation, we "spontaneously" always know which applies - that is, il the exchange of obscenities is "authentic* or a fake intimacy masking a relationship of subordination. I he true problem is a more radical one: is a direct contact in the Real, without the underlying symbolic frame, feasible at all? The contact with the Real Other is inherently fragile - every such contact is extremely precarious and fragile; the authentic reaching out to the Other can revert at any moment to a violent intrusion into the Others intimate space. ... Hie way out of this predicament seems to be provided by the logic of social interaction best expressed in Henry James's masterpieces: in this universe, where fact reigns supreme, where an open explosion of one's emotions is considered the utmost vulgarity, everything is said, the most painful decisions are made, the most delicate messages are transmitted - however, it all takes place in the guise of a formal conversation. Even when 1 blackmail my partner. I do it with a polite smile, offering him or her tea and cakes. ... Is it. then, that while a brutal direct approach misses the Other's kernel, a tactful dance can reach it? In Minima Moralia, Adorno pointed out the utter ambiguity of tact clearly discernible in James's work: respectful consideration tor the other's sensitiveness, care not to violate his or her intimacy, can easily become brutal insensitivity to the other's pain/ * There is an old anecdote about two competing shopkeepers on the same street. When the hist puts up a sign saying "My grocery is the best on this street!", the other answers by putting up a sign saying "My grocery is the best m the entire neighbourhood!" - and then ;r goes on and on: "Mine is the best in the whole town ... in the whole country . .. on earth ... in the whole universe . . until finally, the winner is the one who simply returns to the original sign: "Mv grocery is the best on this street!" And does not the same go for the gradual replacement of i sexually, racially . . .1 aggressive idioms with more "correct" ones, like the chain of substitutions j\igger - negro - black - African-American; or crippled disabled bodily challenged f Ibis replacement potentials proliferates and enhances the very (racist effect it tries to banish, adding insult to injury. As long as "crippled" contains an indelible mark or aggressivity, this mark will not only be more or less automatically transferred on to any of its "correct" metaphorical substitutes; this substitution will even open up further possibilities of spicing up the basic aggressivity with supplementary irony or patronizing politeness (recall all the ironic uses of "challenged" generated by the PC use of this term . We should therefore claim that the only way effectively ro abolish the hatred ellect is, paradoxically, to create the circumstances in which we can return to the first link in the chain, and use it in a non aggressive way. I he strategy ot returning to the lirst link, of course, is risky; however, the moment it is fully accepted by the group targeted by it. it can definitely work. When radical feminists call each other "bitch", it is wrong to dismiss this strategy as a mere ironic identification with the male aggressor; rather, the point is that it functions as an autonomous act of neutralizing the aggressive sting.

Zizek’s attempts at overidentification fail 

Parker 2007 ‘The truth about over-identification’, in P. Bowman and R. Stamp (eds) The Truth of Žižek (pp. 144-160). London: Continuum. http://www.discourseunit.com/papers/parker_papers/2007%20B&S%20Book%20Overidentification.do) // KC

The concept of ‘overidentification’ is drawn from the armoury of psychoanalysis and forged by cultural activists in the Neue Slowenische Kunst into a weapon against Tito Stalinism and contemporary neo-liberalism. Overidentification works because it draws attention to the way the overt message in art, ideology and day-dreaming is supplemented by an obscene element, the hidden reverse of the message that contains the illicit charge of enjoyment. When overidentification brings that double-sided ambivalent aspect of the message to the light it can be a more subversive strategy than simple avoidance. However, Žižek’s particular path from psychoanalysis to politics entails some more dubious overidentification tactics that entangle him all the more closely in the ideological apparatus he claims to dismantle. We will come to that.

Let us begin with two ways of approaching the concept and practice of overidentification; to put the distinction between the two rather schematically, one way proceeds from what is imagined to be a powerful fixed reasonable locus of thought which views entanglement with the chaotic and irrational as profoundly problematic, while the other way mobilizes anarchic and unreasonable symbolic forces to discomfit and disturb hierarchical social systems organized around fixed points of authority. It is worth being clear about how each of these takes on overidentification operates, and then whether we try to work with it or against it.

Overidentification can be solved when it is treated as an institutional problem

Parker 2007 ‘The truth about over-identification’, in P. Bowman and R. Stamp (eds) The Truth of Žižek (pp. 144-160). London: Continuum. http://www.discourseunit.com/papers/parker_papers/2007%20B&S%20Book%20Overidentification.do) // KC

Overidentification, when it is named as such, is often treated as an institutional problem, and it revolves around the process of recruitment of different categories of subject. The institutional apparatus concerned is usually that of so-called ‘special education’, and the word ‘special’ here is something that should alert us to the production and regulation of excess, a surplus that is at once necessary and disruptive to a symbolic system. Žižek has often commented on how symbolic authority requires such an excess and then needs to keep it in check, and here the obscene superegoic injunction to ‘enjoy’ has been a useful elaboration of Lacan’s comments on the role of the superego. In ‘special education’ in the United States the ‘overrepresentation’ of African-American students is viewed as just such a problem. Certain ‘discrepancy formulas’ are used to determine that when, for instance, these students make up 12% of the student population and have a 30% presence in special education this is way above the margins of chance, and it is then termed an ‘overidentification problem’. It should be noted that while ‘overidentification’ is assumed to be synonymous with ‘overrepresentation’ in this context, it is not; since these terms are signifiers they operate in chains of equivalence and difference that are symbolically structured – from a Lacanian point of view there is no such thing as a synonym, a point we will return to presently. This kind of institutional problem betrays a lack of balance in the management of the educational apparatus, and perhaps of the wider system of which it is a part. The correct weighting of different categories of identity, handled by careful and judicious rule-governed choices about rates of inclusion and exclusion, should in this view be one that is reasonable. This is why when things seem to slip out of kilter, the normative functioning is oft-times viewed as being beset by irrational prejudice that may have seeped in and upset rational appraisal. Žižek has drawn attention to how ostensibly balanced economic systems only function by virtue of what escapes the judgement of reasonable agents, how the object cause of desire is produced and lost and so operates as the obstacle that is simultaneously the condition of possibility and impossibility of the system. When the Connecticut State Department of Education noticed that ‘black and hispanic students are more than twice as likely to be identified with intellectual and emotional disabilities than their white peers’, these were seen as ‘issues of overidentification and disproportion’. The signifier ‘disproportion’ here is equated with ‘overidentification’ in such a way as to evoke underlying assumptions about how the system should and could function, proportionately.-

Euro Credit Crisis and Egypt Revolutions prove that a capitalist revolution is possible and coming now

Jeffries 7-4-12 Guardian subeditor, TV critic, Friday review editor, Paris correspondent (Stuart, “Why Marxism is on the rise again

“, The Guardian, July 4th, 2012, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2012/jul/04/the-return-of-marxism)// KC 

There has been a glut of books trumpeting Marxism's relevance. English literature professor Terry Eagleton last year published a book called Why Marx Was Right. French Maoist philosopher Alain Badiou published a little red book called The Communist Hypothesis with a red star on the cover (very Mao, very now) in which he rallied the faithful to usher in the third era of the communist idea (the previous two having gone from the establishment of the French Republic in 1792 to the massacre of the Paris communards in 1871, and from 1917 to the collapse of Mao's Cultural Revolution in 1976). Isn't this all a delusion? Aren't Marx's venerable ideas as useful to us as the hand loom would be to shoring up Apple's reputation for innovation? Isn't the dream of socialist revolution and communist society an irrelevance in 2012? After all, I suggest to Rancière, the bourgeoisie has failed to produce its own gravediggers. Rancière refuses to be downbeat: "The bourgeoisie has learned to make the exploited pay for its crisis and to use them to disarm its adversaries. But we must not reverse the idea of historical necessity and conclude that the current situation is eternal. The gravediggers are still here, in the form of workers in precarious conditions like the over-exploited workers of factories in the far east. And today's popular movements – Greece or elsewhere – also indicate that there's a new will not to let our governments and our bankers inflict their crisis on the people." That, at least, is the perspective of a seventysomething Marxist professor. What about younger people of a Marxist temper? I ask Jaswinder Blackwell-Pal, a 22 year-old English and drama student at Goldsmiths College, London, who has just finished her BA course in English and Drama, why she considers Marxist thought still relevant. "The point is that younger people weren't around when Thatcher was in power or when Marxism was associated with the Soviet Union," she says. "We tend to see it more as a way of understanding what we're going through now. Think of what's happening in Egypt. When Mubarak fell it was so inspiring. It broke so many stereotypes – democracy wasn't supposed to be something that people would fight for in the Muslim world. It vindicates revolution as a process, not as an event. So there was a revolution in Egypt, and a counter-revolution and a counter-counter revolution. What we learned from it was the importance of organisation." This, surely is the key to understanding Marxism's renaissance in the west: for younger people, it is untainted by association with Stalinist gulags. For younger people too, Francis Fukuyama's triumphalism in his 1992 book The End of History – in which capitalism seemed incontrovertible, its overthrow impossible to imagine – exercises less of a choke-hold on their imaginations than it does on those of their elder

Vote neg to affirm a universal revolution against capitalism
In the face of the affirmatives futile search for a painless liberation or micro-level resistance we affirm seizing power in an attempt to radically overthrow capitalism
Zizek, 2003 (Slavoj, Senior researcher at the Institute for Social Studies at Ljubljana, Slovenia,  “Liberation Hurts – an interview with Slavoj Zizek,” Interview with Eric Dean Rasmussen, September 29,  http://www.electronicbookreview.com/thread/endconstruction/desublimation)

Now I come to truly answering you. What if this sounds almost proto-fascist, a celebration of violence and such? I will give you a horrible answer. "Why not?" This line of questioning is the typical liberal trap. In These Times - those crazy loonies, they are my friends, I like them, Leftists - published an essay of mine apropos Leni Riefenstahl in which I ferociously attack a typical liberal reaction against fascism. See Slavoj Žižek, "Learning to Love Leni Riefenstahl," In These Times Sept. 10, 2003), http://inthesetimes.com/comments.php?id=359_0_4_0_M. You don't really have a theory of fascism. So you look a little bit into history, encounter something which superficially reminds you of fascism, and then you claim that it's proto-fascist already. Before making her famous Nazi movies, Riefenstahl did so-called bergfilms, "mountain movies," filled with this heroic, extreme danger, climbing mountains, passionate love stories up there. Everybody automatically assumes these films must already be proto-Nazi. Sorry, but the guy who co-wrote the scenario for her best known early film, Das Blaue Licht (The Blue Light), Béla Balézs was a Communist. [Chuckles]. Now, liberals have an answer to this one, which is [spoken in a half-whisper] "this only proves how the entire society was already penetrated by the spirit of Nazism." No, I violently disagree. Take the most popular example used again and again by Susan Sontag in her famous text on Leni Riefenstahl: mass public spectacles, crowds, gymnastics, thousands of bodies. I'm very sorry, but it's an historical fact that the Nazis took these forms from the Social Democrats. Originally, these forms were Leftist. The liberal point would be, "Oh, this only proves how totalitarianism was in the air." I am totally opposed to this line of argument. We should not oppose something just because it was appropriated by the wrong guys; rather, we should think about how to reappropriate it. And I think that the limit is here - I admit it here, we are in deep critical waters - very refined, between...engaging in redemptive violence and what is truly fascist, the fetishizing of violence for its own sake. A kind of litmus test is - this always works on all my friends - "How do you stand towardFight Club, the movie?" All the liberals claim, "Ah, it's proto-fascist, violent, blah, blah, blah." No, I am for it. I think the message of Fight Club is not so much liberating violence but that liberation hurts. What may falsely appear as my celebration of violence, I think, is a much more tragic awareness. If there is a great lesson of the 20th-century history, it's the lesson of psychoanalysis: The lesson of totalitarian subordination is not "renounce, suffer," but this subordination offers you a kind of perverted excess of enjoyment and pleasure. To get rid of that enjoyment is painful. Liberation hurts. In the first act of liberation, as I develop it already in The Fragile Absolute, where I provide lots of violent examples - from Keyser Soze in The Usual Suspects, who kills his family (which I'll admit, got me into lots of trouble) to a more correct example, Toni Morrison'sBeloved. But, of course, now, I'm not saying what Elizabeth Wright, who edited a reader about me, thought. I love her, an English old lady. I had tea with her once, and she said, "I liked your book, The Fragile Absolute, but something bothered me. Do I really have to kill my son to be ethical?" I love this total naïveté. Of course not! My point was to address the problem of totalitarian control. The problem is: how does a totalitarian power keep you in check? Precisely by offering you some perverse enjoyment, and you have to renounce that, and it hurts. So, I don't mean physical violence, or a kind of fetishization of violence. I just mean simply that liberation hurts. What I don't buy from liberals is this idea of, as Robespierre would have put it, "revolution without revolution," the idea that somehow, everything will change, but nobody will be really hurt. No, sorry, it hurts. 

***Neg***
State appeals fail

Working within the state only serves to legitimize it
Žižek, 07 - Slavoj, professor of philosophy at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana (“Resistance is Surrender”, London Review of Books, 11/15/07, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v29/n22/zize01_.html//MP

So what should, say, the US Democrats do? Stop competing for state power and withdraw to the interstices of the state, leaving state power to the Republicans and start a campaign of anarchic resistance to it? And what would Critchley do if he were facing an adversary like Hitler? Surely in such a case one should ‘mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty’ one opposes? Shouldn’t the Left draw a distinction between the circumstances in which one would resort to violence in confronting the state, and those in which all one can and should do is use ‘mocking satire and feather dusters’? The ambiguity of Critchley’s position resides in a strange non sequitur: if the state is here to stay, if it is impossible to abolish it (or capitalism), why retreat from it? Why not act with(in) the state? Why not accept the basic premise of the Third Way? Why limit oneself to a politics which, as Critchley puts it, ‘calls the state into question and calls the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state, desirable though that might well be in some utopian sense, but in order to better it or attenuate its malicious effect’? These words simply demonstrate that today’s liberal-democratic state and the dream of an ‘infinitely demanding’ anarchic politics exist in a relationship of mutual parasitism: anarchic agents do the ethical thinking, and the state does the work of running and regulating society. Critchley’s anarchic ethico-political agent acts like a superego, comfortably bombarding the state with demands; and the more the state tries to satisfy these demands, the more guilty it is seen to be. In compliance with this logic, the anarchic agents focus their protest not on open dictatorships, but on the hypocrisy of liberal democracies, who are accused of betraying their own professed principles. The big demonstrations in London and Washington against the US attack on Iraq a few years ago offer an exemplary case of this strange symbiotic relationship between power and resistance. Their paradoxical outcome was that both sides were satisfied. The protesters saved their beautiful souls: they made it clear that they don’t agree with the government’s policy on Iraq. Those in power calmly accepted it, even profited from it: not only did the protests in no way prevent the already-made decision to attack Iraq; they also served to legitimize it. Thus George Bush’s reaction to mass demonstrations protesting his visit to London, in effect: ‘You see, this is what we are fighting for, so that what people are doing here – protesting against their government policy – will be possible also in Iraq!’

