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iafogue Lictween these theoretical dovelopninn
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essentalist theorenical stand is the sine it of a
new vision for the Left conceived in rerms of a
radical and plural democracy.
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Ho -Did Marx Invent the Symptom?

Mars, .m,.,m.am& the Analysis of Foam

i1, it was nong other than Kar! Mars whe invented the
. Is this Lacanian thesis just a u_m:% of wit, 2 vague
Gots i possess & pertinent theoretical fuuisdation? If Marx
ated the notion of the symptom as it is also at work in the
then we must ask ourselves the Kautian question
the .Lx#ﬁﬁcwc%f& ‘coiditions of possibility’ of such an

a5 it possible for Marx, in his analysis of the world of
reduce a notlen which applies also to the analysis of
A s
PSR T b

15 thae ﬁrﬁd is a fundamental honology between the

¢ of Murx aid Freud — more precisely, between
rnadity and of dreans. In both cases the point is to
mnimrj.ﬂn mwm&:uzca of the ‘content’ suppascdly
: coret’ to be unveiled H_:o:_ﬂur analysis is
2 {the {orin of commadides, the form
st L? contrary, fre Seaet’ of this form itself The cheoretical
wr of dieuss Jocs not consist in penetrating from
&5 ‘hidden keznel’, to the latent dream-thiougl
¢ auswyr o the question: why have the latent dream-
ar,w such g form, w,\. were they QE_%SE isto the form
niodities: the real problem is not to
? of the commodity — che determination
the work consimed in its production —
W cL,, %En«& thie forin: of the value of 2 comunadicy,

ter only in the commedity-form of s

wterpre

hutso exp
Swhy it can
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¢

"Fhe notorions teproach of *pansexualism’ addressed ac the Freudian
interpretation: of dreamss is already a conuumiouplace. Hans-Jirgen
Eysenck, a severe critic of psychoanalysis, long age observed a crucial
paradox in the Freudian approach to dream according ‘to Freud, the
desire articulated in a dream is supposed o be — as a rule, ac least —
uncoiscions and at the same time of 1 sexual nature, which contradices
the majority of examples aualysed by Fread himself, starting with the
dream he chose as an introductory case to exemplify the logic of dreams,
the farnous dream of frma’s injection. The lacenc thought articnlated in
this drean is Freud's atrempt 1o get rid of the responsibility for the
failure of his weatment of Inins, a patient of his, by means of arguments
of the type ‘it was not my fanlt, it was cavsed by a series of circum-
stances. . . but this ‘desire’, the meaning of the dream, is obviously neither
of a sexaal nawure (it racher concerns professional ethics) nor unconscious
(the failore of Irma’s creatment was ooubling Freud day and nigh)
{Eysenck, 1966). :

. This kind of reproach is based on a fundamentl theoretical error: the
identificacion of the unconscious desire at work in the dream with che
Jatent ﬁrhu:mrm — that is, the signification of the dream. But as Frend

contdnmally emphasizes, there fs soiling Smconscious” in the lacent Jreun-

thewghi’ chis dhoughsis an entirely ‘normal’ thougli whicl: can be artica-
lated in che syniax of everyday, common language; copologically, it
belongs to die system of ‘colsuictiness/precoiskoushes', the subjecr is
usuially aware of ir, even excessively so; ic hatasses him all the fme. . ..
Under certain condidons this thought is pushed av ay, forced out of the
conscivusitess, drawn into the unconscious — that is, submitced to the
laws of the ‘primary process’, oranstued into the language of the uncon-
scious”. The relationship between the atent thonghe® and what is called
the ‘manifest content’ of a dreaim — the text of the dream, the dream in
its literal phenomenalicy — is cherefore that between some’ entirely
‘normal, {prejeonscious thoughr and irs (ranslation into the ‘rebuy of the
dream. The essential consritarion of dream is thus nor its larent thought’
but this woik (the mechanisms of displacement and condensation, the
fignration of the contens of words or sytlables) which confers on it dhe
forr of a dream.

Herein, then, lies the basic misunderseanding: if we seck the ‘secret of
the dream’ in the latent content hidden by the manifesr texr, we are
doomed ro disappotnumene: 2l we find is some enrirely ‘normal’ — albeic
usuaily unpleasatir — mE:mrs the nature of which is mostly non-séxual
and &mm:#&% not ‘unconscions”. This normal’, conscious/ preconscious

HOW DID MARK INVENT THE SYMPTOM? 13
ids the vionscious, reprossed stmply because
character for the conscious, bur because it
of “short circuit” between it and another desire which is

s, located i the wicunecious, a desire which has

oI 7 . £
it the Tatent drewns w{‘: ‘A normal train of C,&MH:

2. 1. . - M ad .
cand therefune sue v Lich can Lo ardeulaied in common, every-

chat s, in the syntax of the ‘secondary process” — ‘is only

d o thas Denual psychicad meament of the sort we have heen

g = to the dream-work, to the mechanisms of the ‘primary

— ‘if an unconscious wish, derived from infancy and in a srate of
ot to 1t (Freud, 1977, p, 757).

lils unconscious/sexual desire which cannot be reduced to a

boen tral &3

wain of thought’ because it is, from the very beginning, con-
PFicad's Urvenidugiing) — because it has no ‘original’

language of everyday communication, in the ayirtax of
Cproecotsciony its only place is in the mechauiing of the
cess’, This is wly we should not reduce the interpretation of
syinptouis in general, 1o the retranslation of the ‘latenc
"ine the ‘normal’, everyday common language of inter-
scomtatiloadon (Flabeiias's Lorzsala). The structure is always
1 v cheiniciils at works the manife -tew, the
foit or thonght and the wrcors artivalated in a
¢ artachies iselF o the drearm, it intercalates irself in che
 between the fatent thought and che manifest text; it is there-
‘more congcealed, decper” in relation o the latent thoughe, it is
the ,,,:l,.unnw culiiliiiing entirely of the significr's
e of the mearment w which the latenc thought is submired,
woinds, is only place s in the form of the ‘dream’: the real stbject
© of the dream (che unconscious desire) articulates irself in the
in the elaboration of its tatent content’.

Hyy
Yt

This

i ulien the case with Freud, what he formulates as an empitical
aeton e 5ioof quite surprising frequency’) announces a fun-
aniversal principle: “The form of a dream or che form in
el it ds dreame s used with quite surprising frequency for represeant-
e cenezalcd subjece matter’ (Freud, 1977, p. 446). This, then, is thes
1

sxdon of the dream: the unconscious desire, dhat whicl: is sup-
1y dts most hidden kernel, ardealates inself precisely through the
sulation work of che kernel of a dreans, its latene thonghe, through
vtk of disguising this content-kernel by means of its translation
+ihie dreami-rebus, Agpain, as m_:.EE‘@EwQS:vp Freud gave this paca-
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dox its final formulation in a foomote added in a later edition:

I ﬁmm& al one dme o m:L ir GXHBDH _ECJ. :: mr ulr to accustom readers &
the distinction between the munifest content of dreams and the |

drearn-houghis. Agaln and again siguansi: and objecdons weuld
brought up based vpon some wninterprod Jrese i the form in whidk &

had been retsined in the memory, and the need o interprer it wonld b

ignoted. But now that aialysis at least buve becorme recoiciled o r
the manifest dream by the s toveaied by its :zﬁmﬁ.jaomu Ity
them have become guilty of
1o with an equal obstiiacy. They seck to find the essence of dreams in dud
latent content and in so doing they overlook the distinetion berween.
latent dream-theughss and the dream-work.

mht,wm.d
ig hriu »L.p:::.:m nc:_‘,:.:cs winch Chﬂm ‘

At bottom, dreams are nothing other dian 2 mmwcn_.__mm form of thi;
made possible by the conditions of the state of sleep. 1t is the dreani-wi!
which creates that form, and it alone is che essence of dreaming -
Lunstion of ies cnr:r:_. Tialire. ﬁmg:nw. 1977, Ho_om.cv

ﬂ_kr
Freud proceeds here in two stages:

Sirst, we must break ﬁrc ﬁ%ﬂ;mwrr according w which a dream i
nothing bur a shuple aid nisningless confusion, a disorder caused
physiological processes and as such having nothing whatsoever to o
with signification. In other words, we must accomplish a crucial .

towards a frnicnedical approach and conceive the dream as a mea-

ingful phencimenon, as wo_ﬂoﬂr:wm transmitting a repressed Dics
which has to be discovered by an interpiciat

“Then we mast get rid of the fascination in this kerne! of significasis
in the ‘hidden meaning’ of the dream — dhat is o say, in the countcn
concealed behind the form of a dream - and centre our attention
this form itself, on the dream-work to which the ‘larent dee
thoughts’ were subimitred.

The crucial thing to note here is that we find exactly the same
lation in two stages with Marx, in his analysis of the ‘sceret of
commodiry-form”:

- Fitst, we must break the appearance aceording to which the value
commodity depends on pure hazard — on an accidental interp!

Artici-
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y and demand, for example. We must mc,.cv.,wx_vr the
mfu cm no:?:a:m the hidden ‘meaning’ behind the
thie sginificadon ?Enmw& 3 this form; we muse
s ‘secret” of the value of cos

s therefore a

Lo in m:u relative vatues of coni-

while teioviug al .,mm\o:.: ize of lere
I

bl

i ::;:?,_:.ﬂ.v.,
the siagiitude of the values of producs, yet in

it the mode in which that deternidimiion takes place, {Marx,

ARULE

et mure
LA DU

there is a certain ‘yet: the unmasking of the
icat ecoilomy bas already
s sevtet” of the commodity-form; its limit is thaticis not
&unmwnv& itself from this fascinaton in the sccret hidden
the commodiry-form — that its actention is szgf by
i 35 the true source of wealth. In other words, classical ; political
Is interested only in contents concealed behind he
? which is why it cannot explain the true secret, not
ind the formy but the secret of this form _:Qﬁ In spite of its

diuar wf thie ‘secret of the maygnitude of value, the
FEme for classical MS_EQ_ BCULITITY @ Hysterious,
is the same as w

Clissical bouigeois pul

i

i the m_f:: even after we ?26

o
y Wilat

is not yet oxw_ﬁma is E:w€ its
means of which the hidden meaning disguised

e

CoBh O
=HTIN A m.oﬂ.».z.

dhier crucial step and analyse the genesis
St

dity-form jrsell. Tt is not sufficient to reduce the form to
, to the hidden kernel, we muost also examine the

process w-
@ to the ‘dream-work’ — by means of which the concealed
sunzes such a form, because, as Marx wo:zv out: “Whence,
the enigmatioal characer om&? E.on_:nﬁ of labour, as soon as

L £
G0 LN Ol was

Foin el " (Murx,

{nv~ Pgnﬂm:‘.-.w ic
tis this step rowards the genesis of the form that classical
accompiish, and this is its crucial weakness:

¥ cannol

1

al cvouoiiy has indeed analysed value and ity magnitude, however
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incomplerely, and has uncovered the content concealed within these £

1A

Bt it has never once asked the quesdon why this cantent has assuzsed the
particular form, that is e say, why labour is expressed in value, and why ¢
insusurement of labour by its duriric is expressed in the magnitude of i
value of the product. (Sohn-Rethel, 1978, p.31)

The Unconscious of the Commodity-form

Why did the Mandan analysis of the commodity-form — which, ;%
Jacie, concerns a purely economic question — exert such an influence
the general field of social sciences; why has it fascinated gencrations
philusoplicss, sociologists, art Listoriuns, and others? Becuwse it offers
kind of matrix enabling us to generate all other forms of the ‘feutlis
inversion”: it is as if the dialectics of the commodity~form presents
with a pure — distilled, so to speak — version of a moechanis oTering
a key to the theoretical understuiidivg of phenomena which, at
sight, have nothing whatseever to do with the field of political coon
{law, religion, and so on). In the cotmmadity~form there is defiulr
more zt stake than the commodity-form iself, and it was preciscly
‘more’ which exerted such a fascinating power of artraction. The ¢!
retician who has gone furthest in unfolding the universal reach of
comnadity-form is indubitably Alfred Sohin-Redhel, one of the !
wravellers” of the Frankfurt School, His fundamental thesis was that

the formal avalysis of the conredioy holds the key not only ro the ui
of palitical economy, bur also to the historical explanation of the sbui
conceprual mode of thinking and of the division of intelleceual and
labour which came into exisrence with ie. (Sohn-Rethel, 1978, p33)

In other words, in the smucture of the commodity-form it is pos.ill
find the cranscendentl subject: the commodity-form  articuiares
advance the anatomy, the skeleton of the Kantian transcendental o]
— thacis, the network of transcendental categories which constitute
prioti frame of ‘objective’ scientific knowledge. Hersin lies che pus
of the commuodity-form: it — this inper-woi kil y: ‘pathological’ (in
Kantian meaning of the word) phenomenon — offers us a key to suls
the fundamental question of the theory of kuowledge: objective ki
ledge with universal validiey - how is this possible? .

After a series of detiled analyses, Soha-Rethel came to the f%s.

{
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apparatus of categorics presupposed, implied by the
filia, of cuniue of the Newtonian science of nawre),
of notions by means of which it seizes nacure, is already
b effocni v, alicady at work in the act of commadity
it could arrive at pure i, the abstraction
il in the sucad elfectivity of the marker, The exchange
L implies a Jouble abstraction: the abstraction from the
cter of the commeodity during the ace of exchange and

Lom the conerete, conpholual, sensual, particular characrer

dity {m the act of exchange, the distiner, particufar quali-

winstion of a connuodity 15 ner mken ngo account; 2
is reduced to an abstrace enary which — irrespective of its |
ie, of i use-value e |
which it ds ey exclanged).
e gvuld arrive at the idea of 2 purcly
s of the modern science of narure, pure quantity
at warih i money, that commodity which renders possible
Hio of die value of all other conunodities notwith-

£ jatidative detenuination, Before physics could

utiui of a purely abstract smorcnient golng on in a geo-
2, independendy of all qualicative determinations of the
s, the social act of exchange had already realized such a
¢ wwverent which leaves tonlly innct the concrete-
Loy of dhie wljout cauglivin movement the transference of
Sohn-Rethel  demonstrated  the same  abont  the
[ ies accidenrs, abour the nodon of causality

; ,

Nuwtzilan sclence — i short, about the whole necwork of

w detei-

1

idil

nscendental subject, the support of the net of a
cunfrosied wit the disuiciog face that It depends,

soine tnner-wotldly, ‘padiclogical” process

silivy fisan the transceidental point of

he formal-transcendental a priori is by definition

sive contaita a seandal conespunding pafecdy to
ciei of the Freudian nnconscious, which is also

- - 1. |
I Ll Dradiiocidenild

far as
£

wr..,?,._w perspeciive. That is to
of what Sohn-Rethel calls

w process of the exchange of comn

mw?&. the

between ity status and that of the unconscious, this signifying
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chain which persists on ‘another Scene’, is striking: the ; always sustain ubolic authario:
s of the [ subject, the support of
universal scieandiflc kiswledge starnped wpost i s of enchisnige
On the one hand, the ‘real abstiaciion’ is of course not - s objeer of waraneed by

i Last

g atior
.

full replicsinenr is p [es vrva:i matter has visibly
-Redicd, _cum. p. 59)

sense of the real, effective propestics of commodides as maie
the object-comiuadity does not contain ‘value' in the sau

‘

} LIEES Cur

possesses a set of particular properties determining ies
form, colour, taste, and so on). As Sohn-Rethel pointed cur, irs n
that of a peudare implied by the effective act of exchange -
woids, that of a certain ‘as if” [al 0b}: duiing the aci of esdl
vidhials proceed as if the comunodity i not subn
material exchanges; as if it is excluded frow the nararal cyc
ation and corruption; although on the Jevel of their ‘tonse
‘know very well’ that chis is not the case.

The easiest way to detect the effectivity of chis postidate

L las oy

ch the level of ‘vealivy,
Wiong for teat reasen
or, as 4 process tzking place in
uir to this ‘interior’, che
o the Briuge Is 9 an m:.&:nmw_a way
cise formulation

Focrive properties, of
calve of ir as a

58] RN

:
Hol T

the way we behave wwards the mateiialicy of money: we ki / A ve ane of the pe C the uioutiscions, the
that money, like all other martesial objecs, saffers the offeers of use I okt in% ontolagical st i 0 say, the

ernal e the 1 E mrgﬁ somue Qther

#ts material boady changes thraagh tinie, but in the sociaf ¢/
il ol nTn il gwﬂr i ML.,..ﬁ..,,,ﬁ

niarket we none the less freat coins as if they consise ‘of au

u&;E:aa, a mzrmsana over which time has no power, and which sz
in ru:nn d jir matare’ Solus-Reedel, 19
WSES:F&FE:.mc:::?.,_Tr.:.awpomwr .

pe S How hn
know very well, but sl .., To the current exciuplifications of g}
formula (T know that Muilier has uot gor a phudlus, but il
she has got one]’; Tknow ;E&cé.v are people like us, bu

" el e 10 Mmoo 110 1
SOnCLinig in E,r:: Jwe st :::c:,:rff Al dinis LUl ¥all

; om. ,ﬂ,FT

st {0 aiiy illaiter ¢ h

upplenients an
liry and

mn&:.»? thel 13

: néeiesno.

Mdcﬁ_,rcwﬁ 8&
p_ as the expression
v iy uachiihable in
lEL:&chE distnction
edge' b so far as it
the v AQ fiehd of dids distine-
earerial to e thought — in

r

.. 4l ¢ ::r?r el

fedie L astraci

kaww that money is a material object like others, bu srll
were made of a special substance over which time has 2o p
Here we have touched a problem tusolved by Marx, thae
swaierin] charucter of money: not of the empirical, nuateiial s
made of, but of the subli L, of that other
fmuGiable’ body which persists vnwc:m the conuption
E&:F& — this other body of money is like the corpse ol ¢
victim érﬁr endures all torments and survives . . .LQF;Z%,E st reflection s
wiaculate, This imaceda] corporuiiy of the ‘body wid ! Mm. form s alre
gives us a precise definitivu of the sublune object, and ir is in thissy s an uncany
only thae the psyc noton of money as a ‘pre-phall
object is acceptable — provided tucwe do not mc:mrﬁ bisw this posay
existence of the sublime _ucﬂ_w depends on the symbolic o i
tructible ‘body-within-the-body” exempted from the off

Funean
om.wn,ﬁ,

elemient w
he thousle

| y the “scaidalous” pature of
;WS?LH reflection:  he  has
sy el

UL Gl CRTCTI

¢ to fori
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iilir to che one sammarized E\
" diere, in the excornal offectivity
place; there is the theatre in
yui took r,cm:wﬁ:cc of it. The
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toe of some symbolic anthoiicy:

chain which persists en ‘another m?:e is striking: the ‘real ulsi
the wuconsiivas of the transs .1, the support of obj
universal sciendfic w.zoéw&m@

On the one hand, the ‘real abstracticn’ is of course not ‘real’ E
sense of the real, effective properties of comimodities as marerial Jhj:
the object-commeodity does not conin ‘value’ in the md:e way s
puszesses a set of particular propertes determining its *nse-value’
form, colour, taste, and so on}. As Sohn-Rethel poinred out, its La
that of a peiclee fmplied by die cmnn:am act of exchange — in o
words, that of 2 certain ‘as it [als ob]: Jizing the aer of qxhrw:n? :
viduals proceed as if the commodity is not submired to p
matetial excliunges; av if it is excluded from the natural Qn_c of
ation and corruption; although on the level of their ‘consciousness’
know very well’ thar chis is not the case.

The easiest way to detect the ymnh:ﬁc\ of this postulate is o d
the way we behave towands the materiality of moncy; we know very
that money, like all other material objects, suffers the effects of use,
its imaterial body clanges through e, bat in che social ¢ %.,E:\: yof
market we none the less treat coins as if they consist ‘of an Lanut
substance, a substance over which tme has no power, and which st
in antithetic contrast to any matter found in namre’ (Sohn-Rethel, i

1

Hadaiidaiad vy
i it Lias lost
mz: ?_:.:\f::: is Tc.mcf__. Its phiysivar niazer has visibly

2t of [ sl funcdon (Sohn-Redhel, 1978, p. 59)

2 has nathing to do with dhe level of ‘realicy’,
coties, ofan it would be wrong for thar reason

o ftas a mr,...fmh,h.Tv._ru:nFmE,n, as a process taking place in
ihiikiu ..:ér; in relation to chis ‘Interior’, the
to the act of exchange is in an z.qnﬁr_r‘v__r way

ed — or, to guote Sohn-Rethel’s concise ot

pas

Uia{loiLn

to dic thai
P s

whereby the forur of the thoughi bs already
wey The symbolic Gumnn is w?om&% VE.T a formal
.

p- 59). How S”ﬁr,?w 8?3: here the Foumula of fetiulisric Jisas g i wal subjective experience; Sohn-Rethel is
know very well, bur sdll .. " To the current exemplifica i i i celves abstrac-

tormula (‘1 know that Mother has not got a phallus, batsall .. [T b (ki place du cwu in the domain of knowicdge and
she lias got onef’; ‘T know that Jews are people like us, bursdll . filicee s 0 refises o gory of real absiracdoi” as the crmhcuzcz

The ‘veal abstraction’ is i

something in themn] b we must uidoubicdly add alsu the
U - y 1 . . O .
the funduncnial Aldiussesian episteniologicad distinction

know that meney is a macerial objecr like others, buesdll. .. [itisasi
were tixady of a special substance over which time has no power
Here we have touched a problem unsclved by Marx, that of &

Ll Jiaraceer of moneyrnot of the empirical, material seufl e
R

1

:;L OV._CCF
sent which ssbivens the very _\.?E of this distine-
¢ poevivus aind extgial to the thought — in

and the ‘object of kiuwicdge' in so far as it

made of, bur of the ¢ material, of that other ‘indestructible

body which persists beyond the corraption of the &
physical — this other body of money is like the corpse of the Sad
victim which endures all torments and survives with irs
immaculate, This immaterial corporality of the *body within the !
gives us a precise definition of the sublime object, and it is In s s
ouly that the psychoanalytic nodon of money as a ‘pre-phallic, *
object is acceptable — pivvided thac we do not forget how this pusiul
existence of the sublime body depends on the symbolic orden: nrn i

iructible *body-within-the-body” exempted from the effects of wear

immata

to formulate precisely the scandalous’ nature of
wrm for - pliieoplicd  reflecdon: he  has
% m.?:_p hrTrrSct <:Lp aii ﬂ?rr:rL
cady stuged”. Philusophical reflection is thus
Sapuibence sinilar to the one summarized by
s there, in the external om.nn&.SQ
procesy, is your proper place; there is the thcatee in
was perluzmed belure you took coguizance of it The

& wnt.u.i(l; G ..,ch s
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|

defined by its blindness to this place: it cannot ke it into ol
viithout dissclviig liself, without losing its consistency.

This does not mean, o tie other hand, that everyvday ‘pra
consciousness, as opposed to the philosophical-thearerical one —

consciousness of the individuals partaking in the act of exchange - &

also subjected to a complementary blindness, During the act of ex.!
individuals proceed as ‘practical solipsists’, they misrecognize the -

synthetic function of exchange: that is the level of the real absirac o

the form of socialization of private production through the melic
the market: “What the commeodity owners do in an exchange 1clai
practical golipsisin — irrespective of what they think and say ub
(Sohn-Bethel, 1978, p. 42). Such a misrecognition is the sine grra

the effectuation of an act of exchange ~
note of the dimension of ‘real ;rﬁ:n:o: the ‘effective’ act of excli
itsetf would no longer be possible:

Thus, in speaking of the abstraceness of exchange we must be careful

aoply the rerm to the consciousness of the exchange agenw. Ty

o

supposed to be oconpied with the use of the commodites they
auvipled in their aagination only, It is the action of exchange,
action alone, that is absoact
;

the abstactness of that action
otd whicit It happens because the coiniosanss of its agents is
with their business and with the empirical appearance of rhings

pertain to their use, One could say that the abstractness of their

beyond reatieation by the acrors because their very consclousness sl

1

Viastdite

the wiy. Were the abstractness to catch their minds their action

to be exchange and the abstracdon would not arise. (Sohn-Rethel, §

pp. 26-7)
This misrecognition brings about the fissure of the consciousnes
‘practical’ and ‘thecretical”
exchange proceeds as a “practical solipsist’s he overlooks the
socio~synthetic dimension of lis act, reducing it w a casual ency
atomized individuals in the market. This ‘repressed” secial dinu
his ace emerges thiereupon in the form of i conrrary — as
Reason turned rowards the obseisation of nature (the netwuik of
gories of *pure reason’ as the ¢ isnise of naiuial sciences),

The crucial paradox of this relationship berween the social e

:. “,d..amuz (G1 Ts:?—r:.,mu in TQ i

3.
I

A

e L

£

¢

of the commodity exchange and the *couscionsness” of it 15 that — Lo

< <

again a concise tormulation by Sohn-Rethel — “this non-kiiow,
the reality is part of its very essence’ the social effectivity of the ¢

-if the ?2.,5 ants were to

o8,
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ﬁ.um :‘qur,aﬁ hich is po
iyt are ol awalve
!

W only on condition that the
c?? proper _ovﬂn ﬂri is, a _:ﬂm

1
oy i T

EEE R

re Ciie
- i we comnie o know So muicly, to plerce the fue fune-
!it5, this realicy would dissolve irselt.

- the fundaiivitad discision of Sdeology” | zy s
::::c:u:,%_ an iflusory representation of reality, i
¥ .7_,& which i prfcv to _.F couceived as ??c_omwr I
piclyge of
is, ;:, .E:: etfectivity, the very repro-

mo not know ;r

: .r_rC:L

LI

ERES PN

at the y are

" Thus we have finally
e of its possible defin-

sion )w rm.z ay Hif

be ‘a fuinndion whose very consistency E:mummm a
ledge un dhe w; e of tie subject the subject can ‘enjoy

30 far as its Jogic excapes him - the measure of the

Al

U .
wikidy 1k

i B8 precisely is dissolation,

1

define the Marsdan symptom? Marx Yinvented the
AT Cm deted ::v 2 Certam Ti:ﬁn. an i ﬁ_.wv:d:_ D%u
woe wh :Lp belies the universalisim of the
3", This 1kl fat from announcing the

of these universal principles — that is, an insnf-
abolished by further n_gls?ﬁ ne — functons as their
the ‘symptom’ is, strictly ¥ spea aking, a particular
;1S oW ::;:YL :::E\_CCS a w_um.m.:.n w:_uiw.ﬂ.t
. In this sense, we can say that the or.Em:r:v\ Aviarsia
S%;;,:. of idedogy is already d::?o::zr it consists in
g om Nn;?.:;t:r fiet w., s [0 m:q: z?c% cal mz .*

LRy

s lieedony, equality — is ‘false in so far as
5 4 spo. s cne which breuks its untty, lays open is
ample: a universal notion comprising a number of

speech and press, freedom of consciousness, freedom
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. C el Lt [ "
1 of the tuiversal ‘v.,.C:rhT_m OL gy LIy,

texchange of
other So:r. it brings about a s And in the
soulalisne cunsiss in the very belief that a
Ao B T e N
i 100 wikiedl LF. Tl

wlucton moH the market ?f;

of connicrce, polirical freedom, and so on) but also, by means of a st
wral necessity, a specific feedom (that of the worker o sell freely |
own labour on the market] which subverts chis universal notion. T

us of Sﬁbﬁ_mn are universalized
watintes, but workers themselves
sl propiicion of their means of production and are

lolted — in short, ‘otopian’ conveys a belief in the
of a wriversality without the point of

to say, this frecduii is the very opposite of effective frecdon by s
his labour ‘freely’, the worker foses his freedom — the real content of ¢
free act of sale is the worker's enslavement to capital. The crncial pe
is, of course, that it is m:.mnmmn:\ this T:.un_oani freedom, the form «
¢, which closes the drde of * foammoz freedoms’,

q he same can also be shown for fair, cqiival

N

il ﬁNrHE:Vﬂu ﬁ_:v wr? §
the market. When, in pre-capitlist society, the production Om I3
madities has ror yet attained universal character — that ts, when i

so-called ‘natural production’ which prodominaes — the propidcion

the méans of productdon are still thenncivas produscers s as

idhjue of Hegel, of the :rw.nr,ws
ty as a rational torality: as soon as we try o conceive the
£ as a rationad tomlicy, we must include in it a para-

tsut rnuz:m to be its lntoiial nozv:ﬁ:mwm

ir is artisan producdon; the prupriciors tiisclves work and scl

roducts on the market. At this stage of developient there is no explon
P i P

L S ovelis -t_h fLV_ vy .KL Feiis

: ple
eaialicy. For ?52. this :,nmﬁ.u:% element of the Ccma:w sociery
the , isteuson of reasoi iself” (Marx), the

,:L
which the Reason m:&o&mﬁ_ in the existing social order

1

ation {in principle, ar least — thar is, if we do not consider the exp
ation of apprentices, and so on) the eschange on the marker
equivalent, every commodity is wmi its full value, But as soon as §
duction for the marker ?,23% in the economic edifice of a g
society, this yeii y secompaniod by the appe
of a new, paradonical type of nc:ﬁ:s%é the labour foree, the we
who are not thtmselves propiiews of the wvans of production aud
are consequendy obliged o sell en the nuicker cheir own Tabour §
of the products of their labour,

With this new commadity, the eguivalent exchange _u?o_:mm irs
negation — the very form of exploitation, of appropriation of
stizpius-valae. The crucial point not to be missed here is that
negation is strictly iwtoinal o equivalene exchange, not its stmple
larion: the labour force is not ‘exploited’ in the sense that its full 5
not remunerated; in principle at least, the exchange between Lilo
capital is wholly equivalent and cqnitable. The cacch is chat the Li
force is a pecoliar noEEo&J\_ the e of which — labour iself
produces a certain surplus-value, and iv is chis surplus over the vuk
the labour force itself which is appropriated by the capitalist. . ZEF 1974, p. 77). The value of a certain commadiry,

We have here again a certain idenlogical Universal, that of cqu whois effectively an Eu_m:; of a uctwork of sucial H&mno:w between
and equirable exchange, and a particular puraduoxical exchange — , tes, ussines the foru of 2 quasi-"nacural’
the labuur force for its wages — which, precisely as an equivalent, sg-vuuitiodity, money: we say that the valne of a
tions as the very form of exploitation. The ‘quandrative’ devielopns i LQ is such-and-such amount of money. Cousequeitly,
itself, the universalization of the producdon of commuadides, b dul feature of cominodity fetishism doss not consist of the
abourt a new “quality’, the emergence of a new commeodity represes replacement of men with things {'a relation between men

Commodity Fetishism

fon of the discovery of symptom o Mars, Lacan is,
EE,@ distinct: he locaws this &?9&% in the way Mamx
from Foudilion o capizalisiz *One has to look for
in Hipp:
1 he was Airse o establish between ca
i, whit we call the feudal draes’ (Lacan, 19754, p, 106).
sgic of this passage from. feudalism o capitalism we have
we its theoretical background, the Marxian nwiion of

Bl

i3

RO |

1
aby COITHLLOA

- fedishism is ‘a definire social reladon
St ¢Yes, the fantasde form of a relation

SLEIRASY, i U
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[
w9

assumes the form of a relation berween things'); rather, it coiit o
certain nusrecognition which concerns the relation berween 4 stucty
nerwork and one of its elemencs: what is really a strucoiral effect, .

effect of the network of relations berween elements, appears as an im

i class, Fua |

, one man is king only because other
Lim, They, on the concay, liaglue
it s hiiig, (Mars, 1974, p. 63)

diate property of one of the elements, 15 if this property also ..E_::mu ¢
outside its relagion with other clements,

ig’ Is an etfect of the necwork of socia
Subiects’y but — and here is the fedd. 1

s, the relationship appears necessarily
y bk dhat they are subjects giving the king royal
Liug is abiculy in himself, outside the relationship
& a king; as if the derermination of *heing-a-king’ were a
y of the person of a king, How can one not remind
of the famons Lacanian affirmation dhac a madiman who
150! to be a king is no more mad thar a king who believes
ez king - who, thar is, identifies iramediately with the

Such a misrecopnirion can take place in a ‘relation between thingy'
well as i a ‘refadon berween men’ — Mars stares this explicitly aprp
of the simple form of the valuc-expression. The commodity A L
express its value only by referring itsel{ to another commaodity, B, « L
this becomes its equivalens in che value relationstip, the natoral furs
the commodicy B (its use-value, it positive, empirical prope
functdons as a form of value of the commodity A; in other words, ¢
body of B becomes for A the mimor of its valne. To these rellecss
Marx added the following nore:

.l

thiss a purallel between two modes of fetishism,

In a sort oméu% itis with man as with commodities, Since he cones Lty
world neicher with 4 looking-glass in his hand, nor as 3 Fichrian 1.
opher, to whom Tam I' is sufficient, man first sees and recognizes Lo
other men. Perer only extablishios his own identity as a man by first -
paring bimself with Paul as being of like kind. And thereby Paul, just s
stands in his*Pavline persouadity, beeomes to Perer che type of the zu
homo, (Marx, 1974, p. 59)

s 3Rl

en ‘free’ people, each {

"This shore noce andicipates in a way the Lacanian theory of the
stage: only by being reflected in another man — that s, in so far as 1/
other man offers ic an image of its unity — can the £g0 arrive ac its wit
identity; identity and alienation zre thus serictly correlarive. 3

un cutwerns the exact reladonship hetween these
That is to say, this relationship is by no means a simple
¢ cuiniod say that in societies in which production for che
iaiies — uitimarely, that is, in capiralise sociedes - it js
28 with cominudities’, Precisely the opposite is truer com-
liis st 1 capindint scietics, bu in capitalism telations
1 are defindtely nor 'fevishized’; whar we have here are
wwilig his or her proper egoistic
ut end determining form of theiy inicrreladons
vitde bura contract between free people who
s of the law. Tts model is the market exchange: here,
R s free of all dhe lumber of veneration of
pursues this homology: the other commodity (B} is an equivalent uuly oster's pattutiage ainl care for his subjects; they meet
so far ag A relates to it a5 o the form-of-appearance of its own «
only wichin this reladionship. Bur the appearznce ~ and herein les :
effect of inversion proper to fetdshism — the appearance is exattly opy
site: A seems to relate to B as if, for B, to be an equivalent of A would
be a ‘reflesive determination’ {Marx) of A — that is a5 iF B wouk! of
in iself be the eyuivadent of Ay the properry of ‘being-an-cuivil
appears to belong to it even cuwside its relation tw A, on the same level s
its other ‘natural’ effective propertes cotistituiug its use-value. To
reflections, Marx again added 4 very in teresting note:

whose activity is theough y deteituinied by their egoistic
oue of them proceeds as a good wilitalan the other
uowhiolly delivered of all mrystical auray all Le sees in his
aad interests hing only

i~ 2 commodity — that could sacisfy

s of feiiulian are thus fics

s in sorieties

e 1 which
v fetishismn reigns, the relations between men’ are rotaily de-
while in societies in which there is ferishism in ‘relarions
— in pre-capitalist socketies — commeodity fetishism is not
! it is haiural’ production, not producton for the

Such expressions of relations in general, called by Hegel reflex-cacegy;
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market which predominates. This fetishism in refations berween
has to be called by its proper name: what we have here are, as N
points out, ‘relations of domination and servitude’ — that is w
precisely the relaidon of Lordlohip and Buonduye ina Enm&.ss sense;®
it is as if the retreat of the Master in capitalinin was o:€ a b

if ehe Je-fotshizacion in the ‘relations boiweoh men’ was paid for Ly
emergence of fetishisin in the ‘relations between things’ — _:\
modicy fetishisin, The place of ferishism has just shifred from inrer?
subjective relations o relatons hetween  thingss the crucial soui

relatiois, tivse of producton, are no longer immediarely transparess

the form of the interperso] refatons of domination and servitide
the Lord and his seefs, and so on}, they disgnise themselves — to -
Marx's accurate formula — ‘under the shape of social reladons bet
mrwﬁmwv berweon the ﬂ;Cr_:Lr_Fu of lubour’. :

This is why one has to look for the discovery of the symprom lu i
way Marx conceived the passage from feudaliom to capicalism, With de
establishient of bourgeois society, the relations of domination
sexvitude are repressed: formally, we are %wmﬂ ently concerned with
subjects whose interpersenal reladons are Jischuiged of all fedshisim "
repressed truth — thar of the persistence of domination and servitude -
aEQw? in a symptom which subverrs the ideological appearance o
equaliy, fieedotn, and 8 on, This £ynj:tui, the point of emergenee
the truth about social velaiivis, is precisely the ‘social relations bt
thitgs — in congrast to fendal sociery, where

no matter what we may think of the parts played by the different wisse:
people themselves in this society, the soctal relation becwuus aind !
the perforinance of their lg Tc:n_ uwmoma at ail events as arﬂm own L
ﬂﬁému_ relatizig, abd ave not disguised uider the shape of social 1o

1 iy v

it |

(IO

‘Instead of appearing ac all events as their own mutual relations,
social relations between individuals are disgnised under the shap:
social relations berween things’ — here we have a precise defin

hysterical symptom, of the ‘hysteria of conversion” proper to

vidship’ and Bondage” are the rerms used in the ¢ v Lelvi 1o f
1977}, lullowiiyg Ko dve, Lacan tses ‘maitre’ and ‘esclave’, which are then

#
‘master® and ‘s

lave”.
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Tosplitarian Laa

% is more subversive than the _H:&GEQ‘ of his contemporary
Jdisceid the dialectics of commod .:% fevishism as wuidaced:
cothos can sedll _F:u us  grasp the v henoiigioir of so-called’
Leivin’ Let us ¢ e srting polnt Umiberto Boa'ls Mo of
L?m Wil iy :H_ »M:u ﬂr:.::/. :‘Zw
:cmw. which :;@_nn be called — on
Westerns — %.EE steucruratisio: a kind of
, mass-culture version of structuralise and post-suuciuralise
2 1s no final E:Q_ we all live in a world of signs referring o

3 What shuuld b

1oaa2
m Om Spigneiiy

HAR T LR NIO AT L:v TCC_?F. iy _C.a—u:.u :ELE»..
iy dugun o thic
wordh the lack Om r:.w itet, of ironic mini::r:w >a axnﬁm?a

w Guad iy in ic

=T
G0 ST

i belief
the Good and with a corre-
5% ro& may iself tarn
Ar £l

—.C-. L- Liidt L4325 L0

ad. The real Evil is the E_%c,.r&v_ :E:o:: gaze
Ak < Pyl ae

ISTLARS Rt us .:(r;:..nu r;.:. LV, a8

we become too obsessed with
fop

¢ for thie secular, our oheeseion

1

il is, of course, %n gaze of H,rc story-

s witli fa fanatical devetion to) Good
u Evil musks the inverse experience, which is much more
niend to ﬁs_ :,E% i itself

ests. Congider only Mozart's Don OEE:E al the

A N A
en e bs Confronted widh the fllowin s choleir i he

- egolstics! Inter

he can still achieve salvadon; if he persists, he will be
ever. From the viewpoint of the pl principle, the
ng o do wauld wn o renounce his past, but he does nog, he
mm. his Evil, uld: m: Lie kuows that _d\ persi he will be

viech his Ana! choice of Beil, he acquires
¢ ; . 7 e A
s of an ethical hero «— ¢hat is, of someone who s guided by

'

! ,munn% es ‘be wo:m ﬂr@ E asure priuciple’ and not juse by

sl CVTE

e
really
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Eiﬁ,_vﬁ,w wnrnm in the liberating, anti~totalitarian force of laughrer,

ide the naked reality. We can see why Lacan, in _:m

or totalitatian, that QEQ_ distance, laughter, irony, are, 50 o spe Lw

of the game. The ruling : .r_ecim.uw, Is not meant to be tken s
brerally, Perhaps the greatest daiger for toralitarianism is wncﬁn
take its ideology Heerally — even m Eeo's novel, poor ald Jorge, dhe e
nation of dugiuatc belief who does not laugh, is rather a tagic fgu

ironic iy . Qur thesis here is almost the exact oppusite of o Paydd Lot Dataices & [ hons die |
E&ﬁ{:m F.Q: ss of Boo's novel: in CoRiCpoLacy suciclics, demo of Z%:m finally %n c:.%CE r\_v no n_o%}

F

"
-t
=
=.
1

i

I r::::\u.;. it 35 oser

e

Wlie i

cts & honified oy, Look at ber, what a shame, under

1
1 juiiig, ,T“F.\,NGL Ly Lacan: uc.:_ﬁ_,uc..; TC;E

sotally ihed” {Lacur, 1986, p.231),

outdated, a kind of living dead, a remnant of the past, certainly no it is e dussic concepr of ideology
person representing the existing social and political powers. fon of the soutal roalivy which i pare

What conclusion should we deaw from chis? Shonld we say thar
live in a post- ival soclety? Perhaps it would be berter, first, ¢

to specify what we mean by Ideology.

Gl mcS:c: st Uo% &:m oosgmﬂ of im&cm% as a

natve col

:a??rh:
1

cared &E thesis that deology’s Jom

fiidiit
which reuders impossible — or, more
i : . The cynical
clugical sk and
il rn iiglie m:n s sril :Ewa upor the mask. The
Py Shaerdyghy, would diea ber ‘they know very well

i it O%inp_ teason is no

Cynicism as a Form of Ideology e the clussic o
cm he L, ,r

The most elementary definition of ideology is probably the well-ks
phrase from Marx’s Capital: *Sie wissen das nicht, aber sie tin es' —
ot »:S.c it, but they are doing it", The very concept of ideclogy implic
kind of basic, coustitutive Aaivedd the misrecognition of its owi
.. ' ) B )
suppusitions, of its own effective conditions, a distance, a dive

@S
berween so-called social reality and our Jisiorted representation,
false count y

aluadiiny ,:J @il r::U:.::ee_ :..ur CULSUIGLS IS OTLe
,f;r one is wetl aware of 4 particular interest
sgical universalicy, bur still one does not

s

saess of it That is why such 2 “naive conscionsness’ cai: |
submiticd to a critical-ideological procedire, The aim of this proce.
is 1o lead the naive ideological comsivusness to a point at which it «
recognize its own effective cond , the social reality thaticis J
ing, and through this very act dissolve ftell In the more sopl
versions of the critics of ideology — that developed by the |
Scheol, for example — it s not just a question of seeing things
social reality) as chey ‘really are’, of diruwing away the distorting spo-
tacles of ideolugy; the main point is to see how the reality itself cau
reproduce iwself without this so-called ideclogical mystification,
mask is not simply hiding the real state of aru..:,m ; the ddeul
tortion Is wiitten iito itg (.rQ cysence,

‘We find, ther, the paradox of a being whick can reproduce itself
in so far as it is inistecognized and overlooked: the moment we see it
ir Eu:% 18, this bei 1 Jissulves inelf into _,me.bm:.cu,m O, ore prois!
it changes into anorher kind of reality, That is why we must avoid |
simple metaphors of demasking, of throwing away che veils which :

this cynical posidon suicdy from what

PP, prsd

Skl _.rL. el

o
I

indils C_,. tc:% L:L SArcAsn ﬂrc L;w/:\;_

W opataciic w_:,?r., i LE »:H:@ c:?,:__
- — with everyday bunality and w
ale, dius eapuibisg behind the sublime iblow of
cie mm,. Jf fnterests, the violence, the brutal
'.Hkmﬁf bZCFrr.rQ.C ﬂwu oI, H,,u maore Tnmﬂmuﬁhﬂhﬁ Hmu@h~ NPW—.—I
it with HTP
: C(__;u; @

TR0

i tlie answer of the ruling E_::o to ﬁr; 5;:9; sub-
: Zx, At taks Lo noduund, the P touler fncerese bolind
Ly, the distance wQQoo: the ideolugical mask

(.::r_u:u




30 THE SUBLIME GHJLST OF lLap sl OGY HOW DID MARK [NvENT THE SYMPTOM? 31

see between what peuj

s not a direct positiun of immorality, it is more like morality itself puti - are cffectively doing and

the service of imuwnality — the medel of eynical wisdom is to Loueiv
probify, integrity, as a supreme form of dishonesty, and morals us
supreme [oiir of profligecy, the truth as-the most effective form of a i
This cyuicisin is therefore a Lind of perverted ‘negation of the ey
of the official ideulugy: condronted with illegal enrichment, i
robbery, che cynical reaction consists in saying that legal enrichment i
lot more effective and, moreover, protected by the law. As Be G
puts it in his Opera: ‘what is the robbery of a bank cumip

y are &cwum —_

viugy Coishis in the very face dhae
o not know whate ey are really doing’, that they kave a
of the sucial redity o which they belong (the dis-

d. . .
§, of course, by the same reality), Let us take again the
v . .

i1 exaiiple of comnindicy fe

i

TETLIN

¥ is in

n ool a

an embodiment, 4 coiu
Couiial telations - the fact that it £

inaditdos i3 cond

as a universal
wil by it posidon in the

(V4N

to the fousnding of a new bank? Bt o the individuals diensclves, dhis fune-
1t is clear, therefore, that confened with such cynical reason, = i ennbodiuent ol woaldh — appeass a8 an e

traditional cridique of idevluyy no longer: wuihs, We gan no T cof a thing called "wione

subject e ieulogival text to syuipic tnatic reading’, coi gL

irs blank spots, with what it must repress to organize itself, to preserve fod upun the coification’s behind

coustsivicy - cynical reason takes this distance into account in advan:

Is then the only issue left o us t© affirm thart, with. the reign of vyuic
reason, we find ourselves in the so-called mcmﬂsaao_omwa& world? Fe
Adomo came to this conclusion, starting from che preniss duar id !
is, strictly speaking, only a system which makes & claim o the wuth ~
that is, which is not simply a lie but a lie experienced as truch, a lic wh
pretends to be taken sericusty. Tomlitarisn Wealogy vo longer Ty
pretension. I¢ is no longer meant, even by ics authors, to be &

the relation between things, we must detect the social
Lotwoci wt,. H : s
sding of die Maidan Dol leaves out an Hlasion, an
whick 1s alicady at work di the social realivy itsell] at

Fof what the individuals are dofiy, and not only what they dhink
are duilyg, Wh als use money, they know very
i1 busil 1t — that money, in its mnaterial-

. The everyday spontaiiecus

: : el . o o i) .
serlously = its starus is just t eans of nunipuladun, vt a shimple g the individeal
g JRREUNS TRV R TV Fo T s -
external aisd Bsiruments]; i J ot by its trath-vatie bu pat of the s il on ey
[ |

know very well that dhete are relatos berween
, N . . . !
fuggs The problem ds char in their social
pe) ¥
: must be i -od in order to show how the idea th li A in whar they are doiag, ch ; i o
fantasy must be introduced in order to show how the ides that we live elf, in whar they are dofng, they are acting as if money, in its
. I . . ' . 1 . . i ! r

a post-ideological sociery proceeds a lirde oo quickly: cynical reu gy, is the linediate vubodimest of wealth as such, They
with all its ironic detachment, leaves uniwuched die ftndamental fovd . si3 I practice, not in theory. What they ‘do not know’, what
ideologival fantasy, the level on which ideolugy structures the z¢, 15 the fact that i their social reality itself, in their

Len 1

reality 1rself. i

simple extra- ieclogiod yivlence wind prowdae of gain,

o
It is here, at this poing, that the distiicdon between sp

AL _.x.lrfe:. SOIL

—intheactofc

a1 1 H
Cikalige — Hiey dare WELQ E,

»

et vs again w faistu motive uf the
: of the reladensiip berween e Universal and the
=. The Universal is just a property of particular objects which

cxist, but when we are victims of commodity fetislisim it appears

Ideological Pantasy

If we want to grasp chis dimension of fantasy, we must retarn to ¢

Marxian fouiola ‘they do not know it, but they are doing it’, and p 7 (e usemvalue) ds ai sxprosi
ourselves a very siniple yuosiivi: Where is the place of ideological : — the abstract Universal,

sion, in the ‘@ or in the ‘doing’ i the realiry itself? At first sigh,
the answer seeins vbvious: ideologival iusion lies in the kuowing 1eis

U P 1
Lo T ;.

hat is the basic Marxian thesis: it is

concrete objects. T
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ve relativ

ST 5 R

doology 45 the wlanic one in'which the illu-
solugy fuinsin i .

Luowledge, then wday's society must m_*.%mmn._ post-
i leclogy B duat of eynicism; peopte o lougar

alveady the effective world of commediies which behaves
Hegelian subjece-substance, like 2 Universal going through a ser
particular ciubodiments. Marx speaks about ‘commodity Licip
about the ‘religion of everyday life’, The roots of philasophical
lative idealism are in the social reality of the world of comnyodits
this world which behaves ‘idealistically’ — or, as Marx puts it in the fig
chapter of the first edicion of Capital:

. And this overloaked,
oy

ical iy diey de not ke ideclogical propusitioin
of Leolugy, however, is not of an illu-
te ol things but chat of an (unconscious) fantasy
A6 And at this level, we are of course far
. Cynical distance is just ome ém_% -
1 ; -

This ; s ough which what is sensible and concrete counts sk
pheaviienal foon of what js gha ueal, cusitraly (o dic read ) : Jeoe
of things where the abseract and the universal coune only as a propere o i o .

cencrete — such an inversion js characteristic of the expression of vulu
1

o
21 oo do nat the Giligs sevivusly, even if we keep an
i

itis this inversion whidy, at the same tine, makes che
expression so fficuln 1 say: P law and Gernen Jaw e bo!

(ST
is something which gues by 1self, But il on che conrary, Isay: THE L
abstract thing, realizes irself in Roman law and in German faw, ie in
concrete laws, the interconnection becormes mystical. (Marx, 1977, P13l

) N e | " N G 1 -
Lis stamwlpoine that we can account for the foriuala of

wwed by Sloterdijie ‘they know very well what they

I

1 chey are Juiig 16 1f the illusion were on the side of
201, they g mes :
ould eau:% be a @om_.r.?_ Uauinal
. . o . I . us they k what they are
The queston ro ask again ist Where is the illusion here? We st « : : Rl ::w wzou_}_\ At tey o

T S . ! : S he place e illusion s in the
forger that the hourgeots individual, i his everyday iduulo X : ey mzﬁ if the place of the thusien 15

definitely not a speculative Hegelian: he does not conceive the part ula can e veud in quite siod ¢!
o . iy ey are following an Hhdan, but sl
content as tesultipg from an suronomous movement of the e b in cheirweloly, dhey are followiig wn dodan, buesel,

Idea. He is, on the conrary, a good Anglo-Saxon nominalise, (Lin
that the Universal is a property of the Particular - that is, of veally
ing things. Value in itself does not exist, there are Just idividua

which, among other propertics, have value. The problem s chat
practice, in his real activiey, he aces as if the particular things (the ¢
modities) were Just so many embodiments of universal Value |
tephrase Mars: He briows very well that Pl ; !

AT LY i

 it’, For example, they know that their idea of Freedom is
a1 form of ciploitation, bue they sill condnue ro
of Freedom.

tivity of Belief

Clervaiii law are

E:lr_m_i_.,,ﬁw__ﬁ:&?_.3,: \H:..,.k,r:‘%.bh.zmhfa _.‘\._‘__:,H\ES,_EVR:.:..,_:.?:z:ﬁ
realizes iwself in I, ! il i ; :

R P L
ELE i TR L ET R G

i, it would also be wordh rereading the elementary
stion of so-called conunudity ferdshism: in a sociery in
es of human laboar acquire the form of w i
s botwian posple wke on the form of _,&;ao:w
etween conlliudities — instead of immediate relations
Liave sucial relailuns between things. n the 1960s
iy whele prob was Olscredited ﬁraocmr. Althusserian
i, The principal seproach of the Althu S that
- of conunodity fetishism is based on a maive, ideo-
sivally  unfounded i _un.,.énmw. persons
i Bu i1z can

: vunive powar of Ma

So now we have made a decisive step forward; we have o

B2

tiskd

new way o read the Marsian forula ‘they do not know it, bur they
doing i che illusion is not o che side of bivwledge, ivis already on ¢
side of reality iself, of what the people are doing. What they do
know is that their social reality irself] cheir wivi ¥, is guided by an |
sion, by a fetishistic inversion. Whar they avetloak, what they 13
recoguize, is not the reality but the illusion which i stracturing il
reality, their real social activiey. They know very well how things re
are, but still they are doing it as if they did not know, The ifius

therefore duuble: it consists in overlooking the iffusion which is st

5, by

i

RSt

5 d w.u M.uhc HC T
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lies precisely in the way be uses the opposition of persons and things. the Chorus will do so in
In feudalism, as we have seen, relations between mnoﬁn are i
Eon_:ﬂ?_ through a web of ideclugical bellefs and superstitions, ™
the relutivus beeween the master and his servant, whereby the
exerts his charismatic power of fscination, and so forth, Alhosg
capitalism che subjects are emancipated, perceiving theinsclves
from medicval religions saperstidons, when. they deal with one an
they do s0 as rarional nilitarians, guided om; Wv% their mem
The _uc:; of Marx’s ,::;, , however, is that ihe tiings !
selves beliven in theis place, Emﬂmi of the subjects: it is as if all their bellel
superstitious and metaphysical mystificadons, supposedly surmouiss

3

by the rufonad, udlicarian personality, are embodied in che oo
4\ 1 i

relations between things'. They no longer believe, but the iiuygs !

.m o : .

fJ. il OF S:zr_”:( : y WG :: Ll L0 Oy

a of the other, we accomplish our
> can spend our ::5 on more pichitble

ot of the iuberiance of the &@0@ ~mni for

ion, this muslerence

y a characteristic of the so~called
let us remind  ourseives of a
1 shows or serals ‘canned

Qﬁ:-.._\ﬂ\m(

This seems also o be a basic Lacanian proposidon, contrary 1o ¢ Baugrher. . faniy o witey renark, %c: can hear
nsual chesis that a beliel s something interior and knowledge sun the banahiner .»,&. 5 Dt in the sounderack of the show el
exterior (in the sense that it can be verified through an external ~iere ¢ of the Chorus in dussival trugaly;

bt

108

cedure). Racher, it is belief which is radically exterior, embaodied in ¢
practical, effective procedure of people. It is similar to Tiberan pi
wheels: you write a prayer on a paper, put the rolled paper into a 5 o
and torn it 22&3&93._ without thinking (or, if you want 1o procu
secording o the Hegelian ‘cunming of reasory’, you attach it to as
mill, so that it is moved around by the wind). In this way, the whee
is praying moﬂ me, instead of me — or, more precisely, | Ev;c: am
gt the medivie of the wheel. The TS:G of itail is chatin
psychological interiority I can chink about whatever Twant, 1 can yick!
he most %2@ and obscene fantasies, and it does not matter because - ¢
use a good sl Stalinist expression — whatever [ am thinking, « Lot
an. —u—w"—%:nm.

This is how we should grasp the fundamental Lacanian p
that psychoanulysis is net a psychology: the most intimate belicfs, ove

the mastindmate el 1

i At s&:& That is o say, why
he mﬁﬁ possible wzvig - that it serves to remind us
stitg enotigh, because it implies the paradox
: vy andd not of some spontaneons feeling;
wor s ot s afficicis because we do net usueally T:wr The
Wokind m > that the Other — embodied in the tele-
Vel oﬁ our duty t laugh — is szrgm

wd duy’s stapid v

hat laugls
but thi

= oonly ¢

vision sl

,ﬂu the televisiun screen, we can say
igh the niedium of the other, we had a

WOWAS A gialin

of co re wus Aually cured: now
st g Gis So &6% let him out; but seon
cypdiig | L: suying: ‘f met a hen and I was afraid

The doctors tried to calm him: But what are you
" rbc.z that you aic Bot 4 grain vcﬁ m marn.' The fool

- bur Joos the ben kinow chac Eam

he knew that

i, crying, sorrow, L
can be wansferred, delegated to others without losing cheir sincerity.
his Seminar on The Ethic of s is, Lacan speaks of the role of d
Chorus in classical tragedy: we, the spectators, came to the dieats
worried, full of everyday EOZP:E aiulile o adjust without reserve ¢
the problems of the play, that is to feel the required fears and <
passions — r:ﬁ no problem, there is the Chorus, who feels the soro -
the companion instead of us — or, more precisely, we feel the req
Qﬁo:o:m through the medium of the Chortis: “You are then relieved

p%@j@,p??

she won

=
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wes the very Lacuidan definition of the unconscious:
{ie. the dead, é:%,wcf letter), which leads the mind
i §e ?Eoim from &:.. ol

‘Law is Law’

The lesson to be drawn from chis no:mc_,wz_mm the social field s al
that w rmm far from being an ‘intimate’, purely mental stace, is 4
Jin our effective social activity: belief supports the &
which Ham:_&nm social reality. Let us take the case of Kafka: it is wsu
said that in the Srrational’ universe of his novels, Kafka has given
‘exaggerated’, ‘fantastic’, mzw_on:«iw distorted” expression to :E.
bureaucracy and the fate of the individual within it In saying <
overlook the crucial face that it is this very ‘exaggeration’ which s
Taces the fantasy regulating the libidinal functioning of the ‘!

3

it H.m.m:vr
o 1t 05 the laiw — Lim B:n&omw

R . -
civcke of ls suthosiey, the face that che lase foun-
R T oo b

,._ JITR I T Y h\,((nau Gr GiRLiCTAtioin

L

1 . AN T Soan e y - :
i O STy Il e Suie (Casuii tliatiris Geweply That is

A . P -
© oWl ines 1o r::m 1 back to 1 first

then, is an ‘external’ one: obedience our of

: secatise it is already ‘mediated” through

- mﬁﬁ is, we are not really obeying the authodty bue

our judy :F_: which tells us that the n::ro:J\
.

pfw—, mDE..ﬁ_.r_r_.._ru‘ :.JFL»

The so-called “Kafka's universe’ is not a ‘fantasy-image of
P&_Q but, on the ro:HEJ. the mise en scéne of the funiusy wiich is i
i the widst of social ality ielft we ol know very well that burcaucris
not all-powerful, but our ‘effective’ condict in the prese ence of
cratic machinery is already regulated by a belief in its alis
contrast to the usual ‘criticism of ideology’ trying n_&znq the
Em_rmw form of a detcrminate society from the conjunction of
five social relations, the anulyticad u..mﬂﬁuunr aims above all
ideological fangasy efficient in social reality foself

Whae we call ‘social S&HQ is in the last resort an ethical C:;:E
itis supported by a certain as if (we act as if we believe in the aliui w.:
of bureaucracy, as if the President incaiuaes the Will of the Peupl
the Party expresses the objective interest of the ﬁiﬁ:m class ...
soon as the belief (which, let us remind ou rsefves again, is detini
to be conceived at a mm&arowommnm_, level: it is embadied, i
the effective functioiiig of the social field) is lost, the very testure
socal field disintegrates. This was already articulated by Pascal
Althusser's principal peints of reference in his attempe o s
concept of ‘Ideclogical Stare Apparatuses’. According to i
inzeriority of our reasoning i determined by the external, :
‘maching’ — automatism of the signifier, of the symbolic
which the subjects are caughe

et
simply
deserves 1

inso far as it s good, wise, beneficent. . . . Bven

o ‘extern ._, 5&& authority, this inversion

ol beliel Bt veas Wierhe

,\L:. U DL Pem L Siatiy

[0 TP P

we COlsiaet I

1Ire

1 Wisi
onetary, only the act of
¥ x:ﬁw

isduin,

staiitiale our
relighous commuand, bar the arocial religious
reasons reveal themselves only to those who

- IN | N
f aiIr Tc:nm DECailse wo m_:...n&r_&\

aviosti

. FUPTT Y P S o SO 1
oG lne WO GEVE TQUEIG STLLICLT AN reasuig

3

e

sible’, not Eiﬁﬂuoﬁi in so far
rrational’ character: far from Liding ies full

r
cier of the Law is w ps

ms::;:?::._. feature of the

=5 fi{LLLw e

e tenoed as ot
is, ér_nw cannot be qu_ﬁﬁ_ inte the syisbuiic
, this rrau-

aity for the Vcr.‘, reasod dhat it is

ijuncdun whidhis esper

For we must make no mistake about ozam?mm. we are as much au

mind. . .. Proofs only convinee the dad, habic provides the siraige
and zEﬁ. &EH are most believed. It inclines the antomaron, which
sitl it, {Pascal, 1960, p. 274)

1
LW G :m T_.Cﬁﬂvv Cm GBEZ_L,—;GZ or,
ackan and Mouffe, irs radically contingent

r
[—4

.::E Lilst
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character — must be 2@82& into the uncenscions, through the &
logical, imaginary nxmmimcrn of the ‘meaning’ of die Law, of i
dation in justice, Truth (or, in 2 mere modern way, functionality):

road, You want to be cured of aud you ask for che
! £ 1

sheasn fruus dose whio were once bound like you and who now
] -
Loy bave, These .:,n people éro rscé ..._% toad you wish to

_ 1

P CH R PTG Y '

n

3 (ar:r ﬁr&\ began. T FV\ rLE;m .ﬁcwm as Hm L:% did

Tt wonld Qirefore be a good diing for vs to obey kows and custons b
! T
they are laws. . .. But people are not amenable to chis doctrine, a: e Thatwill st you

YU BB Gl

Lietivviug that uth can be found and resides in laws and ¢
beticve them 2ud ke their antiqulty as @ proof of their nudh {wd st
their authority, without truth). (Pascal, 1966, p. 216)

st Wil Coiait G you fiom chousing diis course? You will
iy bovwst, hucbly grawelil full of good works, a sincae, e

.o Ieds tue you will not enjoy noxious pleasures, glory and good

Yl ik tave uidiciny

will gl vvon i tlds Tife, and chat ac every step you

57: yuni :,;: is $0 cesiin iiem wc

It is highly significanc that we find exactly the same formula
Kafka's Trial, at the end of the conw ceir K. and the pr

risk 50

1]
[RH E 1 Ca you will realize m_rﬁ. you have wapguiad G sulie-

w2 fon which you have paid boiding.” (Pascal, 1966,

‘I do net agree with that peine of view, ﬁa K., shaking his head, ,moq
accepts it, ome must unrmwﬂ as trae everyilding the dosi-keepor sy T
%O-:\mnﬁm ave il ?,a::v. _u::._rrm HHCE :,:T:vvz:wm it i tO mo nwwuﬂ. H
the priest, ‘it is not necessary t accept & 5 48 TrUe, ONe Hdst o
aceept it as necessary.” ‘A melancholy conclusion, said K, ‘It mins |

a univeisal principle” (Kaflka, 1985, p. 243)

simaat, dhen, 180 leave tativmial
1. 1 -
sy e dectogival mitual, stupely yourself by repeating m:

s, act @5 if you already believe, and che belief wil

aind stibimit

What is ‘repressed’ then, is not scme obscure origin of the Law
very fact thar the Law i mot o be mp?wﬂ& as true, only as icucss
the fact that s wuthoriiy is wi !

wik o Carhiolicisim, soch a procedure for obtaining

s Las universal applicadon, which is why, in a
it was very popular among Fre ench Communises, The
versiuis of the &:.:E of ‘wager’ runs as follows: the bourgenis
i 1 Lk lps sealed. 2%&2: v he is free,

vin reabiey he is permeated

i The necessary structaral 2
which drives pe o_ﬁg_m o vn_Eé %2 rruth can be ?E& i Jaws des

cels p!.»,. b

H.;.hcun._v‘ _.:r SFCEL:S: c_
a Truch, of a Meaning v&:n& ;_e stupid, traumatic, EB:?:%L

the Law, In other words, ‘transference’ names the vicious circle of
mra_.Smc:mégémﬁroi&_u&_cg&.n mumﬁ.:um:& E&mwc &?:

already believe. The nEQ& text of Pascal here is the famous s
muwo:nrz:ai JV_Q c::rﬁiwi&5::;_.Emwmﬁm»:oﬁa,hN,::.

at lengrh why ity ratiunadly seusible w ‘et on God’, but this argu
invalidated by the mo:oé_zm remark of Pascal's SﬁmeQ pa

dialogue:

[ 1.

il 4

Gudices do ot et him go, so he cunnot
of history, in the historical mission of the working

he should at least recognize his impotence, his
“i believe in the Sense of ?ic@; even if his reason leans
Ut H, the passions and pigjudices prodiced by bis class

¢ lsius o aceepiiuy i So he should not exert himself

1 £

Lrcidiyg Folvea B0 s

the truth of the bistorical mission of che working class;

11
8 i TO »il {F_:

.. .y hands are sied and my lips are sealud, {ani
am not freg; 1 am being held fast and [ am so made that | canae
Whar do you want me to do then? — “That is trve, but at least ot
your head thar, if you are unable to believe, it is becanse of your p
slCe Teasor E%nw you to believe and yet v.c: cannot do so. Cunde
then not on cunviuding yo ?wm 5 unitiplyiog proofs of God's v

but by diiniliug your Lanz You want to find fuith and you

S @m:wsrr:.:macr passivits and pre-

[ I i ]

ish all for e F::::c_::« Cause. He sh
w1

chey bogaint they bolied just as i they did rq:qqn it the
warking class, they became actve in the Party, they

1
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collected money to help strikers, propagate the workers” moveuse
so on, This stupclied them and made them believe @E? satulaly,
really, what ?5: has come to them throngh Ciouslig this cousel
became faidhifud, full of good works, sincere and noble. .. e is o
they had to renomce a few soniow wﬁarroﬁamo: pleasures,
CROCCHT niche g, thed Tebse seine ofindividual &
but on the other hand — and notwidistanding the factual tuch of
belief — they gained a lot: they live a meaniuglul life, free of
uncercainty; all their everyday activity is accompanied by the coi

ness that they are nualiiy their sinall coneibution ro the greatand «

1 1

LRI CTuis

i :

L VLY w: of w

ri_. c..p_..q Fw. a HCE_T

poid — in OQ:S:S it was

of the ity

i DE ,.S_UW

ol %c Lo ..Fm — the

Cause.

What distinguishes this Pascalian ‘custom’ from insipid el
wisdom {the content of your belief is cowdidionad by your
bohuviour) 1s the paradusical sias of a @9‘5@&3% belief: by £
custotn, the subject belleves wilout huowling :, 50 that ﬁrc £
version ks niciely a fornial act by navans of 5
have already believed. In other words, what the beliaviourise readi
Pascalian “custom’ misses is the crucial face that the external o
always 2 material support for the subject’s uncosscious. The
achivveiicnt of March Kasicwsha’s Gl i C i
a svisitive aud dylicate way, this precarions status of ‘belioviig

. o : ;
r.rc.n; apaops of the vuivasiun to Communism,

. A d ,.
cwseds dic persen widh whom Licds in love.

oser, die deiouenient of mF film? Two re-

harowhing 16" -
Aniviliei Coundry is 2 film 4 olef abour che reludd

Canliridye studeists, the Connnuiist Judd {rval model: L_G_E PE: :

sokor, has unmasked his Lo

cutrin this é? Guy lost a pronised

idol of the Oxmo& student left, who died in 1936 in f?Ev and “ppparcan! i T::ur i the followiing V?._L >_ this poin,
N xr: the wmu\ to the dissulution of his

oiusesudd Guy Bennett, who later becomes a B Ly beoy
story I retzospect to an English journalist who visies _:5 in his Muswow . siratl 5 ] !relativuakip o Juad: dais is

exile (real model: Guy Burgess, of course). There is no sexual relaid S pnioely me o unrra.

berween them; Judd is the only one whe is not sensitive w Guy's «

(the exception to the Bennett tule’, as Guy puws i) precisely [

reason, for Guy he is the poinc of his transferential identificadion.
The activi occurs in the ‘public school’ envirunment of the thirds Dmake love’ [ in be watches dic sulijuct on whom he WEM a trans-

the parriotic empty wlk, the terror of the student-heads (‘gods’) ow . i ek, Sucondly, he

oE_EpQ siudenes yer in all this terror there is something non-bi cransforends LT_;W(” hinks duat ?c wgsm in

not m::e .Hdo:& it has the ring of an ,,%J.,wé:m EESQ conceali

universe i whick ainjoyient actually iclgis in ol i ol

in the form of a ramified votk cmroﬁcmméi relations —

rerror is, rather, the arable p Teis for

that Oxford and Ca

LEWﬂwuﬁcm,o&%:n.

fa

mr:

whioaiiy i

= omﬂr e way they

cmc in the %,_%nwm omwir: ws% a rich
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Christ because he has been <o
the congrary, is suscepiible to
illuminated by the grace of Crr&:

In a firse, naive approach it could appear that because of these
features Guy is on the brink of libeiating hiniself §
on Judd (he SR:?.?% in his licunsisteiny, and even unmasks the v
mechanism of tusfeience to boot), but the rruth is none the less
oppasite: these two fearmres only confirm how *those 1 the know azc
Hes now-duipes enenil, as Lacan woild say, Precisely as one 'in the L
Guy is canghr in transference — both reproaches of Judd wnnm?a
meaning ouly sgaiust the background that his relationship wich fu
already a munsfercadal one {as with the msuwimsm who finds

pleasure i discovering small weakoiesses and 1bokes o the wu

d by theological arguments bug,
1

bree

e s al

—unﬂufmm@w% —vﬁﬂ)ﬂw@ _.rﬁ.. n.ip.trt;r(:ﬁeu wm wils WL VH

The state in which Guy finds hluucll imimediately before his
version, chis state of extreme rensior, is best rendered by his o
to Judd's reproach that he is himself to blame for the mess he 15 in {
had only proceeded with a lictle discretion and Lidie
instead of P:_:::w it _,ﬁ a provocaiive at r.“ defiaine way, there would
been o wipleasant i fo Lo fuin hier) “What better cover for
one like me than toral ndiscietion?” This s, of coarse, the very Lacanls
definition of deception in its specifically human dimension, .@:Q,.( .
deceive the Other by means of the truth itself it 2 universe in which .
are looki hihe musk, the best way o doad
astray s to wear the mask of truth itself Bur it is impossible to
¢ of nusk and wath: far from gaining us a kind of ‘i
diate contact with our fellow-men’, this coindddence renders the
aton ui il
isolated through the very dizclosure — the sine qua won of sucoe
COLTNEEL WE. is a mimmum of distance berween appearance apd s
hidden scarn

"The oaly door open is chus ¢ escape into belief in the transce
‘another country’ ﬁoﬁ muanism) and into o g 2
agent), a radical gap between the mask and dhe ¢
face. So when, in the last scene of the flashback, .?nwn_ and Guy

the college couityuid, Guy is already a beliover hus faie i sealed, ©
1 W oulds

v

iy at

=

% fior the true face beis

the coing

r

§¢ WE dle ¢

Y

3 q:;

173

ke does not yer know it. His inmoduciory words, "Woulds't

o

woider{ul if Communism were really true?”, reveal his belief,
for the time being still delegated, tru

ly pass on to the Moscow exile decades later where

froos bis srosslorons & Hatks, Critic of &

A
Lo B

in his theory of Ideological State Ap

2 Cause and the interconi

il s
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ftndiing ihic old and wippled Guy o his

. 1 PR | M 1. N M
j of the u.v;:ccw_.r. macirne A.\,::C:_E...,va 15 ﬂrmmohcwc hot

it is ar the same time the place where the fate of our
and S fs s in advance staged and

s o belicl b adinady
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jouisesense, clfjoyinent-in-seise {eijoy=mvatit), proper to ideclogy.

And umi: it was no sceidene thar we mentioned the name of ¥
concerning this ideclogical jouis-sense we can say that Ratks devidopss
kind of crticisin of Alchusser avant le fettre, in letting us see that whid
constitutive of the gap between ‘machine’ and its ‘internalization”. Is
Kafka's ‘irradonal’ bureaucracy, this blind, gigaznie, nonsensical
atus, precisely the Ideclogical Seate bEﬂzgﬂz with which a sulj
confronted before any identification, any recoguliiion — any si Live
— takes place? What, then, can we learn from Kaflea?

In a first approach, the starting point in Kafka's novels is char of
inrerpeliation: the Kafkaesque subject 35 mrerpeliaced by a mystes
bureatcradc entity (Law, Castle). But this interpellaiion has a som
strange | Ew it 15, so to say, an imderpeliation ol
bjeadd , it does not offer us a Cause with which o .:_Q._mmv_ -
Kafkaesque msw(_nnq is the subject desperately seeking a trait with
to identify, he does not vnderstand the meaning of the call of the Cud

This is the dimension overlooked in the Althusserian accousz
interpelladon: before being cavght in the identificadion, in the spu
recognition/misrecognition, the V,SEQQ. (%) is wapped by the Ci
through a paraduxical shject-cause of desive in the midse of it
through this %Smn u:m.co%n_ to be hidden in the Qther: $¢a — the i
canian furiuils of fintasy. Whar does it mean, more precisely, to say !
ideologia fancasy strucrures realicy itself? Let us explain by star
from the findamental Lacanian thesis that in the oppositon b
dream and rea :%, fantasy is on the side of reality: it is, as Lacan once
the support that gives norus?:rv to what we call wmu_:% R

in his Seminar-on the Four I [ Concepts of Payuliv
develops shis through an interpretation of the well-known dream <t

the ‘burning child’

Lad been buzeod by a Hghred candle chat had

B
977, p. 632)

eihe drvaner o prolung bis sleep, The

H.:::L. 1o wil exterior w::JEGE. a wﬁ::E—Sn. F..._EZSW_

suging of an alarm clock, knocking on the door aor, in
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s 1 1,1
FLICLS A AL A i

o] . - s Fevin oi
Swhen che exrerad biitadon Loty {ou s
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is quite ditlerent. First he constructs a dream, a & story
i to prolong his sleep, to avoid awakening ity realicy,

g that he encouneers in the dream, che reality of his desire,

case, the HS_E cTrm ~hild’s reproach o lids

a see thae Tans bursiag?,

by v iy mﬁ f:?a. 3 Zﬂ:c.»..

- is more terrifying than so-called excernal reality irsclf,

¥

vhy he uwahens: to Eimn ﬂrm wei :.ﬁ his desire, which
7= .

real of his desire. We can rephrase here the old »*:Ed
itk realiry is for those who cannot suppore the Jrvain,

e L :
3 fane ~caistiaedon whicdle enables us o mask the Real of

1979, chs 5 and 3.
thic swine witl _:rc_ci Ideclogy is not a dreamlike lu-
criable realitys in s basic dimension
ciluin which serves as a support for our ‘realicy’
"which structares onr &‘?ng.ﬁ, %m_ m:n_.a HZ i

b~
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A father had been watching bealdu bis child's sick-bed for days and iy
on end. Afrer the child had died, he went inro the nexe room o Le
bue left the door open so that he could see from his bedrooiy into the &
in which Ew nr:mw body was Taid our, with all candles standing o
An old ian Lad been cligage 5 wiei it and sar beside the
,:w w: yuLs >m£ a fow ro:? L?? the father had a drean
fo his bed, canghe fim by the arni and whi
: Farher, dom’t you see _:_: bizruing? He woke up, noticed 2 &
glare of __mrﬂ from the nest room, r::_& into it and found the old
man bad dropped off to

-::\NQOE;S_ w

. mf:rcxw?mv. mﬁ, ?:F _EQT_.:.r..Hcmim
G ol F..w; bar to offcr us the social
an escape from some oa » real kernel, "o explain
us refer again to the Four I i Coiseopis
E'\c ch. .y,,,,w.c:: the well-kiwwin para=

a butterfly, and after his
mcS ke know that be is nov
terdly %,ﬁ_:i:m of heing Zhuang Ziz Lacan’s commentary is

iy

child was

r—:rt....r [y

ep aind Guit the wiappiigs aid one of the:




HOW D15 At METOM? 47

46 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEQLOGY

he wag not &E !

at is now dreaining of being
il o i, is possible only when we
ot be syminetrical, it cannot
e

E:r;: NG SUse

that this question is justified, for two reasons,

First, it proves that Zhuang Zi was not a fool, The H..mﬁ;
of a fool is somebody who befieves in his ininwediace
hitmself; somebody who is not capable of a %m_?zna:« nicadineed

diseance rowards himself, like a king whe thinks be is a king, w1
Em_uﬁmm;uxﬁsm.%,Ew.E:ﬂm%iﬁa_cwﬁé..:anc:mm w.t.:_:cm; .,

date inuposed on him by a nerwork of intersabjective relations of which
he is a part (example of o king who was 3 fool thinking he was s &i
Ludwig I{ of iavaria, Wagner's patron).

However, this is not all; if it were, the subject could be reduced
void, to an empty m_::\r in whicl his or Ler whale co
others, by ‘the sylulic network of inw o1
myself” a :oﬁrt.m:cvf the positive conrent omm Ev;n: is what 1 am
others, In other words, if this were all, Lacan’s last woid would bea
cal aliemadon of the subject. His content, “what he is", would be dewr-
Ew;& 3 an exterior sigisifyling :fsﬂéo_w ommc::m him the poi .
il on Tti CieiGiiik 3;___5(":.\ Fikddis
m:ﬁ H.ug,ax basic ﬂr esis, at least in r:.. Tast works, is chat there isa

biliey for the m,.:E sct to obtain some corents, some kind of pus
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ing of being Zhuang Zi, N.::B._m N\H was in a Sé correct, The bum
was the objcce which conscluiied the fraive, Giv backbone, of his £
identity (the relationship Zlunay Zi-bivefly can be written wo&.
syinbulic reality he was \r:»:w b but i the real of his desire I
butterfly. wow:c a burterfly was the whole consistency of his pos
being cueide &:, symbaolic necwork, Perhaps it is not quite by uc
that we find a kind of echo of this in Terry Gilliam’s film Brazil
depicts, in a disgustingly funny way, a totalicaiiar ,Zce_od
an anibiguous point of escape from everyday reality in
being a man-butterfly.

Ar first sight, what we have here is a simple symmetrical 2
the so-called al, ordinary perspective, In our everyday uink
ing, Zhoang Zi is the ‘real’ person dreaming of being a _::.as,
here we have something whicu is “really” a bucrerfly dreaming of
Zhaang Zi. Bur as Lacan poinrs out, this symmetrical reladonhi
ittusion: vl Zhoany Zi is awakened, he can think to himself &
Zhwang Zi who dreamed of being a burterfly, butin his dream,
15 a butterfly, he cannot ask himself if when awoken, when he duy

. oand e Dl poal
Foawuk A G0U LR real

reud iemia bedis
i same paradox in a well-known drawing by
i tach ochern

on the contrary, that there is always 2 hard

1 e
d cannor be teduied to a tiiversal

difference between He_E: ﬁ& naive

‘

. .w m:.nn a :wnu:r
© oc@«?ﬁ itowas just a dream’, 9903 blinding

;

St

<¢H~WP.IFV h(o:t.v W dle iy
It was only in the dream that we

L which determines our activity, our

oo
LECTTH,

nm:: g:.% the determivadon of
Sw m.HG:u whOn:T mTﬂ Hmum_




48 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY HOW DID MARK INVENT THE SYMPTOM:? 49

state of things, reality as such. In vain do we try to break our of i
logical dream by ‘epening cur eyes and wying ro see reality as

L:oi_:v away the ErEcmF,__ spectacles: as the subjects of s
ideological, u r look, free of so-called :To_owFE
as the EE?? of a look which Srﬁ? 1? facts .ﬁ they are, we ¢
m:o:mromq. ‘the consclousness of our ideulsgical dream”, jﬁ !
to Lrealt chie power of our ideclugical dream is to confront che |
our desire which aunounces itself in this dremn

.L_a late 1930s. He is
5 a Jew \a 4 MONSrons

SN, ol

_E Does not ﬂ?m Znaié
Fool csotion?

O W Z:\ F_rc_iwu:. AZ wisiEiiac ion
of course, no. H everyday experience offers such a

has not yet really grasped us,

vily wlien we do not feet any oppo-

— that is, when the ideology succeeds in

Jay rﬁ._c:r:rn of reality fwself, How

guad ¢ oo this
om &E Jew {schemer, wire-py uller,
and ju ¢ and the comman ;:;\?_:: expeii-
# would be to turn this
ti-Semitinn You see
to recognize their real

IpesTanie — asidd 1t s

Let us examine antl-Semitisin. I is not 9\55@: o say that w
liberate ourselves of so-called *anti-Semitic prejudices” and leaii o
Jews as they really are « in this way we will certainly remain vic
these su-called prejudices. We must coufrone ourselves wich !
ideological figore of the Jew' is invested with our incoiscivu
with how we have construceed chis figure to escape a certain Juu!
our desire,

Let us suppose, lor example, that an objective Jook would coul:
why not? — that Jews really do financially exploir the rest of i |
lation, that they do sometimes seduce vui youiy danghters, that -
them do not wash regularly. It is not clear that this has ne
with the real roors of our ant-Semitism? Here, we
reiscaiber the ¢ Lacanian proposition concerning the pdTii
jealous hushand: even if all che facts he quotes in support of his
are true, even if lis wife really is sleeping around with ather 1
does not change one bit the fact thar his jealousy is a putholugs
naoid construcrion.

nen

of ane’s real nature, this duplicicy, that is a basic
=] n.,,: Hrwrc_?g really suceeeds whet even the

yer

Let us ask ourselves a simple que:
19305, what would be the result of such a non-ideological,
approach? Probably scnicdiiig like: “The Nazis are conde !
two hastily, without proper argument, so let us take a cool, sobu perspective
and see if they are really guiliy ot nog let us see if there is some roth] 5
the accusations against them.’ Is it really necessary to add that su
approach would Eﬁ,m:\ confirm our so~called ‘uncenscious p
with additional raticnalizativie? The proper answer to ana-Sciitsn
therefore not ‘Jews are really not like a_sn but ‘the anti-Seiiii
Jew has nothing o do 2:_&@2@ the Igie of &94 isa
© vsFr up the inconsistency of our owu ideviugival system.
Chat is why we are also unable to shake so-called ideols
judices by taking into account the pre-ideological level of
experience. The basis of this argument is thar the ideulogic
straction always finds irs limics in the feld of everyday expericnce -

Marxsise

in che V.?E:s: vi%i:«d
L traces of its own fipos

nerwork o

Frumthe
view, &F Lf;cv al pruced ence is that of
a state which &h?\:% on a
o), vidversal fearure of
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the Butisan condition; the interest of a parricular class disguises irself as
nd the aim of the ‘criticism of ideclogy
Lity, o detect behind man in ma:i& the

]

beliud the wiiivessal vights of man the form wit

universal human isiczest .. a
to denounce dhis False uni
bourgeos lindi i
renders possible capitatist exploitarion; Leland the nuclear family w
trans-historical constant the historically specified and livniced foru: <
EIARIERTS Cand 5o on.
Tri the Lacamian perspuctive, we should change the terms and dedg
nace a5 the most ‘cunning’ ideslogical procedure the very opjei
; ! oo Let us rake one of

eternalization: an

cotntiniiplives of the Marsisr-fensnist criticivin of psyelioainaly
idea chat ies insistence on the cracial role of the Qedipus comple
the nucleat-family triangle wa { Liseorioally condlidomal fust
?329& family into a Feature of the wniversal human coudid
not this effort to historicize the family triangle precisely an atteis
elude the “hard kernel” which aincties i self through the ‘. it
famnily’ — the Real of the Law, the rock of castration? I ot vl
over-rapid universulizaion prodnces a quasi-universal lmage
function is to make us bhed o s historical, socio-symbolic
prination, over-rapid historicization makes us blind to the real Y
gme  thiough  diverse  historiciza

[BVES fJ..“r-w\.u».»

[FELI: N EE

which  retures” as  the

symbolizations.
[t 1 the same with a phenomenon that d esighates Most accututel; !
perverse obverse of rwentieth-century  civilizatlon:  coicizinl
camps. All the different atempts o artach this phencmenot
concrete image {(Holocaust', Gulag .. ) 0 reduce it o prosuct
concrete social order (Fascismi, Stalinism .. ) — what are they if s
many attempts to elude the face that we are dealing Lere with the ‘el
our civiliuion which remuems as the same traamatic kernmel in ull:
syscems? (We sheuld sot forget that concentration camps Were i i
tior of liberal’ England, dating from the Boer War; that they were
ased in che USA to isolate the Jupatiese pupulation, and so on)
Mardsm, then, did not succeed in taling inte account, coiii
terms with, the surplus-object, the leftover of the Real eluding oy
et — a face afl the more suipziiug i we recall that Lacan o
I

P Cienn?
..F.:C:r.c_.:.,ﬁ;i

<

his notion of surplus-cnjoyment on the Marsis
The proof that Marsian susphis-vala¢ aisiiices effectively the
the Lacanian objer petit a as the embuliaine of surplus-eitjoyii
already provided by the decisive Tormuls used by Mar, in the L

volume of Capfinl, to designate the mommnmz.:waag_ lirit of capi

1
i
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the limie of capital is capital itself, fe. the c2

N LN TN I Y
Ea . o L . - . . s o W\\: )

t:.v E:::? can be read 1o two ways, The first, usual bisioricisis
Croibial H.,ﬁmjm conceives i, in accur o with the unlurtiiaic
N Ao T . . . -
pandlgn of the dislecrics of produciive forces and wolitivin of pro-
duction, 15 that of ‘content” and “forn’. This paradigm &1 soughl
SRS DR S SR, ) H . H b ’ I T
the ineiaphiorof the serpent which, from time to dme, shads its skin
which has grown two tighe one posics as the lase Lnpoia o social

fiaeui — a3 s (30t

2

] A.:zﬁ:.%u ‘spolinncuin’ Cosina - the
Loh {us a rale reduced o technical
| : PRI dots then Lo od, witha pLeater
om_ lesser degree of delay, by the inerr, dependent w the

i ol sidindion, We live thus epochs in which e 2!
5oare i accordance with the productive forces, then dhose
. L_n_.,iom.m:g outgrow their ‘soctal «Jothes’, the frame of

3 a0 1
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o s frame becomes an <litide o their further develop-

. vtil social revaludon again co~ordinates forces and wolutivus by
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If we concelve the il of caphial as is own liraie from chis peine

, e means simply thar e !

. R T O

vebaddun of productive which
i e o F-

o Sw‘,.f.:;::rtm OH [ty M.C;:

A TR
CH e

R Pt e
¢an vbstacke o their further developuian diat these

v vugrown their frame and demand 2 new form of social

. Marx himself is of course far from such a simplistic evelutony ides
B |.|ﬂ . “ - - . . T '
seed Coiiviidug of m.:y we have only to loek at the passages in
where he deals with the relation beiween formal and real

dion of the process of prodidon vnder Capleid: the formal

M I - " H H y

Bui precedes the real oney that s, Capital firse salsiunes the
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4 Way as 1o creare corteapuincice, Contrary to the ahove-

siwsplisiic ides, it is then the form of the relution of pro-
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we have 10 do to render impossible the simplisde evolutionary
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Or the ohverse of the same question: When can we speak of an accord-
ance between prodactive forces and refation of production in the capi-
wlist made of production? Strict anafysis leads o only one pussible
wet: sever.

This 3 ,JQJ how capitalism differs from other, prev E_; inde
prodduetlon in the latter, we can speak cmﬁ::c,: of v
the process of social ﬁﬁi:h:oz and reprodudiion goes on as a
circular moveneut, and of puiuds of QSS%S: wlien the coniadivih
i forces and refarion aggeevais ftself; whe reas in capiialin o

ans

Divwidiial G

s

i in ifs VEFp i

contradicton, the discord forees/relativin, 5o
the form of the courradiction between the social mode of mt;.:;:s_
and the H.:Eja: f, private mode of appropriation). bt is this s
! which compels capiralism ro pemmanent extended 1yp
ducton - to _,rn incessane developient of jts own cuididan of P
duction, in contrast to previons modes of praduction where, at feast i
their ‘honual” state, (rejproduction goes on as & circalar :_aﬁ,:ﬁé

I this 35 so, then the evolutuiisi realiing of the formala of cupitd s
its own lmit is inadequate: the point is not %E._ al 3 Certain Nothwil 3
its developmeny, the frame of the refadon of produciion starts
constrice further ,._9;.‘.“:%:. it of the produsive forees; the poine i d

it ds this verp izt ferind coiitiadi i which drives Gt

[SHoie [

Poeee

I

e o afdew bl The ‘normal stawe of © ESMZ: is mrn p
At 1o votubonions of i own conditioms of caliezies oo the

beginning capiralism .?5.53_ it is branded by & wippling cowie
diction, discord, by an luiawas want of balance: this is exactly wlhy -
LS.: s, d ,drrgﬂn:_f:::: 5o FETNE r“:n.r;.:.:,.,v.,. i e C:_: e’y
i m.ﬁv{nu_f JM.. :: \:Hﬁw ‘—mHn_:.u COMe M IS ejﬁmi irs DWIL “y::.Lrﬁ:z,i
coimiiaive inbaduie, ‘conmadiviive. Far from constricting, les Hudt
thus the very imperus of its F__p.e.f.ru.?;f. uv. Flerein fies che parados
vo caplializ, its Jast resort: capitalisn is capable of transforming o e
its very impotence, i the source of its power - the more it w::.,;:.

the more its Lusisaient conmadicrion s aggravated, the more v s

i el to survive,
5 this EE%Z which defines surplus-cnjoyment: it is ot 3 .

f_p..m.L. shply aaches inelf to somme mcﬂ:& fumdamentai cuje
it is ¢

hecause <ihoie i as sl eoenves wily G this splis, because
: Y ¢ A ) I

tatively an ‘excess’, If we subrrace the mz%_:,f, we lose enjoyment
justas capinations, which can survive onfy by incossanly revclaiss

ire own material coudidons, ceases ro exist I 1t ‘stays the same’, if

achicwes an internal balance, This, then, is the W:::::xmv‘ Lo

1

1O DR

LA LHE SYMPTOM?
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sl vaiic - e ‘canse” which sets In wiston the cepltalin provoss of

1. Lo arpyesd P .y i M . i
mﬂoc:r:%: - and strphis-cijuyiaid, the object-canse of desive. s not
ol v 1 " H : 2 1 g
M_:.. prradesicnl tup. _ of die tavveaient of capital, the S duiicai]
2 ) )

vl TESOVeS aiid [ Loduces jtself &i::m.w_ Lot
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el

eatemsive putves 4y e i, £y Lk cws:}.,;,.:..}., of e fediinend
- this impediace pa; age, this coicideie of lHmir and excess, of lack
and sarplas - previsely it of diw Lacadan oy ot peiit a, of the lefrover
which embodies e it onind cuind ekt
Al %.:. of course, Marx hinse, vay well L and v:» sand yer, in the

crucial _F.i:s“ra:.: in the :anm o the L:.:mv:. é\ o
w..o:. Lw as : .:. :3 favid %::: 3, (w r_(,_r:A,L:U [AVT-RTN —v
tahsm to soieling oovonn of G ok

IS (0 st L i O e b o sscitloned viddgar Ceodubivide
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refation; that is, to ol selo s o adunion
::E;._ba; deve o 4 L the codein
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e hisiviical provess.

How can we nov derect in thie formelation ihe Do
cope with the paradoxes of surplius- vajuyiciit? And the fronic ven-

geance of history tor this failure is thae today there exists a society which
seemns 1o correspord wﬁmﬁi{‘ 3%7 S_mmu_ (c:::;r.lu,r_r(:;E

forces and relation:

A e E;::::f a soviety which legiduizes loell by
reference o Marx, I3 1t iot adicady a
R ’

: PG e o assert _.&E. ‘real

has pendered pooait e ol atid for, bon it i s
o, oyt i soune

R I e [

;u;:w.on_::_i. E:S :ir:.5:5...:A;S::m.?:,ﬁm?&cwEC:

i LD owe ] :
junialy deadgfated 3 &% vagae term f:,; :;_, il sueyy), ‘real
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s traces, thelr meaning is not discovered, excavated from the
hidden depth of the past, but construcied retroactively — the sonalyais
produces the muthy that is, the siguifying frame which gives the symp-
toros their symbolic place and meaning, As soon as we enter the symbelic
order, the past is always present in the form of historical mradition s
the furiiiig of these maces is not gaven: i changes condnually with de

M i
NN IRREALN

ranoforaatios of the Lwémﬁ.w nerwork, Every listorical ruprure, every

advent of a new master-signifier, changes restoutavely the meaning _,u_
Al tradirion, restructures the pareation of the past, miakes it readable

anocher, new way,
) . . . L s
Thus, ‘things which mean noching all of a sudden m_m:_m.& sontlilig
but in a quite different domain’, What is 2 ‘journey into the fueare’ if .0
chis ‘overtaking’ by means of which we sappose in advance the presei
g by

in the orher of a certain hinswicdge — knowledge abour the meaniugd |

: e et

OUE syiinp it = what is it, then, if not the tranyveeice iselis [lids hitse-
ledge is an iflusion, it does not really exdstin the aother, the other do :
really possess i, it is const auted afterwards, dhrough our - the b
- sigulfia’s working hur it is at the same dme 2 Qecessary

5]

because we can pacadoxivally cliboiute this kuowledge ouly by me
the ilusion that the other already possesses it and chat we are o

discovering it. ,
If — as Tacan points out — In the symprom, the repressed conten

rernening from the furnre and not from the past, then the mansierence -
s .

the actualization of the reality of the unconscions — mUST R
ingo the future, not into the past. And whar is the fjourney into the past
not this retroactive working-throngh, elaboration, of the signifier it.c!
te 2 kind of hallucinatury mise-en-scéne of the fact that in the fi
the signifier and only in this field, we can change, we can bring aboud

C

past?
The past exists as it is included, as it enters (into) the syncluviivis
o L AR
of the signifier — that is, as it is symbolized in the rexture of e Lok
memory — and that s why we are all the tmne ‘rewriting history’, reu
. - - g . . N . . 1 T
actively giving the elements their jyu.l i welght by including dis
new texrres — it 1s this elaboration which decides retroacuvely
) . . . o
they “will have been’. The Oxford plilesplior Michael Dummett
written twa very interesting atiicles inchuded in his collection of cxg
) - A
Truth and Other Briicae:Can an Effect Precede tts Canse? and
About the Past the Lacanian answer to these twe engiuas would be o
beeanse the symptom as a ‘return of the repressed’ is precisely suche

effece whickh procedes its canse {its hidden kernel, its meaning), aid
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working through the symprom we are precisely brisging «bonr the pas?
~ we are producing t J;.:v::n realiey of past, long-Losgotiva tran-
matic evens.

Oueis therelore rempred to see in th
fiction novels a kind of habia.

- ‘time patadox’ of selence-
iy Capparition In the Real’ of the
decenary soructure of the symbolic process, the so-calied incernal,

incernally inverred siehie a circular movemenr, a kimd of mare where we
can progress ouly i such a munner that we ‘overtake’ qursclves in the
translerence, 1o find ourselves later ac a point at which we have already

been. The paradox cuisists in the face that this superfiunus detour, this

sapphinciiary snare of evertaking ourselves (vovage into the future)

and then reversing e tine Jiewdon (vayage ince the past’) 1s not just «
subjective Slusivie peicepition ul an ebjective provess wking place in so-
called reality independendy of thse thiustons. That suppleiicniay swae
is, rather, an internal condition, an internal woindnicnt of the so-called

‘ohiective’ process itself outy thivwugls s addiciered detour does the past

iself, the ‘ohjectve’ state of things, become rewoactively what i always
Was.

Transference is, then, an illusion, buc the poine is that we cannot
bypass it and reach directly for che Trath: che Truth imself s constituted

. £ mn H

gl e Masioi propet to the tansference — ‘the Trudh arises from

nastecogintiol’ {Lacan). 1 this wwﬁﬂ_sﬁ.ni structiare is not vet clear, let
s take another science-fierdon example, William Tenn's well-known
story “The Discovery of Muiuid Mathaway'. A Dtiiigiiiid  are

o
bistorian takes 4 journey in.a time machine from the rwenry-fifth

weliiity to our day ra visit and study i viro che lsacial Mormniel

Mathuway, 2 painter not ajipneciuiad i our dme but later dhaworciod to
have been the greatest painrer of e era, When he enconnters bim, the
&.Lafo:ms.m:%Eu:,Edommmc:?;,_._.:mi_z.:i.;;r,:m:.5;;2;5?5

el

even a swindlet who sreals his time machine from him and woapes into
the furure, so thar the poor art historian stays ted o our dme. The only
action open. to hit is to assume the identty of the escaped 2Ly
and to paint under his nume all his musterpieces that he rernembers from
the furure — it 15 himself whe s really the nistccopiiced genius he was
looking for!

This, therefore, is che basic paradoy we are alming at: the subject is
sied with o oscene from the past char he wants to change, w©
needdle with, to intervene i Le takes a journey inte the past, intervenes
in the scene, and it is not chat he “canmot change anything’ — quite the
contrary, only through his inrervention does the scene from the past
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become what it aheays was bis interventon was from the beginning
comprised, icluded. The inital “llusion’ of the subjeet con
simply forgerdng to include in the scene his own act ~ that i3, to over-
look how ‘it connss, it 15 counted, and the eme who counts 1s already
inclnded in the account’ [Lacam, 1979, p.26), This inooduces 2
Hn_wﬂ.ojmmiﬁ M:_H.,.e.ﬂcz I :.Wn nzﬁw ::%.J H:ru:r:.:c _u.ﬁ
which che Fruth, lirerally, arises from mistecognivorn, as in the well-
mrat (from Somersec

fuig in

5

known srory about the ‘appoinement in Samy
K w:._5: &u“

??:m“::m,m ﬁr&_

DEATH: There was a merchane in Bagdad whe senchis servant 1o market o
buy provisions and in a Hrrde while the servain come back, white and crem-
bling, and said, Masrer, just now when [ was in the marker-place, | was
jostled by a woman in the crow d and when 1 orrned ©saw it was dewth thas
jostled me. She looked at me and made a thre
your horse, and T will ride away from this city and aveid my face. Lwill go o
Samarra and there death will not find me. The merchant bent him his horse,
and the servant mouuicd it and he dug his spurs in s flanks and as fastas
the herse could gallop he went. Then the. merchant went down o the
market-plice and ra saW Me slaiating 1 the crowd and he came o me and
¢ to iy servant when you saw
s only

:tw coms ey T, .m:n_ I

said, Why did you make a dhwearcning gest

him this morning? That was not a %? atening gesture, [ said, iow
start of surprise. 1w uislied to see I i mum,?; for 1 Ll
ment wich him toright in Samarm

We find the same swucouse in the myth of Ocdipus: v is gl
Credipus’s father that his son will kill him and magry his mothes, and %p
prophecy realizes frself, *hecomes true’, chrough the facher’s avtermpr w0
evade it (he exposcs his Hetle son in the forest, and so Oedipus, not recog-
nizing him when he encounters him rwenry years later, kills him .. ) In
other words, the prophecy becomes true by micans of its being com-
muanicated to the persons it affects and by means of his or her attempr o
elude it: one knows in advance one’s desting, one tries to evade it, and it
is by means of this very attempt that the predicted destiny realizes iself
Withont the prophecy, the licde Oedipus would live happily with his
patents and there would be no ‘Oedipus complex

1 in History

The dme strucrare with which we are concerned here 15 such that it is
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1 ¢ il

mediated through subjocidyic x div subjective E;SF& Faulr’, "ﬁaof
_
misy nnomu_::::, n::ﬂoa G [y ihie outde o iclativi ro which

we are designating it as “error’, 7224 this ‘troth’ stself hecomes true

1 L 1 . N N
only Giudga — on, 1 use 4 Huogetlun teram, _3 i disilon of e e arior
This is the _Omﬂn of &.:.w :_.::mw B ;._n. ﬁ:m& the wicsiscious

N

izl

the nuconscious 18 not 2 kind of enscendeny, i
thing of whicl we are L0l v ado Cognlianes, i s mather — to follow
Lacan’s wordplay-rralolon of U
foukingg we averlook the way our aucs ol

deceives o

— HHE

i, At OV@E-

sof the state of things
we are looking at, %e way our error is part ot the Truch itself This
Tﬁ&..wcirﬁ il fow tr.: CF T Z.Z: arises M:.;.C ::iﬁ CW::E: ;56

gives us the ansy o o the guestdoia Why is the wmamli
23 must the anaysis gu oyl 10 The v liicnce i wo v
sion by means of which the fnal Truth (the meaning 2 A syLipic
prontuced.

We find the same logic of the error as an ::n:r: coudition of

cruth with Rosa Luxemburg, wids Ler d

Lo AeCesfy,

sriprion ol { e dindectics of the

rovollitiuiiaiy process. We are sliwling here o Tem argument againse
Ednard Bernseein, against his sevisividst Fear of selzing pusva “too soon’,
‘premarurely’, before che so-called oghmﬁ e couditiuns’ had ripened

this was, as is well b viy Dot iacin's madu reproach fo the revolution-
ary wing of soclal Jduiuociany diey are wo Bupadcui, they want
hasren, to ourrun che objective logic of historical developiucut Rosa
_I:AE:T:nm, answer 15 thar the firse ,,,&E:Q of power are wecesarily
] s the only way for the woihing clis to reach iis “maat
await LF arrival of che “:3 topila b ¢ for the selzurs of pow
to form itself, o educate isel m@n Ly acr o% ﬁr::f Ei 1:, only pos-
sible way of achieving this education is pre :F;. the ‘premamre’
attempts. .. I we merely :5: or the ¢ :%:;: it
never live o see ir, Lo, s ¢ :3:%: W Lt La
without the subjeciive wundidons of the marurity of the re
force foulijuct) beiiyg fulidhod = Jiavis, it can arrive onl ¥ mmﬁm a series of
previciuee’, failed wiengits. The op position to the ‘pronadarg seizure of
paver is thus revealed as oy

s famaus phease, the revisionises wane a

aont’ we will

irob arrive

._::. r.z.:u.m

Latvo the seizuie of | Pt as s h, in
yeniail Lo repeat Roke
‘revolution it e

If we look ar this ¢l Zﬁw we w.,a_.nr:& that what is ar stake in Rosa
i ! : R w.\.,w,s,.. in
the revoludviary procas e sovhatiouny subijout does not ‘eondaet,
‘direct’ this process rom an objecdve ¢ e, he s o

H‘:WG:—CSHWW ALELIMEnT 13 _.:

MA..Q.. of i
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this process, and because of this — because the temporalivy of dhe revo-
fution passes %::_mr subjectivity = we cunut mmpwm the revolution at
the right tisiucnt without the previows ? mature’, failed atemprs.
Here, in the opposidon between Bernsivin and M.bxnﬁ?:m, we have the
E%D&ﬁcz between the obsessional { :.E:v and the bysterical (o)
the oluveicual is delaying, purting off the acr, waiting for the right
moment, while the bysteric (3o o speak) overnakes herself in her ace and
thuss wiiceaals the falsiey o?ro obsessional’s position. This is also whar s
ar stake in mmwlm 965 of the role of 2%.4503 in history a polideal
revclutivi is geiendly sanctioned by the opinion of the ?,oﬁr, only
wher it is renewed’ ~ that is, it can sueceed only as a repetidon of a firr
faited atrempt. Why this need for vepedidon?

Hegel developed his theory of tepetition apropos of the case of Julius
Cacsar's death; when Cacsar consolidated his personal power and
strengthened it to imperial proputiiuig, he acted ‘objectively’ ?:305 in
accordance with historical trath, historical necessiy — the Tepal
form was ?azm its validicy, the only form of governmen: which could
save the unity of the Roman state was motimechy, a state based upon the
will of 4 ﬁ:mwm individual; but it was still the Republic which prevailed
tormally (for itself, in the opiuivn of the peuple) — the Republic “was sl
alive only because she forgot thar she was already dead”, o paraphrase the
famous F.n:& dream of the father who %, not know he wa 153.3
&PD& Mw for s wliiie vrice diicie disd diie ! i)
{the reinbable thing was that) he fad BE\ a_:i only he did not know i’
{Freud, 1977, p. qm@u
 To the *opinion’ which sifl believed in the Republic, Cassar’s amass-
ing of personal power — which was, of course, contrary to the spiric of
the Mopul

fu

- - appeared an arbitrary act, an expression of coudigeii
individual self-will: the conclusion was that if this individual (Caesar)
were to be removed, the Republic would regain ies full splendour. Bucit
was precisely the conspirators against Caesar {Brutus, Cassius, and the
others) who — following the Fmdn of the ‘cuiuiing of reason’ — attested
the Truch (that is, the historical necessity) of Caesar: the final result, the
outcome of Caesar’s murder, was the reign of Angusrus, the first caesar
The Truth thus arose from failure itself in failing, in missing its expross
goal, the murder of Caesar fulfilled the task which was. in & Machi-
avellian AT, assigned to it by history: to exhibic the historical necessity
by denoundiug Bis own nop-trath - its own arbitrary, contingent cliar-
acrer (Hegel, .Eocm. pp. 111-3),

The whale problem of repetition is heve: in this passage from Caesat
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o3 ¢

{the name of an r:::r:;& w Cacsar (title of the wcmd\:p cinpniuth The
:E&ﬁ cwﬂ ssar — Ll L d, as its final result,
e atadbativi of o Do Daarr poonspran 0 e il Whatis
the reason, the ﬁ:wﬁ.:w r.;.nm, of 1 r: vepetitin >ﬁ E, alght the sisveer
seems to be clear dhe delay of the consciousness as “he ‘objectve

SstGaival nect A cvradn act chroogh which breaks Lol fvces

dry Js perceived by the consclousmess A&F ‘opinion of the people’) as
arbirrary, as ‘o::iz:m which p._mc could not have luppenad; breause of

this perception people 1y (o ¢ fo away with its cousciiivintsy, t0 resTOre
the old stare of things, but when dhis act repeat iself ix ; finally

wS.,...nmﬁnmw asane xw:rvicz of the uude .J _: M:Jr: il e i& i other
words, repetition is the way histusical necessity asseres el T the eyes of
‘opinion’.

Burt such an idea of repetition rests upon the eplsiesiatoy
prosuppeoition of an objective Listuideal necessity, wc_,m;z:.c inde-
pendently of nszwa.‘:iz?‘m 3_,. the H:_;:E: wf the _;cm:r\‘ sad assuribig
irself finally thivugh wp i W s losein &5 notion. is the way so-
c e 1t 7

11
u_:. ALY nalve

called historical :rr.}u:v Laett L
the infdal failure of "L’ ©o recognize its rruse characrer — that is, the
way teuth tesell arises from mistecognitios, The cracial peint here is the
changed sy ibulic status of an eventt when it erapis for the Brst dme it is
experienced 25 a confingent L, 35 an ingusion of a certain non-
syiddisdleal Real; only direugh _.%cq._._...cz is this event recoguized in it
Y:.,.c“.,r necessity - it finds its place in the symbolc sctworks it is

, this

realived in dhe symbotic c:_n_.,. But as with Moses in Freud’s analys

] ] 1 :
Mﬁ,‘CT.CiOB\..ICIJ “,_r.ﬁ [ SSIH| ﬁ:ru,;\_.:\.,.u,.,w 11cg ﬂur::r T OThe CTe, ».m.:..w

act of murder: o reafize himself in his syinbolic necessity — as a power-
dile — Caesar has ro die as an empirizal, Qesheand-blood poooialic

precisely because the ‘necessiiy” in question s a spabol one,

Ie is not O:Mv_‘ chat in its firse form of appearance, the event {for
1

crainpic, Caesar’s .z:.?:_v of Ludividual power) was too traumatic for
the people to grasp its real siguificaition — the misrecognition of irs firse
advenr is :.:_zc,.?\;&v.i Sl to its symbolic necessiey, it is an imme-
diate ¢ cof ies final Poeogiiitil. The frse mosider ﬂa‘_c ﬁ.:jmac
of Caesar) apened up e guily, and it was this guilr, this debe, which was
the real .._H,?..Em force of the ETEM_.M:? The evene did not repeat diself
because of some objective necesity, inde _#_; ent of our subjective
inclination and chus bresisible, b because fis repetition was a repay-
ment of our symbolic debr.

In ather words, the repedition announces the advent of the Law, of the
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Name-of-the-Father in place of the dead, assassinated father! the event

which repears itself receives its law resruacdsely, through repedtion,

feel a strong muraal actraction, Becanse of his pride, his love

. . N 11 + [
o Darcy as somedhiing umwarthy; when he asks for Elizabedi's

: e N A SO R | PN : confinnes o R O -
A,v.mﬂ is why we can grasp H?mr.:aul.n petitior: 33 o a lawioss & CHilass SpiLy his Loniciupt for the wotld to which she
series toa _w.,ztra BELRCS, 35 the lnclusion of a lawliess sciied — as o sl sl Lapecis her o dlcept sy mitivnn as an unheard-of

inferprolailon par vl
non-symbolized evenr {ae
proceeds under the sign of the Fanse-of-the-Father),

wﬂoruv? ehe first to acticulate the debiy widch iy constit

2

.u
Bates Ler, and she

as a symbolic apprupiiatua of a traumate, = Gt ol
by o Lacas, interpretativu always &

T

[ o .
Hus {3650 RUsICCog i lion, P

1. E
uble movemene of communication where each su

interpretation: the Joterpretaiio
when the event which is to be interpiets
already be lawlike in its frsc advence. This same de

in the Preface to Hegel's Dhilosopliy of 7
about the owl of Minerva (that is, the mfuo%vr?i compreheisivn ofa
certain epochy whick i ouly in the evciug, after this epoch s
already come to ics end. )
The fast that the ‘Gpiulos of the people’ saw in
vidial condugeucy aud ot fon <
fore not a simple case of ‘delay of the conscivisiess in reladon o
effectivity”: the point is that this necessity mself - which was &
Gad by ophiion in dts first manifesiagion; that is, mistaken for

s other ity wwin message in the inverse form: Dlizal
Lt 1 .

T

[T T B i 1
Ly a8 djeung she
. H

the Tessaye ‘you are nuiling but a poor eropry-misded

is also fornidated

Laing

waiits (0 present himself to her as a
‘your pride is noth-
After the break in their reladouship
Cacctdens, the oue nature of die other

T i . o
i tatnre of Darcy, be her real diguity and
P

el

e Goilirn of

LI LGEUES O

ibicoogaition concerning the real

recogiiacd
K W : 1 e [ ! her. i . = .
contingend self-will — utes itsell, realizes iwself, diragl thiis the other, fuscicus as a positive condition of the final
on. And we shoild nvt be surpiised o find the same logic wievantot g Jiready for the tudy, we cannot say If, from the
M 1

1
[

gaizod his real nature and he hers, their

RS Hr.z...,ﬁ I

sary for Lacan to :\M\.EL‘:W semit wich die Intoznnt

Assotlation, The first split (in 1953) was still expericnced as a it
coittingency — Lacanians were still trying to parch things up with
IPA, to regain admission — but in 1964 it also became clear to
‘opinion’ that there was a necessity in this splic, so they cut their L

with the IPA and Lacan cousdzaied his own Schuol.

i the history of the psychoanalytic meovement: it was siccss-
A at suce widh thelr marrage” Let us take as a
o
Lyputhosts dhat che first encouncer of the future lovers was a
i T 1 ‘. et
{aal b RV ted D Uy s G s ! What wouid
d hor i 1
r in mue love they would
il .L: 1
c s i e S
urg girh I we wali to spare oorselves tie
the misrecognition, we miss the
L

.«—..h

SR anda

W N 1

C Ly G wWolhakige
pei b s e T
€0 Ll Wad naluid ol

o Jaf

WL STV

S S ST, |
CCOERLGULL diluwo US

dirough’ of the ni
TR . :
thie vilier and at e same time @ over-

1

Hegel with Ansien
ot Duixy, to free himself of his fase pride;

A L1

HER S L) h

oy
SRR

two movements are nterconnected because Elizabeth
e ; K e T fadd
10, in Darey's pride, the inveise irnage of her own prejudices;
] !
) . - ]

Austen, not Austin: it is Jane Austen who
i

to Hegel in literature: Pride and P the Hierary 7

Spirit; Muissfichd Park che Science of Logic and Enmoa the

paedia. .. Mo w eit, that we find in Pride aiid Prejiadics the | o the Toverse e of Lis own ke pii

S L1t Y I £ : ) vy T Te e 3 P i

case of this disl of truih asising fior wonds, Darcy's pride ds zot a simple, positive state of things
of Lis reladd ip with Elizabedy, an bnuncdiace

belong to different social classes — he s fom an extremely
eratic family, she from the impoverished mid) Yz

(AR it takes T_

ve, it appears, a:c\.\m&z il Iz

1. c N
38 Clanaed »— dipidd
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ber peiinlic, vice versa, Elizabeth is a pretentions empty-minded gitl
anfy in Darys wiosgan vicie, To ardeatate thisgs in Hegelian rerms: in the
perevived deficivney of the acher, eadlr pereives — without kil i -
the falsity of hisher ows snbjeciive joizio, the deficiency of the other s

siply an abjectification of the disortion of our ewn poin of wiew.

There is a well-knawn, very Hegelian joke char illustrates perfecdy the
way euth arises from 3.::.?,ﬁ::€: ~— the Wy our path towards truth
coincides ﬁir the truth imself. At che beginning of this contury, a Pole
and a Jew were sitting in a train, m:.Em Snr o::ﬁ The Pole was shifting
rervously, w :L:Eu the Jew all the time; some %Em wa riﬂa:m hiimy;
fnally, wiable o va siget, he enpld .g_ Tell me, how
do you Jews Ennnﬁi in extracting from ?520 the last small coin and in
this way accumaliie all your wealth? The Jew H%r& ‘OK, 1 will ell
you, but not for nothing; first, you give me Ave zlory [Polish money)’
After receiving the required amount, the few began: *First, yon rake 1
dead fish; you cut omj her head and put her enerails in a glass of water
Then, around i didghe, when the wiown is full, you must bury this glass
in a churchyard. .. * ‘And, the Pole :Eﬁ:?l lsim greedily, 41 do all
this, will 1 also hecome sith? Not too quickly, replied he few: ‘thisis
not all vou muse do; bue if you want to hear the rese, you muost @.& Eﬁ
wther five zloy” Afer t RESDW the money again, the Jew cond
his story: soon afterswards, he again demanded more money, and so on,
until finally the Pole exploded in fury: “You dirty rascal, do you really
think I did not notee what you were alming at? There is no secret atall,
you siiply want to extract the kst small coin from me! The Jew
answered him calmly and with resigiaon: “Well, now vou see how we,
the Jews, ./ .

Everyibing fx this small story is suscepuble to interprecaiion, startiig
with the curious, E;a;::é as.v the Pole Tooks ac %q (.?2 - if mmeans

™ol RO DA o
&Eﬂ from the vty begiuuing e Polo b cagit e 2 redadonsblip of mais-
B " A : AU SRR | . . S A
mn._d.y_wr vA C_.e: S» Jow n:?:.\.eu_,,r. m,._.. Pili Viig n.,,:,rc.rr pre .:Hfﬁ.r._ to Kiluzw =

to know. the secrer of ex _uurz:w money from people. The poine of the
story is of course thar the Jew has nof deceived the Poler he kept bis
promise and S:m_; him how o extract money from people. What is
crucial here is the double moveuent of the outcome — the distance
between the momene when the Pole breaks vut in fury and the Jew's
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final answer. When the Pole blurss out “There ﬁ_ no secret at all, you
sty wani 10 catian e bt iiadl el from el e ds already telling
the trath withonr kewwiog it — that is w0 say, he sees, in the Jow's
u_,:Jﬁu?;_sru.....w.,urq::i?;wrﬁ ::c:qr :_:

:mef»»w..f
very deception the Jew kept bis woid, defivered hiw whar he was paid
for {the secree of bow the Jows .. ). The Pole’s error s shugly Lis W..%
spective: Jue looks forward to the secret” being revealed svri whisre i the
end, he situates the Jew’s narration as a pach to the final reveladan of the
‘secrel’; Tsﬂ the veal secrer’ is alrendy in the nareation irself: in the way
o in the way the

3 " "
the Jew, thivuglt I atiaidon, wptuies te Poles des

Pole is wbsorbed in this i :
The Jew's ‘scered lies, %m:_ in our own {the Pole’s) Joize: o the fact

that the Jew hitews how (o tahe vt desive feio accouni. That is why we
can say that the final was o e sinry, with its Joulile taist, convcaponds
e the Anal morment of the ey hicaialy do cure, the :xm:u..:; Sn (Caie

4

mc?wzﬁn mzi o Liough i fnt q. W ,_p L Q,F, :E, V: _ i H);
_U. 2 baab g Uis :::M. T vails Suls fhid ¥
he has already stepped wut om siaiforzace, bt he has yet to waverse his

fantasy this is achieved culy by readiziig huw, .m:,::?r Lis dotep

the Jew has kept his word. The fascinating “secret’ ér%r m:«.nm us to

follow the Jew's iaiiaton carc Uil Is precise : the Lacaidai ok ;?@: a,
T | . . 1 T
the Jilnziiod ¢ I :.crrn LU G R du .;_ﬁ., = C_?

same mwz.ﬁ — ﬁ?m i = prosed retroac :d; mé this
‘poing Suaigh the ?:va we ?%3: nee how this fauls) -
‘secret) cc; s.ﬁ:@?&n? the void of our desire,

Another well-Luvwir juhe posees exactly the sume stouctass, bue
this s usaally v cidouhed ~ we are referdug, of coure, o dae
the Door of the Law from the Equ chapter of Kalka's uzi o its ::&
HM-ai i when the gy taain Do the country whs the door-

keeper: ,

wiiail &;r “c.s: d:.,.:; n_,:.nv it Cobie L.::: oicn, &w.: in all

these years no one lus coise tockis 6 ik Lot
M H 1 ) 11,

perceives that the man is at div eiad ol ik stvngtlowad L

so he bellows bt you weuld :

Jd mce the d TR TR IO BT DR o,

{005, SIRCE T AOOT was diiiciniia iz SIS (&1

(Kafka, 1985, p. 237}

,x ,
IVEEYOQNE strves to
1. B

in his eais

. 1 am now mC_:pm. 0 siauE it

This final twistis @im?& :c:.cr@:,: 1o tho vise ar the eod of the stoty

shout the Pole and the Jew: thie 5 how Lie (b desiee)
was part of the game from che S.,Q ?m‘.,:;;@ _.Eﬁ_ the enrance was

meant only for him, how the stake of the narration was only o wapise
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r

557} is that in 1970, hiber-
W el ,.:.&:mﬁ,‘ procedure, tissaged by nuinerous
it By il

:.Wur:.r f ..C< {h Tidddig

his m_@ﬁ.nw. We could even Invent another ending

g for Kafka's star
bring it nearer to the joke shoue the Pule and the Jowsalter ihe louy
the man from the counity breaks ont in fury and begins to cry at
door-keeper: “You dirty rascal, why do you pretend o guard

entrance to some eNOMONS sectat, when you know very well (it
> Ty

is 1o secret Loyoud the door, that this door s intended only for i
capture my desire!’ and the %STPFTS. (if Le were an analyst} w
answer him calmly: You see, now you've discovered the real weus
beyond the deor is enly what yout desive ingioduces dhere. .

In 509 cases, the natire of the final ?«Z follows the Hegelian Lo
of surnnsd :.:q of abolishing the ‘bad i .::E; . That is to say, in L
cases %m ,QE:W point is arn same: the subject is conlronted with .
o) Truth, a secrer m.o_: which he is excluded, which ¢
i L:u JEI IV FCF rrr: ,..:F L: HL_S Cer:L ﬁrﬁ EEE:& SCQE
of &oo:m the last answer, the last secret of how the
extract imuiicy from us, awaiting us at che end of the Jew's sau
{which could goon ad 3oAnd the soluii is the same i
cases: the subjeer has to mi% how, ?oﬂ the 54% start of the game,
door coticealivg the secret was meant vily for bien, how the real ser
the end of Hro. .Tﬁ& narration Is T,F own desire - in short, |
external ji i-dvuis the Other (the fact duat he expericiice i
as excluded from &:w secret of the Other) is internal o the Other lse
Here we encounter 2 kind of ‘reflexivity’ which cannot be reduccd
phitosophival reflection: the very feature which scems to exclude
subiect from the Other (his desire to penetrate the secrer of the Ol
the secret of the Law, the secre of how the Jews .. ) is already a ‘rellc
determinatior’ of the Other; precisely as excluded from the Other
are already part of its game,

npasry (ut he

. § Jin e b e vy
© oA gival sudiess in pw.twr.q yoars

1
¢i¢ {on)

& ‘Birdis', ‘Deaths’

of alt

g

Rty r.ﬁm whl
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.ﬁ.ui. *.OH .,&..— Fiid scen :. 1w iigh
z. Therefore it S:E

.

- &.825.& ot

A Time Trap

The W.EEEQ proper o the misrccoguiidon — the face that the
i lis as 2 H:oﬁ__:reqc, instance — is o be conceive
even more iudical way: not only s the Ewinrc.m

. Fied e n [al s PR PR L e .
cotidivion of the | st of the _.w_.:.Cv 6T A adi ULy i

so to speak, a positive ontological dimension: it founds, it renders
sible a certain positive entity. To exeniplily chis ler us refer again
science fietion, to one of the classic science-fiction novels, The Dowi

Suriiner by Rolweit AL Hedrlein, Aifterent manner {ue :c:L nob i

E..,.:mub: ik

s the Heeral defi

VOOULL dlChar Gl

ioi of the mman of nrn _oﬂﬁ. in the

A

une i die ne
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/i nip i ! (GwatL

Rt SR by fhuidd tioilsl \_::\nﬁ_.ntn.:.h.n:
Srov i it the The vvesight iell therefore has,
.%EF a negative ortulogical dinicisivi i die ‘condition of dhe
bility” of the lerter thac it must be cverlooked, that we must _,E.r ik
notice of it - its very existence %_UQ:_M on its ot being see !
subject. Hete we have a kind of inveision of the tradidonal esse
i is the non-peicipi which-is the condition of ese. This is pesli
right way to conceive the ‘pre~ontolugival’ status of the wicons
{evoked by Lacan in his Seminar Nc. the unconscions is a pursds
letter which fusisis c:Q in so far as it does not exist o} Hgalaily.
In a homologous way, we could also determine the status of 1
ledge In psychoaialysis The kuowledue ac work here is ki
g g ﬁ ¥ % p
concetning the most intimate, traumatic being of the subject, &
a £ ._ Db . - e This rock is of course the _.ﬁmmw. &._mn
about the ?:.:nmr; logic of his Eué:ai. I his everyday atdude e 20 wup f : "
_._ ; iy he W %H it m. mu Ad ¢ e : (wf,? S::rLLm s,::uu il
SUUGOCT 1% fers o the o jects of his Urinwedi, of the world that surr } I through a set of
. . i . . e Jpee sturey resirne sl twy - thre
him, as to some given posicdvic mu«rwhcw.,uwu“th,, brings about a the less abways rewsns, aldough we ty g
experience of how this piven poslivicy exises and retains its coinls

50 on): thae is, bé wwiild

~

i

1

the fatare and

1 e
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..wuffp...:

cpom twa vock

— 0 noudlicid wJ

o1 {; 3 ymbolic
straieg to integrate it inte the sy .

d. . Dm. .uanr <l ,run. notes I3,

oﬂ; E $o far as soiuewlicle else ?: iLGELCT scene, an ¢ the perspec BS & na last vﬁmm _ i w: .

€ Ciida ka — T Ty b feed s suchoa real ?bm., afe
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and Tl

ay be peri
1

the terrifying experience that if we come to know oo mech, we m.
our very being. ,

Let us take, for exatiple, the Lacanian notion of the Hudgiary s
this sel exists only on the basis of the mbicooguitivi of its own <o
ditions; it is the effect of chis misrecoguicon. So Lacan’s emphasis is
on the supposed incapacity of the self to reflect; to grasp it own
ditdviis — om its being che playdiing of inaccessible unconscious fores
his poinc is chat the m:w_nn,m can pay for such a reflection with the o .
his very ontological coisistency. It is in this sense that the kiwnl

which we appreach n_ﬁ.o:mr peychvaiialysls is impossible-real: we ure

> of

111 i r.1,<.<‘,u.3._,

J.,: r?.ﬁ\trnff:hv Cm. T_.—::

this shife of n:,,w_;,:.,. in che concept of symptom i
2 wwe whiclis today ugain .
o the énnnw of the Yimuic OF : i &nnw& a cotnmon-
Titaaic s 4 syniptoin il e sense of haot of Er:::&%.. the
1ud 2 trauniaiic oot it was a shock, ‘the impos-
wal!, the unsinkable _:w had sunk; buc the point s that

i =4 at s proper time — ‘the vime

1
e ic: even before it actially hupptised, there was already a

X A Bies
ﬁ.;u::tr

T
dangerous ground; in getting too close to it we observe suddenly L
our no:wzaz&\_ our posiriviry, is &ﬁo_d_mm itself.

Inn psyclioauilysis, knowledge is marked by a lethal dimension:
subject must pay the »EUEM_% to it with his own wﬁ:w. In other e
to abolish the nsrecoguition mezns at che same time to abolish,
dissclve, the ‘substance’ which was supposed to hide itself behind
form-illusion of E_mﬁoowcﬁo? This *substance” — the only one e
nized in psycho .;csc — 15, according to Lacan, erjoyment s
access to knowledge is then paid with the loss of enjoyment — s
ment, in irs siupidity, i possible only on die basis of certain woe-
knowlcdge, ignorance. No wonder, then, thet the reaction o$

1.t
. Eliis 3

Pl

reserved for it in T:B&T%,ﬁn In bad such a terrific
of the face char it was expected, It

um Cme s b
ol G Soial Lidia

—

N g b AT e
FEOB A struggaig ittt ained Mg

: oi thaly sty Lr.: had ever Crp: built.

1 .
Reberiso cc:fcf:é a novel

Yo aind then

showad the

d

con loaded his fr% ,.S% z«r and woinplice
1it one cold April night on an iceberg, This suitivis

ok
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d Ll

futility of everytiug and in fact, the book was calle
appeared that year, published by the fii ol MU

Fuuricein years later a m::mr
bEn built a steamner reiiaLh

T

a_:._ [REIY FC b 24
£, sen .

Tm& »\:C:Wt fifcboas m.r; ¥

: P
¥ 4 L usﬂ. then,

1ot seem (0 Mater Decauss rcE wete fabicled .E?ET%_@.

Cu April 10, 1912, mr,,. F& u:_w _ﬁm, mpu:....;w

and a list o*,
Jultues. O: TC” way wver she wo sirudck an iceberg and wei
ona .rc‘,:_ mf.: 1 4 wv.::
Robertson called his ship il
Titanic. (Lovd, 1983, pp. XI-X1I)

wrpt e '

Titan; the Wikte Stai Line called i 5

The reasois, the background for this incredible woiicidence

difficule o guess:at the turn of the century, it was already past of
that a certain age was cuming o ah end — the age of peaceful prcg
1

well-defined and stable clags distinctions, sud so on: chat i,

period from 185f unl the First World War, New daugers were |
in the air (labour movements, ¢ i
the danger om war) which wuul
/x\nmwcm: civil

od s s

GhiSh the Sl

Foar

il b
yat e o

.1» SIS

age, it was the great transatlantic liners: Doadisg palaves, wonders o

nical progiess; iweredibly comphicated and well-functoning
and at the same tme ﬁra meetitig- w_mn e of the cream of soci

miciocusiis of e suciud ser

1

bur seen as sociery wanted to _un seen ik oider to appear likeable, asd

~an ) iy 1
S S O3 e inl

HO(F:V with n..,_.rﬂ..mw(mt»rr.

ideal of society.

Inn other words, the wreck of the Tifamic made such a trenen
impact not because of the immiediute material dimensions of the

strophe but because of its syrubolic vverdeteiini
; Y
.
gical meaning invested in in ir was read as a ‘symbo

sticn, hecause o

U....wﬂcw

condensed, Eﬁ.%ro:nu_ representation of the approaching eat :

of WEOﬁnﬁ: civilizadon iwelf The wreck of the Titanic was 2 &

which society lived the experience of its own death, and it is intes
to note how both the wadidenal righrist and leftist readings retain

13 of natjonalism, ant-Sen:
sool tarnish the idyllic i
Lzatic ik, wa_uEm s ‘baibarid TCFEC&« mwnm mm Thagie Wil

i1, ain Indage of suclety not us it real
=1
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with ouly shifts of eruplusis. From nvw eraditional
the Titanic is a 1 ::::.;n _\tnx;iir:n of a fJ_.U:tr cia of
: oing, iris
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From Symptomt

fion, 13 the o
.

cipiodin — and it s on the basis of dhis notion of the
we must locate the fact thae in the final years of Lacan’s

a kind of universalization of the symprom: almost

that i3 becomes in & way symiptom, so that finally even
iied ws the syiuptvin of man. We can even say that
is Lacan’s final answer to rhe eternal T__:.MS:,THLSL 4:5..;.::.

TR i : i
v of nothing? =~ this ‘someiliing’ which
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ﬁ. ,:_,,. .
.::.L&Enr_<;,,.r;r4r.n$craqm.mJ;:rcrrw::c:.:.aﬂ.im
a certulis voh, it implies the foreclosure of a cerrain
P AN 1 H 1 N
ciurking of sexuality imnplies e lack of 2

it implies chac ‘“there is no sexual

4" instead of nothing is indeed the symptom.

The general reference of the plilusuplical discassion is usually
wriangle world — Lavgitage=subjodt, the relation of the sulject
wotld of objects, mediared tizunigh language; Lacan is
reproached for his absoluiiun of the significr’ - the reproach s tha
does not ke into account the abjecive world, that he limits s &
to the interplay of subject and language; as if the objective waorrld
not exist, as if it s only the Imagivary effece-illusion of the siguili
play. But Lacan’s answer to this reproach is that not only does thie
- a3 a given whole of objects — not exist, but that neither do i
! i sesis dhiat “the biy €

3 Yoo .
Z.HL Guts nutex

irisan

_‘ . .. .
the two universalizarions, we must simply again apply the

whar was foreclosed fram the Symbolic returns in the Real
v dogs gt exist, her signifier is originally fore-
I‘...w sidc FETNS ws A w,vw:.;\ic:‘_. C_w:uﬁ.i»

R
I lihn GgEALy - .4, <1 ¥
Wike DL GLUY wppusia 100

v .
_;‘. Crassiv Lacanian

Lo i structured ke a kanguage: is nor the
- - 1

1. 1 .. T -
Ly & CIHSNIL Ldiiniddi t

r_
Epmﬁ mm_ ﬂvn u.u.:uc,cy:u Cﬁ.m_a_. a5 & ...Ch,...surr,.“ &ﬁ,{i tui
and the subject is denoted by 5, the crossed, Blocked §, a void, an
place in the signifier’s soructare.

At this point we must of course ask oursebves the naive but secess
quesdon: If the wotld and language and subject do not exist, what
exist, more precisely: what confers on existing pheiuigns
consistency? Lacan’s answer is, as we have already indicated, sy
To this answer, we must give ics whole anti-posc-strucisaiis
the fundamental gesware of post-structuralism is to decais

iy, to detbice Lel

+ r.{.rwr..,“ 5?3;&6
i iy 1t s already m
g SQ.%@ whule poline of Lacan that we must detect,
.wt”‘mrwpw\,‘._f,,ww:_.:.whr“:q‘ ::.;w.ﬁmo« example, of a hysterical
3, it spasbolic ,1(,.“,?.E::.:;.‘,;:h To explain this apparent
iy, we mst ke into account the different stages of Lacan’s

, 4 ﬁwﬂ

=

dvipietation be

oA .
iad of clue, or index, allow-

: nain stages of Lacan’s

\T.h oiilasa

[ T SR I
d4l ac ﬂﬂ_CTi

substantial i

Bigm iyl
[ RPN 1t

. 1 a . o/ H .
wi the big Odier wLidh Jater was sippuosed to confer on it its
| .
25 where the world failed, where the

- N Y PP N
H b3 _b.C?n.D. Wiaa “ﬁ.:h c&.?d-

3T

of symbelic overdeterinination — briefly, o dissolve the g i the sty edasa
frrinudon, as a kind of cypher, a coded message

smekal, differential relat

iendty into a nerwork of no-:
notion of sympeom is the necessary counterpoint to it the subs
1 kernel afound which chis signifying iate

Lo
VY

4y am gy

To seize the logic of this universalizativie of syinpiom, we
connect it with another nniversalization, that of foreclosure (7w
In his Se . J-A. Miller ironically spoke of the
from special to general theory of foreclosure allading, of v,
Einstein's passage from special to general theory of relutivity).
Lacan inwoduced the notion of foreclosure in the fifides, it desig
specific phenomencn of the exclusivu ol a certain key-signifier
capiion, Name-of-the-Father) from the vy Lolic order, trigg
psychotic process; here, the foreclusuie is not proper to lasgutage =

other means’; the failed, repressed
% : Heaton of dits

- i MALIER AL
aitly be interpreted but is, so speak,
F35 TR S B

LU0 GG e Cwm

win its ieanig, v other words, there is ne

. T S ey 14. > e 1l -
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to the analyzg dvis an appeal o B o deliver s
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n also say that there is no syniptou without

L T
i of sume subject prauiied o ko

irs

but a distinctive feature of the psychotic phenomena, And, as. s ihess  Aliouices i

refermulated Freud, what was foreclosed from che Symboliz rerun ot tie sl of psychioanalysis is to re-

the Real « in the form of hallucinatory phenomen, for exasipic. maunication by aillowing dhe paticur
1 1

L thiv

However, in the last years of his teaching Lacan gave anivessal

to this functon of fareclosure: there is a certain foreclosure propes

5 velbalization, the

P 1

5 wuesntically disolvod. This, then, is the basic poIng: i s
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bv‘ p:m... [XEFS Y

very constitution, the implics the field of the big Cils
consistent, complete, because its very furiiation is au appeal to the
which .

35 1S ine &

But here the problems began: why, in spite of fts interprotatiug,
the symptom not dissolve irself why does ic persist? The L
answer is, of course, ei.joy

ul. The syuiprom is nor only a

message, it is at the same time a way for che subject to organize |
menr - that is why, even after the vu apdetad interpretation, o
Is not prepared to rewcince his symptois; that is why he
wiit mte thai himself”, In locating chis dimension of elijuying
the syinpiom, Lacan proceeded in two sta

First, he tried 1o isolate this dimension seit as that of [0
and o oppose symnptom and fntasy duodgh a whole set of i
features: symptom is a signifying fornation whivh, so o spealk, ¢
itself” rowards its interpreiativn — thiat is, which caiz be ana ysed,
i an inere constructon which cannot be aualysed, which resists
pretation. Symptois imphes and addresses some non-barred, cons
big Other which will recicactively confer on it ies meaning; [one
implies a crossed our, blocked, barred, non-wliole, moonsistent O
that is to say, it is filling our a void in the Other. Sympeom {for exaiy
a slip of the S:m.:& causes discomfort and displeasure when it -
bur we embrace its interpretation with pleasure; we explain
others the ug of our slips; their ‘inteisuljective recogiitdon i
wsually a source of inteliccrual satisfaction. When we abuidon vus
o Laitasy {for exaniple, in ﬁ_E.me.»::mmv we feel immense plea
on the contrary it causes us grear discornfort and shame to coufi:
fantasies to others.

In this way we can also articalate two saages of the psycho
process: prEnii of pnptons going g funtasy, When we
confrouted with the patient’s syiptoms, we must first inic pret the
and penetrate thiough them to the fundamental fantasy as the ke
enjoyment which is blocking the further movement of interprot
then we must accomplish the crucial step of going through

JES43
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the fun
of obtaluing distnee from it of experieticing how the fantasy-forn:
Just masks, Aills out a certain void, lack, empty place in the Other,
But here again anather probl i ! uth

who have, beyond any doubr, gone through their fantasy, who }
obrained distance from the fantasy-framewaork of their reality, bur wi
key syiu sts? How do we explain chis fact? What do we d
with a sympeom, with this pathological formation which persists

Liow do we scoouit for patients
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Loy a certain signifier which is not enchained ina

In so far as the
ictwi s but inmediarety flied, @n:n:_.?: wirh enjoyinens, its status i
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by dofiniton g oo il thar of a teytifying bodily mark which is

mierely a mute awesration hearing witness © 3 p_;czﬁ::

N is not Franz w‘gm; 5 srory ‘A
Counry Doceor” therefore the sto £y o fa: — distilled, so
to speak - form? The open wonnd growing haxuriantly on che childs
body, this e
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it i, PRLLOLIUNG APEITUTE — swhat is 101 not the coaabodi-
ment of ¥i EE:; as such, of the life-substance in its mmost radical dimen-

$1011 of :E;E.:U?.uu Clljuyiiin it

In his righe side, near the hip, was an :?,: wouid a3 big as the palm of my
hand, Rose-zed, in sy variations of shade, dark in the groaves, lighter ar
the edges, suftly goanulacd, with hregula o o Blaad, open as a stitfaoi-
mine to the .,k That was how it locked from a distance. Bur ony
closer fuspeciion there was aiwn by complivadon. [ could nec help a low

Lite of sutjudse. Worms, as thick and a3 _G:m as my licde 3:&2 then-
selves rose-red and blood-spoted ﬁ well, were wrigpling from dicis fasonos
& lghit, with w:;m whice hoads and

in' the nterior of dic

iuraity Litede loge, Poor young man, he was past helping, 1 had discoverad bis
great wound; this blossons in his side was destroying him. {Kafka, 1978,

p. 122

o bhis righe side, near the hips ... — exactly like Chrigr's wound,

although its closest forcrianer is the suffering of Arforms in Wagners
Peifal Amforms's poctdon is that as long as Tis wound bleeds he i
die, b caiunat find peace m deady, bis avcidanis fsist that he muse %
his dury and perform the Grail's vitwal, regardless of his suffering, while
he desperaicly asks them to have mercy on hime and pur an end w his
suffering by simply killing him — exactly like the child in A Counuy

R ]
Daoctol

7, who addresses the narraror-doctor with the desperate request
“Dactor, let me die’,

At first &m:r Wagner and Kafka ave as far apare as they can be on one
hand, wwe huve the Tare-Romantic vevival of 2 medieval legend; on the
other, the desceipdon of the fate of che indi
toialiturian bureaveracy L bur i we look dlosely we perceive that the
fandasicual problews of Parsifel is eminently a Jurciioiis ones the
incspacdiy, the incomperence of Amfortas in per :.5.3:& his rimals
bureaucratic dury. The terrifving voice of Amforws’ Tirurel, this
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be raken fiterally: all his _H,Ew is in this wound; if we annililace i
himself will lose his pusidve ontelogicad con istency wid coase 10
This scene is nsually staged in accordance widh /x\umwn_um i
?ﬁ.oﬁnm tears open his garment and puinds at the blex
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he did not want to take well-deserved leave, When Hearst asked
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To take, as a final example, Ridley Scotc’s film Alien: is

oof Lacan’s Ferirs alit A:JN belies
there L :;rz,i,f mm,oﬁ

WET

>0 AL

Hedt

ild way dhat acconding to Lacan the lim m of




80 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY FROM SYMPTOM TO SINTHOME §1

P L DR - .
diii Ls weep T s
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£ 1 uf the cate-
o bias tabon o account the Gatatic, truth-less,
of the lnteiuad, moral Law itself. The Kantian
sevizely a Law which has a necessary, uncon-
balug teuer it is — in Kant’s own words — a
ezl fact’, 2 given fact the outh of which cannot be

bobae s abewid E:u validity should

»of i inner

Enlightenment is Enlightenment iself, is wsually forgorten ol
already articulared in Descartes and Kant,

The leading motif of the Eiliglicuiicat is, of course, some
of the injuncion Reason wutowinataly?h Use your own head, &
yourself of all prejudices, do vot accepr anything without @:9:9\::...

rational foundaiions, m_éﬁs preserve a critical distance .. But Hain

ar as in 1

Tasini

already, in his mpEo:m artiele © ?; is ?Em stenime ent?, added 1o ¢
unpleasan, disyuicting suppleans i U
very heart of the Balighteunient project: ‘Reason abour whatever
want and as much as you want — but obey!” That is ro say: as the autus
mous sibjeet of irevretival reflection, addressing the enlightened ol
you can think freely, you can question all authority; bur as a part o
social ‘machine’, as a, subject in the other anizm of the word, you
obey uncoid ivaally the orders of your superiors. This fissure is §
o the project of b::m..;.LEZ:m as sucl: we find it &Rg%
Descartes, m his I o, The obverse of the wyit f__,:z i
everyiling, questivaiug the very eaistence of the world, is the

ﬁﬂcﬁﬁc:& Ec?:&f a set of rules esrablished by Descartes to o
him to survive in the everyday existence of his philusophical juiinue
very firse rule emphasizes the need © accepr and abey the cosian
fxws of the copnury into which we were born withour guestioning i

a ceitain mjr:n ikl
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enoral Law and the ‘pathioh
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a field om social nsg moral Law is the Real of an nncon-
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uis us by reality — i is an in ibie injuncdon. ‘You can,
you must! [Du kannst, denn du
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attitude — but, on the condiary, the necessary ebverse of the Exl ;
fsel throush this socentance of the custams and rules of social B
jrseffs Uuwough this scoeptance of the customs and rules of soctal lik
their nouscusical, given characrer, throigh acceprance of the fact
‘Law is law’, we are internally freed from irs constraints — the «
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apen for free theoretical iefloc
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principle. This is why Lacan conceives Sade as the truth of
Kant avee Sade” (Lacan, Moa@ ?: in érma WR&%E does this

In other words, we render
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experience of Hmw m?ns non: m.c.;: bl
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inated by the charismatc power of fascination. Only o the o
dvlew dues die univense of social eustoms and rule sppeut
nonsensical ‘machine’ that muse be accepred as such,

Of course, we could say that the principal illusion of the m:ﬁm_:?
ment consists in the idea that we can preserve a simple distance fron the

dig puio _.:L:.w._mw s o
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what remains hidden in Cant 15 the Way this renumnciation rse ::.cp_zn&
a certain f:.E:m =CLjy it ?E Lacuiien plodo e} Ler us ake the
case of Fascivm — the Tuii :m,:ié i hased upon a purely Ll
imperative: Ohey, because you must! In other words, renounce eIoy-
ment, sacrifice yoursell and do nor ask abour the meaning of it — the
value of the saerifice ki

- A - - p
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18 oWt ﬂﬂm. 432 must m:& @C»Hﬁﬁﬁ fulivirasist int wTG SRCTE an. ;m@_m, not
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in its Ewi::;.:f; value
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This ;::::v produced through renonciadon is the Lacanian vlijei 7
a, the « . ; also grasp why
Lacan S:#i the notion of Lurplisecujuyinit on the model of the
Marsian notion of surplus-value — with Marg, surplus-valoe ales fugli
4 cermin renunciation of .?:rg_omﬁ.ﬁ:u empirical use~valne. And
in s fur as 1t perceives direc fly the idenlugical s
its own end, as an Qa in iself — remember Mussolin®’s Fiuicus g
to the quesdon "How do the Fascises justify their clim o rule lualy
What 15 their programme?; ‘Ot progantie is VELY n:%me. W Want e
rule faly? The ideological power of Fascism les precisely in the fearre
WAL WA .m;.Fc?dL by tiberal or beftise Crisivs us it greatest weakness: in
the utterly 13&" fotinal characier of ity appeal, in the fact chat it demands
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srables v 1o locare
ar work in %; actof 3:5_ sacrifice.
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can be produced only as a non-intended result of our belief in a « i
beyond.

Te should be no serprise to us that we find exactly die same &
in Rosa Luxemburg's descipdon of dhe revolutiviacy provess:
beginuiug, the first workers' struggles are doomed to fail, their
aims cannot be achicved, but alibough they necessinily e 4 in
their overall balaice sheer is none the less positve because i
gain is educational — that is to say, they serve the formation of
ing class into the revolutiviary subiject. And again, the poincis <
(the Party} say directly to the fighting workers: ‘It does nor wacte
fail, the main point of your sizuggle is its educational effect o

. I AR | I M R
educational offect will be lust.

It s as if Descartes, in the quoted passage, is giving 1, perhaps
first time, the pure form of chis fundamental ideclogical parades:
Emm.«iuﬁwn?ﬂf,c._hcm.v:.:,,._m:n%,mamwnirﬂénc&

straight as we can in one direction, chat we fllow cven thie

opiiions once our mind has been made up regurdi
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from themselves the fact that ‘it was possibly chance alone
deteriniued i in dieir choice; diey must believe chat dheir dedd
well founded, that it will lead to their Goal. As soon as they pesceive
the real goal is the coir | R A I (N
defeating. We can see how ideology works in a way exacily oppo
the popular idea of Josuit moials dee alis here ds to justify the ne

Why must this inversion of the relation of aim and means re
hidden, why is its revelation sdf-dufeating? Because it witd rove
ciijoytizent whicl is at work inideology, in the idvutog P
irself. in other words, it woald revead that idevlogy serves ouly I v
putpose, that it does nor serve anything — which is precisely the Lavaii
definition of josisiiie.
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other elements: to democracy (so-called “real democracy” a5 sppond &

‘hourgeois w:t:su derocracy” as a leeal Torm of eaplulieiioi, v foudi-

) B sy gal ke ¥ e Hoaii

i3 (the eaploitiivn of wouicn as .S:“::: m.oE the class—coial o
IS )

n Iy i,

»

division of labour); to Aoenivddun of Dusid oo wa
logieal cousegueuce of wmom?ccnﬁa"‘2_. capitalist _ugn_ ctiony; o the

1 s 1
peace moveuieid (The pilidpad

fsm}, and so on.
435” is ar sral
pduiy’, puin gt will 83&5 inctude in L series of eq
these [ree-floaiing elements. Today, for example, the stake of the
sivuggle botween neo-couservailvisin and social democracy is ‘freedom”
NEO-CurlseEvaiives s\% 1o r_,n:.;ry\_,.:w.w how w@»:SE»B dem 10CKaCy,
fod in e wellare state, newossurily leads w new forms of serfdom,

. e e : L 1 ]
to the anr[r,r iy of the wdividudd v iklall siaie, il suocial

dotsunraz stress how udividual Deedons,  have ﬂ& :_SE:: at all,
st be based upon democratic social life, equality of ecuiwiic o
ey, and so fortch,

in this way, every element of a given Jdoulagival field is part of 2 serkes
Om_ rrm:?.awf.? I :Hnﬂ_—um.ycﬁ,rnm SLit T.:.:: _,._E.Cr,wwww »%H_..wﬁr 1A Cuhin ,:.S_
with all other elements, deteriniuey retroacrively its very identivy (in
Cuouinauinist perspective, to fight for peace means w fght against dhe
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> in the fdeslogical seenggle is which of the nodal
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s c&mn and so on). But tis enchainment is possible only on
wuisdtitoll that a cerrain &m_.:.mo« -~ the Lacanian ‘One’ — ‘quiley’ the
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Let us take che Laclau Moulfe iriojent of radical democracy: here, we
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have an arricularion of particular ,:dmm_c, {tor wn::uﬁ nmc_;: '
1.

L tighis, and so a:v none of which prerends o be :S Trorh?, the

o
_H: !m_.:mni the ‘true Meawiing’ of all the others; buc the dtle radical

irs 1 L

deinoeracy” dtseit indicates rcﬁ. che very possibilizy of their w ﬁ.wr,c:..;.

:E.& the ‘nodal’, detern wle of a cerain suuggle which,
E...CMZ% as a pardcwlar siuggle, vuilines the horizon of all the other
steuggles, This mﬁ)ﬁm::m:w;m role belongs, of course, to democtacy, to

‘desnocratic levenion’s according to Laclau and Monffe, all other
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i wle ul a ceruain T:r.iu:ﬂ Joinaein b & itsko 2 trap af
esschtiabisin? ivly chiesis is thar Saud Kripke's aniidosipolng offers ue
the conceprual tools to solve this problem,

We could call the basic a,._s,.n:n::, upan w hich W:ﬁwo s antidescripti-

visti bs Lounded S

“ ..A». CF W fhxw;(,:» Dwﬂf
sclence-fiction film an e o of Geatares from outer space whidh
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The stake of the e boe
is the most elementary one: how do names refer o the objects they
denote? Wiy dues tie woid rable’ refer t a mable? The h_iD.H.w:d._&
answer s e Glivivies oie bevaine of it Lcality Ly :PJ. word i3 in the
_zlu_ﬁ the brazer of w certan me ::zm ~ that is, !
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means a table because 2 table has propereies comprised in the Ef,::& ol
the woild ‘uble., luention thus has logieal prionity aver eliusio
extension (a ser ol objeers referred o by a svord) is determined by inen-
tiom (hy universal propertes e piisad
m??:nwﬁﬁb;h.a:ﬂﬁ;_»H.Hrﬁwﬂoi
_

th .o:mr

in s mewniing) The wisidvaip-
connected o at olject or a st
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of object:
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Let vs take a simplified rﬁ:&;o from Kripke: i wo ask. the genen]
public for an ideneifying deseription of ore Gadel!, the answer woull
be the anthor of the proof of the nczu leivis Sm arithmeric’; bur
Lrivten _J.( another man, Schundde, a friend of
Godel, and char Godel murdered him and wp; :;L.&,r J to himself e
&?En& of the proof mentioned; in this case, the name Kure Godel
would still refer to the same Godel, sldongh the identifying desciipiio
would no lenger apply ro him. The huc:‘:‘ is Qﬁ: the name ‘Gadel” bas
been linked w a certain objece {pi ;;c ::c:mt a ‘primal baprisin’, and
this fink holds even if the origina! il nidfing deseription provs L
ﬁww%_é 1980, pp. 83-5). This is the core of dhe dispuee: de ,C%::E
S:w:;:? e inutacdi, internal inensional contents” of & word, while
antidoaciipivisis regard as decisive the exrernal eausal link, dhe way a
word has been ¢'oonsdued Goan ket o subject i a chain of radiion

Here, a first charge cm‘qi irself is nor the obvious answer to this
pate that we are concerned with two different cypes of names: with
? s not s
Foisshiapdy chat descoipil imaccounts for the w ay generic notions
welfaind anidoscipih s for the way proper nanses ?:nn::wmmim
refer to 33}5% as ‘far, 10 is clear that he must ac feast moﬂﬁv the
property of 1 being excessively corpulent, bur if we refer o r::,r:.e.; Y
Perer’, we cannot infer wuy of his efficiive properties — the name Peter
refers to him siniply bocamse Te was lapuzed Peter’, Bue such a soludon,
in tying to mnm_m.a of & probloi 3. a m:\:m_@ classific: 55 diodittion,
swes votnpletedy whae is ac stake i che Jispue: borh descpdi s !
antidescriptivism alin at & general theory of referring m_:r:c:u. For
desciiptivisin, proper names themselves are merely abbreviured or
disgibacd dolliite desciptions, while for antddescriprivism the externa
causal chain determines reference even in the case of gEUETIC utivis, 2T
least those which designate nataral kinds. Let us again take 2 somewhar
siuplifivd example from Kripke: at a certain _ca,:n i pichisiiy,
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1 it possesses all the required propeities. It is perhaps no aoch:
that Kripke selects as nxﬁ:m_mm objects widh an extreme libidinal coia
tation, o@anx which alieady cnbudy de 1

gold, unicorn. ...

e in comumon Ty

The Two Myths

Bearing in mind how the very terrain of the dispute hetween

fvisins and zitdescriptiviyin is dius permeated by an undercurrent of ¢
cconomy of desite, it should cotrie as no surprise that Lacanian ¢
can help us o clarify the terms of this dispure, not in the sense of
_quasi-dialectical *syahesis’ between the two opposing Sﬁéw but, on &

Culiiialy, 3\ T; dig oui how both @@C&ES m and
Pt

£
ial CuiilingCicy of naming, The
of L:u is that to defend their w both positans bave to resort &
:J:__ to invent a myth: a :Q% of a primitive tribe in Searle, a il
viabdsciont observer of _:#cJ in Donnellan. To refute antddescei;
vism, Searle :225 a primitive hunter-gad ik
language coutilulng propoer names;

Jdoe

e S HER

alicicy hOZ:SEH_J Wil

4lli @....?‘ nt_f Gan,wiv,hp”v. I the iribe huows o.<§v\.:..u:w emuc anet thiat &
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, Furthermore, that as the ¢Lildicn U: v zw they FLE ihe ¢
_umcw? as Er: s the local names fﬁ::: Litalich, lakes, ﬁﬂaoa‘ S

it the
ing of the @nwn_ 50 that no o:o..w name is ever Ecz:o:mn._ i?vm his
Now Sn point of the fanrasy i thiis: As T have described dr, L
has an fsiiudon of Proper nanies ‘:Jng or reference in exactly (e s
way that our aines are wed for reference, but there is st a Jid!
in the reibe that satisfies the causal chain of
i 240}

Mgy

In other words, in this tribe every use of the name sadsfies the Joserd
vist claiin: the reference is deternilned eacliwively by a clusrer of desu
tive fearures. Searle knows, omnoa_,ma that such a tribe never cxiaicd:
co:: is o:q that the way Gnctioins in this oribe i/
f " thar all the counter-examples used by antidescii;
logically sewoindary, they are ‘parasinic), they imply w:oH %.ﬂ:w
functioning, When all we know about somehody is thar his o
Smith ~ when the only intentdional content of “Smith' is ‘the per

Akeid
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¢ as a social bond — and this
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The ironie part of it is that this Iack is acwually inscribed in Searle’s
%f.,..;.&c: i the form of a probibitiun (& there is a serict tboo m this
tribe ag #.r:: ; ') Searle’s mythical oribe ds thus a oibe
of 34\3523 whicle — becanse of the whao concerning names of dead
persons — (orecioaes the Doiictivic of the Tlucofed o Father - thatisw
w.x% preveus the mansto:owiun of the dead father into the role of his
Lﬁmﬁ wq.rrf _m_wr Smet., ?»: ‘w_ ,m_C.fu;.GS GM.
1T VErSion —

Mame. If, 43:,,,2:,::7. Searle
the big Other, antideseripeivisin — at least in ws predomin:
z:ﬁi the snalf ather, LE dimension of the object as veal in :\_ e L
senser che distinccion realdrealivy, This is why it fooks for thar X, for the
feature gnatanteeing the idouddiy of arefervace tirough all chinges of i
%ﬁ:w.?ﬁ properiios, i the reality iself) rhis s why it st invens its
own fuyth, a kind owmo:ﬂ.,?%c::. w0 Searde’s prinvirive wibe, Donneliu’s
myth of an ‘viniiscien 3_522 of bistory’, 3%3: an has constructed

L?. T:_Q,::r h: Ciiuus Cutiisivi i F ::.: TR [

I ali that 2 catin speaker knows or dinks he knows abour
Thales ds chat he is the Greek philiwpler who said dhar all s warer. Bur
suppose there never was 1 Greek philosopher who said sach 2 thing Suppose
thae Aristotde and Heradorus we ﬁ. veferring 1o a well digger whe said, 1
wish all were water 30 T wonl e v %.w s e .\,x_.,a_ in sucha
case, when the fpeuber uses the name “Thales” he i referring o char well
digger. Purthernsore, suppone there was a herwait who never Fiad any deal-
ings with anyune, who actally beld that all was warer. Still, when we say

Thales' we are plalal, wot referting to thae heuai Searle, 1984, p, 232)

Today, the o:w:z“ :mﬁéwr che startiny point of 3 cansal chain — te
poor well Jigger — : 1 1o us; Bt an ‘ounniscient obserser of
history’ n%.\%m_ of Hc::f:w ﬁ.r.n casal chain o the ace of ‘primal
baptism’ woald know bow to zestore the original link coanecting the
word “Thales' to its reference. Why is chis myth, this antidescriprivist
version of the Lacanian .;:&.‘.Z presuned w know’, necessary?

The basic .:cE:: of wiiidesoriviiain Is o derermine what consti-
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mtes the L { the desigiuted objece bevond the ever-
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— : 1

B e( 1
CEO f.:?f..p‘;i“{ ;.v,Irrd. il ».LEC T%

featares — 15 the reironiiee nt.m. (o)

for it 1 roailine ::;&.

s st an objvcd
nTﬁ ﬂ_uw.ﬁ..ﬂmn,ﬂ.ﬂﬁ Gm Tﬂ J_pr:r.r. Hﬁ s ﬁu RHER YT ?..,ﬂ. mw,ﬂu “ we vr..:.ﬁ_yw 113 wbm_.
it psicive, phovsieal foacures for thai % which makes of it the cnbodi-
ment of richness; or, t use an caasiiple o Mais, it s e sane with a
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which brings us to the il Gapriin finking che word o the abjece IF,
in this dispure beiwean desciiplivisn and onrde C; ::»:: L\F ‘oruthy”
lies, for all that, in ;:,:r,_l%:_::: it s baaise o :
her Rlind: i i _Cv:.: Ltp.:._r ?.“H.L,A_!; m.:::., T3S : Lo irs

Ghond b iy 10 The main
achievenent ot autide z_nw Vi B8 e canabile 08 10 cudcive o aas ch

feal- ::wo‘ﬁZn cariclative of the i m Loﬁqz seor’ — that is, of the point

.::I:._mv - TG CONSTIICT an mfﬂ.ﬁ_...w‘ LR ;,ar:?»rthc

error 15 of anat

own result, to whar it ‘has N::::ZL

.
o

e il ‘pure’ signifier.

Rigid Designator and oljel o

It we maintain chae the o0 o Jeiis a tnodal Hucrz, 2 EU@ of knot of
meanings, this docs not ;;é that 1t 18 simaply the ‘ichiess word, the

ward in i:% I ﬁn Ll e sdhiess of meaning om thie ?E
n?:_ﬁm the A T:. e e Tty (e word w i ﬂ: ay o worsd, o the level

B
TE :4_.; ::.ﬁ:.;amu_ﬁ: m.,:,wrmr Gy e daiinidiy it _m b

speak, che word o which “things themselves refer to tewy

B
SF
i,

of the sign
iz them-
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selves in their :E,Q. Ler us rake the ¢ase of the famous advertisenze

Malburor the pierure of the brouzed nc.z:om the wide praivie
f Bmage of Aurde
tand of hard, honest people, ow limitless hotizons .. .} but the off
“juildug' occurs énly when a certain inversion takes place; it d
oceur untl "real’ Americans stare to idennfy themselves {in their
logical sclf-expetience} with the immge created by the M
advertisement ~ untdl Ametica itsell is experienced as
country’.

It is the same for all so-called ‘mass-media symbols’ of Auscrk
Coca-Cola, for example: the point is not that Coca-Cola “cutinite
certain Lleological experience~vision of Amnerica (the freshness
sharp, cold taste, and so on); the point s thar this vision of America i
achieves its identity by idendfylig irself wich the sigul
‘America, this is Coke!” could be the wordiug of an inbecile ¢
device. The crucial point o g grasp is that this device — "America {che ;

logical vision of a _EE_ i all its m::,?ﬁi this is Coke [this u.v::;:._

,:W.thrh_u this is T_:w H:r,.tu_ A

ald so on — all ¢this ‘connotes’, of course, a cer

could not be inverted as *Coke [

)

The only oo e auywel to the @:ﬁmos “SWhatis Coke?
in the advertiionicits: itis the impersonal 'ie ({Coke, this is itF) —
%Sw.n the atiatt: inable X, the object-cause of desire.

Precisely because of this surplus-X, the operation of ‘g
nmwm:_n:.]uw:::S:,.,,L — we cannot say that we gain nothing
hecause Coke first connotes ‘the spivit of America’, and chis ‘s
America’ {the cluster of features suppoacd to express 1) is chen oo
in Coke as its signifier, irs sigini{ying representative: what we gain [
this simple inversion is precisely the EQLE X, the object-ca
desire, that ‘unattainable vc:x,m::m. which is ‘in Coke more than C
and which, accarding to che WmnmEm: formula, could suddenly ¢!
into excrement, into mud (it is enough for Coke w
served warm and mz_&.

1

The _cmF of this inversion producing a surplus could be made <!

is already g

aprupos of and-Semitism at sy Jew’ appears as a ﬁw_:ri CORUL
cluscer of suppusedly ‘effective ?owﬂﬁnw O:ﬁzrgzm spirit, grosd
gain, and so on), but this is not yer and-Sean propel. To achiey
we must /nvert the relation and say: they are like chac {greedy, in
o) bevaise fey are Jews. This inversion seems at firse sight pur.dy
logical -~ we could retore of course it is so, because Jewish' i
precisely greedy, intiigulisg, dirty . ... But chis appearance of taurolugy
false: Jew' in ‘because they are Jews' does not connote a series of effecu

)

!

v
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iinable X, to what is ‘in Jew more

cmergence
its iden-

(he radical r;.:n:@r:.ﬁ cw i 5 oan 3&53.7? gap
the Ren! 3 Jﬁ.wz histocieal

:u (L-wm

ailed. In

; 5

Ay LAlisee

,)\U i wTr;? ,
aly ag ._“_zm:mwr

Lo AN r..‘r. i Ch,m_.

.
Halts m.::CE: tisineed

_t.rr&r?ﬂ VVUEY B

e of a m:&: _:ﬁc:o Hnur&\ can K_n?rdc 1ts
viace mma _”::.ﬁy
¢ of refer-

st ¢t i .
10T T Yeal (:L..Pr

( FGW

s always mediated
o all Lacan adds o this
Vo

y oL ad T::.\_h

o

canidiyg, dsddf die horizon om an &ccirhr& field of

- «U_ Gt w._.:( s :wc:r.:U»rJu .:m,::.rp without the
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We can now see how the Kripkean theory of ‘rigid destgrator’ — of 2
certain pute s signifier which de signates, and at the same time o,
the ety of a given object ?_,.v‘e:m the variable
propert

cluster of fes Joa it
- O%._uﬁﬁm N m..adq.n,m..m;:mm appariius .ra:D_.LwSm s oy PCCPC.:.G
precisely the sratus of Laclaws fanti- Ler ws ke, tor
sy ey wations like demoeracsy?, Mardsia™s the essentialise
Hlasion consists in the belief that it is possible to derermine o definite
claster of featnees, of positive properties !

contialism’,

acialisin’

however minimal, whic
defines the permanent essence of ‘democracy’ and similar terms — every
L

ﬁ_é:z:::oﬁ which pretends to be clussified as ‘dernocratic” should flfil
&HQ h‘.CC,r:Qr.L._. Gm muC.J,iﬁmv:.vWM ﬂ—w: ﬁ..T.i,mM,QH O_. %.Cmﬂﬁ:; 5, w_..‘r

conerast to this
‘ewseniiadine lusion’, Laclaw’s antd-essentialism compels us to conddwle
that it is impossible to define any such
properiies which would remain the same in
connterfactual sirations,

I the last resort, the only way w define ‘democracy s to say thar it
contains all polideal movements and organizations which ?mEE_ﬁ
desipiiate themselves as “democranid’; e outy way ro define Marxisnr' is
to say that this term designates all movements and rheorles which legiti-
mize themselves %Hezmr refercuce to Mars, and o on In oder words,
the anly ?E&_c definiton of an object in irs identisy is diac this s che
objece which i3 alws ays designaced by rthe same signifier — fied o the
same signifier. It'is the sipnifier which constitures the kernel of the
object’s ideniiny,

Let us verurn again 1o ‘democracy’ is there - on che level of positive,
descriptive features — veally anything in common between die Bberal-
individualist notion of democracy and the real-socialisc 153& accard-
intg w0 whivh the basic fearure of ‘rea %S: cracy’ is the leading wole of
the Party 1 epresening che true interests of the people and chus agsuring
their effective rule?

Hers we should not be misled by the obvious bur false solution that
the real-sacialist nogon of democracy is simply wrong, n_qmn:n:a& 3
kind of perverse travesty of mrue no_zoﬁﬁnw — in the Aol analyais,
‘democracy” is defined not by the posidve content of this notion O? sig-
nified) but only by its positional-relational identity — by jes ppnsidon,
s differential relation o mon-democratde’ - whereas the conciet
confent can vary in the extreme: to mutal exclusion (for real socialise
Masists, the term ‘demacranc designates the very phenoivein which,

Er:ﬁ any chuster of positive
“all possible worlds' — inall

CHE FUOR G
for a :.:ra::h Iheralist, are the eudbodiment of ant-democrans
el sl

This then is the fondaie i poados of the poia b pion B riged
;Smm:a;;p which rowlizes av ideology by bringing o 2 hale the
wcioiny ke sty of e diguificd, Is pota point of sepree oy of
Meaning, a kind o .m,..:,?::“[.c ik by badag el cneopid mt&; 5.,
differential interplay of eleinenss, would serve ay = Ltk

,, “T
of teference. O the woniiuy, it is the element ol
, ol the sieiilioy wiiii the feld of the siiled. Ta jwelf it i soch
.mmn:m( ol che sl woriatie Ll Beld O 14 SUHLEICG. b et 1T L } noin-
L C ! ¥ . B t
ing bue s ‘pure diftercine’ fe sl i ey i Al B stsie b pusdy
E;E:S:é o S sigaad bl SOt ks with its own act om e1Hir-
dation; i shore, ivis a Wi nilor wihout due _:@:.,ﬁ?,ﬁ The viisie! step s

H T - 1 o ot
sis of an .::._:C@_f:...r_.i:.

the atly is thas wo dcrect, bobind the daein %
plonduir of the eloment which holds e oo T:xw ‘Conrmry’,
Parey”, ‘Class” .. ) this selforetorential, Lt ugival, perfuriacl e opor-
aton. A ‘Jew’, for cawipd, b i idee last resort one who s stgieadiaed
with the sigilivn Jew' all the
to characterize Tews {inidity, the spiaic of infrigue, and so on) is
conceal not the facr that Jews are really not fike that’, not de c:%:w al
eality ﬁ.vm._?..,..f but the fact that in the anti-Semitic coetuoion of a
Jew', we are

p . . ; R
The properky .:,FL:E, ab diiecinivn i therefore the

e i dusess of the wh

; _ ‘,
e concerned wiidi a paccly siucenal fussiln

effect of
ortain error of 1 s e clensent which reolvaenis wiihin the
CEreatn ¢rror O e hi:; DL civhend WILIC replesenly within The
field of Meauing, the ayeocy of pure signifier

which the signifier’s non-seuse erupts i

1
w?ﬁ i e il

throug

L othe midst of dleatdig - s

m.,,r.!;a as a H.,»,;.., om ertrome muration of 7?.5;:%_ as the point
which ‘gives meinin, o ,: the oﬂrﬁ,m nd thus cotddizes the field o
bechogiady sueiiding T loannt which tepresents, in the stoscture of

the aterance, the Loy of & own procuss of councadon s

s%mmﬁnwm A 0 hbied of toaneen fos ﬁ?_r:.:,. L, the element which
only holds the place of a certain Jack, which is in dis Ladily presence

it of a Q,:.ﬂ:ﬁ. .s:,_?‘u i3 w_n,?h;c& as
T 1o

.\: LRI, i PTG s

interplay  and

nothing but an cudiodi

suptente plouide Tn b

wint of

.Jr:;_i. L

G
from  the okl ediicaid

m,..r .Ttmr.irﬁ.r.f

We could f_p.s.c:., this *
Lacan often pefers ro FotienuS Uaal
from the Lol view as an ¢
the right ﬁc:_:ﬁ.?r we notice
amo_o gy mst perform s s

BLEAL I TR 1
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S TP

the element which holds together the ideclogical edifice, ar dhis

erecied Qc&.::rn of Meanlig, from the right (or, more pre
¥ )

_‘.L:Erarm,. Ec«futp — loft) pors; rrC..(rs. W e ncr.” O LeCURZIEE
¥ 1 ¢ 5 ! i3 B

S:.:Ew.hm‘?r.r. ofa an of a chasm of non-sense gaping in the n

.?.t..\;Cm rat FES T

Graph 1

INENTIFICATION
(Lower Level of the Graph of Desire)

Retroactivity of Meaning

<oh

Now, baving clarified the é@ the ;E:E de
© et _@ELQ &)CC":WI

mmﬁmﬂiﬁ — as the sig

atio iy sifiod - we ¢
izing of a given Ideulogica! Auld duough the opeation of %
which fies i meaniug, result ¢ ubsence of res

hos G lap

FLT

Ny : o siirmd

lﬁw [S1etent _:.::L:Mu Gl Slghalicls willstic T

: 1. R

conceive the dimension which cacapes i6? The answer is o

Lacanian WET Lof desire {cf. rni: 1677}
; s successivs formms; in ex

rmamz a Lated dlids :
we should zoﬂ limit ourselves to the last, complete form, be
snccession of the four forms cannoc be w&znpi to a linear
o5 Uie remrouctive ,.rE U,:U of pre nna:_v...c. s, T wor oo, e Shahividia s et iod o . s not
example, the last, conpleis form, i artivulasion : 2
upper level of the mﬁ_w: EF vector mo:_ S() w $SDM), can
only if we no& itas an aborsion of die s Che wiaui P
the preceding form: if we forger m&. Fca_ is ?:Er
sitivulstion of che inner sructure
Other 1o which the subjectis wunfi,
we necessatily miss his point.

Let us then begin with the first moﬁ,: wi
desire’ (see below), Whatwe have here

the rclation between &m:mmnw and sw:_m n_ ? a
1.1 ..

[838]

:..

-

T._r: fcunr
ik e E: of a
nmo_s ‘Ary

ich the &2:2_65\

well kiiowis, Ja

T b R S SN
i eidoedt c. Sl LUITL
A_

fwcmwunm }: ?:_:c: 4§ v

of the siguified with

RV
aie sikii I a

gizfication is not yet fixed —~ .acnce...g one

it - precisely che poinr at which the

*Eor propacductic reasons, we use in this chaprer che English traseos
i g

)

)

wrlidh

Lacan’s v (O, 5ot A
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Lt Ol IDEOLOGY

1 ¥ i N
5 LLC Em.tifu 3 (:a:.: Uraverses 10— SOIG

o

1y suws Lie Hicdiidiy 10 tie sigp

-:,n:::mu CM

1 “
Caditipic of .c_.:.:c:.& ..Hr:r G

like “freedony’, ‘stare’, _mmznf ‘peace’ ... mzm %om %QH o:t: 5

J—

;.v S\_Mtrr XA PEEHIN
i freedom’ is effoudve

tpr:errw eé.:.r AULIET ».:Z.?.\».}: 3

s their (Coiam ’

LC?

M SR S AN T
gluls b.p\.»h_he_w :rrr_..c.:.: which is
I | I L,
Which the Ciiliiigh Clash §
o
uge Caniok be
1
oiii of né:.f:r:r rrLEtMr Detwei Jab

tees the coud
able’ Lecause die very

[T N SUUAL TR, B Ui we et i o aie s i
Cdpidai 1Py r;n\.,t.::.,c:u ar' 15 inliereint o olasy STy

the soctalist revolution can bring about lasting “peace’, and o

(Liberal-Jeis ithe “guiling' would, of di

Gt 4t LEng .(»::. of r{:&f proniic a r._._.,pw..ﬁ difterens
m,; C,_n...:,::mn Coliscivaiivie © i ’
both previous felds, and so on).
Already, at this clementary level, we can locace the logic of
ference — the basic mechanism that produces the illusion pope «
phenonicia of transference: transference is the obverse of die st
bebind of the signified with fespect to che streatn of the si
cotwists of the ilusion i die :_n..:z:m of a certain &E:a_: T.
oy fixed by the intervuzion of the master-si

present in i from the very Wmm:EEm as its dniinaain ess

1
it redd frecdom iy

artcidation o a meaning upj

ely the One;

I
Dorespest {0 e

privial p
2? To GBLGM

and dils appareit nco-

!

{rnsieretoe” whed it app

1

sppusad o bourgeoks formal freedom, chat the state i 4n its
1 1 oL

only a tool of dlass dumalnsion, awd 5o on, The _Sm&ox lies, of v
the fact thar ilids vras z?.:HL iusion b icccssary, it s mF voiy
of success of the awﬁ:_:cr of m::::w the iz

in so far as it effaces its own trac

¢

8, v

The ‘Bffect of Retroversion®

This therefore is the fundaments] Lacainan chesis concern

reladion Bepween nn,.:#,?. aud shguilled bstead of the linear, fin o
necessaty piog) wssion according to wliich Meating n:n:mc:r N e
, -

Sorne L

hernel, we have a sudically o process of

FU((-
producion of meaniug. Tn this way, we have arrived at the se

of the graph of desire -~ at the specificatiu: of the rwo

e

VOERCY O8 1L
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gloss object, as an objectal remmant, teftover, of the sig
apeiativi, of the <. i the voice is what is left over afrer -
tract from the ET:::L the reu

proshuces H:E::;v The clearest concrete embodiaens of diis vhjeenl
status of the voice is the liypustic volow: when the same word §s topeated
to s mdefiulicly we become disorientated, the word loses the last traces
of its Ec%?@. all &BH is left is its inert presence wxﬁﬂmm a _ﬁwm ul
somniferous hyputic power — this is the voice as ‘object, as the ¢ .? ‘
lefrover of the signifyiug operat

There is yer another feature of the second form of the graph o |
explained: the change a its bottom. Instead of che i
and the sabjuec & prad :}:m :_:r:
LSE_ we have at the bouw
Q‘Em chain, and the Tc;:& I
first: why s the subject Jliplaced Gom et fresuld) wo right
of the vector)? Lacan hinwell poi i
‘effece of retroversion’ — with the transferendal illusion e
which the subject becomes at every stage ‘what it abways already was™ s
retroactive effect is nx@mﬁmsm& as .Er:.:::w which was already thoze
from the begianting Sceond polnt why kave we now at the bowom L

2

as the Ru:_ﬁ of the subjece’s vector, {O)? Here we have finally auived w
[(O) stands for symbolic ilusificadon, for the idend-
fication om the subject with some sigullying feature, trair (I), i th
Other, in the symbolic order.

This feature is the one which, according o the Lacanian definidon
the signifier, Hm?nuos; the subject for another signifier; it assus
._?.wn. ina name or in a mandate that the subje
aii _.x.:w H:.N_Smrc.u,.,.hnccs.;::.%_ﬁ_J.L_c::r?-.n

R, S sy
ingadsied from Lnasgliary entdfoadon marked by

werbyion bt
flldal i

m_: tlic stitject which ?ﬂ:& ﬂrr ,:.m::.

i1

is intenton taverses U
1 1

sy
(SRR (.b»(.. Giibuir i nd

wl
i
'
L

S P 1

» U LD wWe are ug

CONCICIR, TeUd

takes upon Linsel
tification is to be disi

-
I
1r

7

% nEw _nqm_ MEA.& between the vector of the signifier. (5-5') and the
symbulic id the axis conuccting inlagisery ego () and i
1 :

imayisary other, “.@ - to achieve self-Lloutiy, the subject must iduu
himseHf with the imaginary other, he must alienate himself «~ puct |
identity ouiside himsdf, so o speak, into the image of his double,

The ‘eftect of retroversion” is based precisely npon this imaginary level
w it s supported by the illusion of the self as the autonomons 3 ciit
whicl: is present from the very beginning as the origin om its acts: o

cgint
imaginary self-experience is for the subject dhe way o

radical dependence on the big Other, wu dic 5y
tzed cause, Bot instead of repeating this thesis of the ego’s cons

1. sy
S dy s il
3

\(
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O::: — the Lacanian thoory of the mirror

wiis o-ifi) — we should

o to put it
w LF E:wo in
swhat

AR
is ideniificadoin

N
Beation with the

YR

—hh. ’\» ._/m«r.

o idea of identification is that of imi-
s e is noted {usually frone the con-
.J_ how youny people identify with
. stars, sporgsinent. . .. This spontancous
irst, the feature, the trait on the basis of

-, is usually hidden — it is by no means

1
fead o se

voieis bovais ol bis greac-
of their ﬂ..&%swv: v proving to the

el a oman with a CZW‘:C:« _T:u_. AW.M,CCQC_%

1 vrencd b sl E

Wil s al p ‘..a\.‘_.(t L0 Ly

T
g it — in short, 2

s [O nEOﬂW (_F:C Gun thie tiaums
chat it was precisely this fearure with
iHied. Post-wai Avstria 13 2

_ .
a tefisal 1o Swork rm.;tr;v: 18

votels ide

that Walllicin was evading con-
od die exace :R:To* identification of

‘The theoretical lesson to be learned from chis is chac the trait-of-




106 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEQLOG

identification can also be a certain fatlure, wenhuiss, guilt of the other, so

that by puludug out the filure we can sondidug j reinforce the
Righitist ideclogy in pardeuter is very adiclt av offering

identification. Ty
eople we %:_f; or guilt as an Llen we find craces of this
peop &

Lid

3 . ,,
CYEN wolis ::?._ in his t:.x: PRraiaiiog, poay A:.,‘_:r:mﬁw whes!
theinselves with what were _Jﬁﬁ:rL wuik a.h.« 5_... puivnt Tage — that

i 1 1 i :

i, ﬁrm% ﬁ_ﬁ,cmiw& henidve i

But the ,.,.m,h.:wm, EVEN MOLE sor iy CFTOr 18 10 EFLQCW the face that
imaginary wWendfloy
in the Olier, So, 3;%3 of every imitation of o model-image, apropos of
every ol dng 4 sl the queston to ask is: for oo
ing th

,::,

o o hefialf of @ cciia

sicis always identfl

is the m::._d v enact-

role? dﬁzm: paze 33 considered when the snbicct identifies

i 3

rr:ur.z,. ;,.m i certuin ::;mﬁﬂ This 3@ between the ;ﬁ% | mn..n m

i

::.,::r v :erg 15
i

the point G which Lam being cboorvid oy
1

crucial for grasping hyswoia o HAaveioonbvacl astts sl
for sg-callod ru;.ﬁ._CL theatre: when we ?Wr the hysterieal woiiai in
the act of such a thearrical outburst, it is of course clear that she is dulig
this to offer herself wo the Other as the ¢t iver of its desire, but convcte
analysis has to discover who — which .EEmQ embodies for her the
Other. Beliind an extremely Tominiue® | um figure, we can thus
gencrally discover sume Lind of sl patenzd idenificadon: she s
enacting fragile [ iy, bucon che v b Tevel she ds in facriden-
tified widh die T;F i gaze, €0 which she wants o appear likeable.

This gap is brought fo its extreme with the obsessional newrotic: on
che *omdne, e 5 Hevel he is of course caughiv in
the masochistic logic of his :::wt.z oo acts, he is humiliatog bimsedl,
preveudng his success, organizing his feillize, and So ony bat the cruds
mﬁﬁﬁmob is :.mv:m; hiow oo Jucate the .&rwc:uu SUPCTUED g 1] wiich he is
huirdlades hhnsedl, for which dhis olx 3«3:.: organizig of failore

IRUNS SR ES SRS &
o

procures q_iﬁzzu This gap can best be uriculared with the help of the
Liegelivn couple For-the-odier’/ ot the _:\mﬁimm_ neurote is

as sncbody wlio is enacting a rele for ife other, his

..X.M..n.:r:rm»,;.\.
HQE:ZT:V _cr:::r alivii 1S F_w .TC:M 1 f__:ui.::g_ and the crucial
break that psychioaadyds muse accoiuiplishi is o induce him o realize
how he is B hwoin he is enacting a rele — how his
hi Foi-] b he s himself
] Hm 115 C(-:W..._C i::_.br“f CCATISE £ _r TS,
w?nm.w 5y :_:C:r .: ACr:_mmrrw 5:: H._uw Daze mfoﬂ 4&&07 ?o i L _4 i r_w
¥ ¥ o I 5
role.
To mazke this diffcicnce between fnnagivary and symibol
fication clear, let us wke some non-clinical examples. fn hi

e

.\ﬁ:: silwr for w

beis

identi-
pleteing

CHE VU,

analy
r:i_rnd Pon A v C:uv
Chaplin’s flins, Jullon e ot
are teased,

them as if <
howeve
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wyilin Ldie w:d%
[aly ] ' i
CH mm_«_ﬂ fafitbisl, taanri 1 N wilered for
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o char they
1
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el we dook ar JLIM
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—only Ui ws iy way)
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can and Soviet culture, Ler us rake two Ludividuals, cach of +

sents the mcmwﬂso unrmgﬁsnﬁq of these two culi harles
Lucians and Tosif Visationovidh bt.:vi::u. Stalin’, In the
the nickiame reids to :m.m?n the {list faine Cer usually spesk sl E% ;
‘Lucky Luciano’), éraa in the second it regularly replaces the L
name {fosif Vissazlonovich 8 .,H. i) In the first case the ELGE:E all
to some exizuurdinay event which has marked the individual [
Luciain was ‘lucky’ to have survived the savage witure of his gally
enemies) — it alludes, thac is, to a pusitive, descriptive featnre
fascinates us; it marks suiucing that sticks oui on che individual, so
thing that offers iwself to our m._mo_ sumictidug seen, not the poine &
which we observe the individual,

However, in the case of Tosif Vissarionovich, it would be endee
erroneous to conclude in a Lo gl Wy that *Sealin® Dwzmﬁ.m:
‘[made] of steck) alludes o some steely, inexorable claracte 5t

.

-]

jear

o -.hf L ERRER e N}
Bisinscdl what 3s ceally inexorsble and steely are the laws of die Lis
progress, the iron :n:v&&_ of the disinrey:ativa of capitalism wnud of
o soxdadinan i the name of which Stalin, this empirical
vidual, is acting — the poapective from which he is observing
E:_,_:mm:»v Lis aciivity. We :E suy, then, that ‘Stalin’ is the {Jeu
from wlidcl Tosif Visatlosovicly, this empirical E%Sm:;r this =
of fleali wiid Lloud, s o fﬁ::w himself so thar he appears bkeald

We find the same splirin a late writdng of Rowiseay, from che

pud

. _.,
his poyliotie ddilum, endddld Jean-fucgues fugé par B

\ :
Jacques by Rowseeau) Te would be v s:ible 1o conceive

drafr of the Lacanian thoury of forenaiie ad
dusiguaas die el <0, the point of jmag]
family name comes from the facher — it designates, as the Namensf
Father, the point of symbelic identification, mrn agency &ao:mr i
The face that should not be gveilooks
in this distnetion is thac #o) is u_ﬁﬁﬁ already subordinacd w :Cv ¥
the syubolic identification (the point from which we are o
which doniliases and determines the image, the i imaginary form
which we appear o ourselves likeable. On ¢he level of formal ?:SE;‘
ing, this Z:EL:E.,EQ is attested Ex the fact thar the nickname -
;;m.wﬁm Q\. n:uc m,S:FCG:w as a Humw—w Cicilgnalod, st as a J::T_ﬂ Q. ST J..\r
T'o take another example from the Jotiiain of gangsters: if a cert

al 15 wichimined Susilice’, chis does not signify only the shusple
fact that his face is full of scars; it implies ac the same time that we «
dealing with somebody who is deslynared as ‘Scarface

mily iune: dhe 0

P S . N :
SLiiicaton, wily

Iy iy

1
we observe asud judge ouselve

" and will remain s
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Al seare of d ?;:v, ::u m:m_Ji, cm id rc_cg
{ : T:__::
t as ‘rigid

Son Bow we see olliselves aind

are being observed the difference beoween

L l Id say that in
.

ik & mpuﬁ 27.1..{:(—: WE WU

1
afiichat

of dhc

SR

1 et 1 1 [
ich he s inlu Loy st i puing which

stinction, fet us take

.1 -
we dotoe thal ilids was

B _ .
e [T :.fitfwrm:: Wik {iial t.r Teal nrc_.u. voliedin a New York

s is o faesn e owile has w:i lele Tz 3

o the _wom&ﬁ mw:g after
fricud’s d&mﬁ the hero x di

at e wlipuig he seiwinwes her and lets her
her Lwsband, G w.rw..m::;m in real life the final scene from

i Wi When his réﬁ m.Ja a::v ?E:m

£V s LG
- £ R B 1
. i H o i A =} ¥y ;hf\.h’l

Haln L
Lie Tast

gart bgure? The most
by the Dual words of the
fizurc 1 BUCSS die setiet is SOﬁ .:r—:m.u Yl it's mug._ww
A FPES P .s‘c:__m, as long as the hero is a weak, frail hysteric he needs
: to ideniily with, a figure to gride hiny bur as soon as he
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he 20 fonger needs an external p
iy wiih :::ur; - rn

10 . ; .J_ hap G
Uil A0 @Ol iailE Dulsoiladity. Dt the words that &

d ‘gets some uﬂﬁm
1ol

T st e e fTrae, -
LUe MGGy STOVAIT SV A Baaigy L Tag, Yo ie &

too ta : w:.m of mm_w rE émrﬁ the hell, I'm short enough and ug!

.&F:Jw.

In other éo.R_mu far from S:m.::i 5 dvise
when he becomes an *autouviiolis pois.ielsy” tha the hero really
_.mmnm with mcmmu.w — :.«‘:u B becatines an faiit
aliey’ ol his identification with Bugare The only difference is &
i s no longer imaginary ,w:@:, as a uoded 1o
Lo that ds, s
in reality Bogart's vl

LS w.,»r .

duiingiis f

i

VY faciilnila

but, at least in its Em:_,_.:nh.:.: Bmsensla

e

.q
the hero realizes this Wentificaton by vuacdu

o by asswming a certain ‘nisndaie’, by R
gertain Euna in the inicwuljecdre ﬂ\:%o:n network { facs
woman for £ cfiz:w ... Tris this &::vomn i
silaiy foi ﬁ..,;.,rnu thu Bogan

titat M.:rr,:_w r:a:mui itg coiients, On ﬁrzz V:LUF.:;% ?.L_ 48
wﬁd cant nOw _Lq:ﬂ@ with Bogart through features which are sope

his smallness, his uglicss.

BEYOND IDENTIFICATION
(Upper Level of the Graph of Desire]

‘Che vuoi ?

w:aw interplay of i :SJW:SJ_ and symbeolic identification under
£ v : : :

padu il O .L\-,.... .er:h( !
of which the subject is integrated fneo 4 i

way hesshe assumes cernin Guandates, as was perfectly clear
himself:

S sonstiiu e th

Tacan knew how w extract rom Fivud's text the difference boowoen bl
ego, marked by him i, and ego-ideal, 1 On the level of L you v
i it siial, Thie T ol dhe ideal can _ur ina sups
legitimate way cui
over Lacan himself wi
the very foundatons of pyychalogy, so 15 the thesis thatall
social can be rreated o8 Lacauion, If oot wn e level st whidhe we aie
ing 4 then at least on the level at which we mx L (Miller, 1987, p. 21)
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to ﬂrm ﬁ_,aﬁo Lacanian form Lf ﬂrm logic of the
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1 3 1

ysierical denand is Tm denusndisg tas of you, bet what T'm really
ﬁ.,‘t_ﬁ

. = this is not i
It is this intaiton which is behind the il-famed male chauviiis
WOliLi 15 4 iz 15 a whore because we never
really know what she suvaus — for chanple she says Nol' to our
advaios, but we can never be sare diat diis No! does not ?J:% mean a

1
pida

double
case, her real desice is the very opposite of her demand. In other words,
‘woltin is a whore” is a vulgar version of the unanswersble F
i ,m_c w.\H:szu (Witat does che woman want?').
futui W,mo?..“ ly at work behind another common
h ?F us HT.: polidos is wlsc a whoresdt is not siaply e
the dorin of politics is coriupied, treacherous, and so on; the polat i
rather that every polideal demand is &éﬁ; mn_:m:m in 2 %»FQ.S it

T N , 1
ii B0 GiiiEs Al uCEer.:Zm C»:rh {imdli

“Yest' — an Awuwun.m_ O an even more z.mmuﬁ.mniwo .»H.\w.:r‘e.r.,: i

Guialun Paes
The same
wisdom, whic

5 aileida LU E

o be refused (In w

1.

VL Ll Ll

can Daction as a “»,;.?.K:f.::ca int
best way to frustrate it is S::wé widhi it, to consent to it
reservation). As is well known, this was Lucan

revolt of 1068: that is was vmm_nm:% a ._J\m?yﬁq& rebellion 4

0

] wn_.:cn»rr to the s

Nasiar,
This “Che yaoi?” is wﬁ,wuvw best iilusimted by e starting poine
Hiwhicock's fla & . To lead the Russian ageiss off ¢

right track, the CIA invents a nonexistent agent named George Eup

RN
Rassiis ave toserved for Lim fn hows, plivue calls are made bu Bis tane
plante tickets purchused, and so on — all dhis to convince the Russ
agents duat Kaplai really exise, when in reality it is just a void, a o
withuut a bearer. At the ccm::::m of the EB the hero, an .

Anerican naned Roger O, Th

hotel wader observadion by the Russhais b & 1i
. |
is suppused to be stayiig there A horel nriw enters the, loange s
‘Phone call for Mr W%E:. Is Mr ﬁ\%_w: here? Exactly at thar

motieng, by pure weiuchla i

¢, Thotidull mahes a ﬂmz to this e
wanting to send a telegram o Li

5 miwthion The Ruassisns who wre o

Em ilie scenie muistabe Lim for me:.w Wlen he wants to bave d
| 1

they hidiug take him to a lonely villy, u:& ask him to il

mvoi Lils ipivaage woik, Of course, Tl hiows nath

i A,
L8 Gl ILUBAEHCE Pass for 4 ..._.(r i

1
A i
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nature of this scene, based voverthicloss v un wluisst unbeli i
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ghosi really want of me?” The exhausted, pale
face and the dark eyeteeih are wiliale a:o:m? we have before us a
iha turbulont sex Bfe, a lHeentious sinner — i short, an Eve-

Wiiiildii
like figuse; and the paiuiiug dip
hysterical reaction o it

Mattin Scorsese’s S The Last Tomplation o o Ai
eetdon: its cheme s sim QJ\ &5 fipsic

11

Haed into My, b

icis Hve interpe

- £
Nu.‘fu pH Crf.—k SUELRL

in this 4 ; Q%ﬁ: Ch :5
53t shows gs an o ::.::w,;, carisal, passionate man J
with fascination a:p Lurror, that he is the son of G
ceut mission to redeem b
7 is chat he cannot come to terms

3 of _zw ,R,:%Smo:m lies m_}m:éé in :

1

| ST
i, udaiod

<

.t
cm the d

his

JE .
Ui u:r CLuss,

The Jew and Antigone

We come across this “Che vaoi?’ evorpwhere in the political &
sucluding the 1988 American election stuggle in which, after Jo
Jacksoi's wd to usk “What does Jachaon
watrl?” Overtones of racisin were easy to detect in this quesdon, be
it was never raised about other candidates. The conclisiva that
here dealing with racism is further couflined by the face thae chis '
PHol? erupts most &or.ﬁm_% in the purest, so to say distilled form

racism, in anti- m:w:nﬁz” in the usmquEnn perspeetive, the Jew
precisely a pesson about whom it is never cleat *

that 1s, his a

sid

5t succeases, the pr

ir.: he Fuz% wants' —

IS e always §5 3
Jowish L;?c y, world

of Geuniiles, and so on) The case of ;

fectly why Lacas petln o

w:,w»w ©Cr Mw W 2y acin m;mu A TiC Chid or Ll clurve

‘Che vuei? the formula of fautusy (820 funtasy is an wisiir to this £

JRCAAY ¥

viof?"y it is an attempt to fill our the gup of the question with an w

In the case of antd-Semitsm, the answer 00 What dues the Jow wand i

fantasy of Jowish couspiracy™ o my f i

events, to pull the strings belind die scenes. The crudial 3

be made here on a theoretical level is thac fantasy functions 2 s
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anxiety insofar as it cannot be synrbolized, ‘generified, through sucrifice
or loving devoton.

It is TE,:»L,. at this level that we shonid sitsate the break between
and &S :.53: ?r@cs - the fact that in conrrast to the
? ish ieligion of wivdery, Chrlsdanity s a wligion of fowe. The term Tove
is to he ﬁ.,.:Fn:.z._ here as articulated in Lacanian _,rco% w that 7., in s

i 11
dinicirsion of fundatuginad Je rn._;._:t. woe Ty i mz ottt the widoaibh

gap of ‘Che vuoi?, the openiiy of the Other's desire, by offering ourselves
o the Cither as the object of its desire. In this sense love is, as Lacan
puiiicd vui, an interpretation of the desire of the Other: the answer of
love is T am what is lacking in you, with my devetion to you, with my
saciifice for you, Twill fll vou out, [ will complete vou” The operation of
love is therefore double: the subject fills in his own leck by o.mmﬁ:ﬁ
Litindll w the other as the object filling ont the lack in the Ocher ~

love's deception is that this overlappisg of two lacks annuls lack as such

in a muewd conipletion,

Christianity is therefore to be conceived as an attempt to ‘genrify’ the
Jewish ‘Che vuoi?” through the act of love and sacrifice. The greatest
w:j.:d; sacrifice, the Crucifinion, the death of the son of God, i
precisely e finad proof that God-Father loves us with an all-cu stachig,
ufiuite Tuve, thereby Jelivering us from the anxiery of “Che vyei?”, The
Passion. of Christ, this fascinating fage wiich cancels all other images,
this fanrasy- J?:mzo /iz% condenses all che libidinal economy of the
i ouly against the bac rrposa of

the wiebearabile etigina of die desire cmr:c Ocher r {God).

We are, of cours mﬁ :o,z S:_J ng thar C .Lz.,rp.%;;:.:h, akind of
refurn to the T.u:: iclativaskip of man ro godi chae this 15 not so s

FLEREEE

already attested by the 32 that, contrary o superficial 2
Chrisidauiiy fullows the Jewish ?wuwc; in oq.i:&mm the dimension of
HWQ EGJ\ /M\T,: we mmc wﬁ d :uﬁ i :tzt,v b suliag :::W ﬂqwﬁﬂ:ﬂw dlzotler
order: the idea of the sain, which is the exact uppusite of the priesi in
servive of the Holy. The priest is a fuicionazy of the Holy, ;F:,m is 10
Ioru Loduits officials, without the bursancrare mackinuny iy
ing it wigaiiziig i ritual, from the Aztec’s official of human sac nmpa to
the rucloin sacred stare or army rioals,
2:,;: ,:E phice of o objet petit cJ::waEmi_ of somebody unlvipviny

ﬁun, xESq on lwﬁ, OOSD.U.W.%

radic druticn. He enacts no ritnal, he conjures wodiiig,
he jusst persiss in his inere presence.
We can now understand why Lacan saw in Antigone a foreruimer of

Christ’s sacrifice: in her persistence, Anrigone is a saing, definitely nota
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priestess. This is why we must ieare her, o
eme her by concealing ihe

qer cw her Rgure
: g

.::.pr@ strangeness, ‘lobumanity’, a-
i of her a Mum:% prutviiess of
ETTNTEN S LT N | Y

5 the rm.t:u with which we

w:&.:\.... IRIOT:
family and !
point of &}
cam idenafy is _E sister Lo

o ﬂ

eiiiodi F Jz_ﬁon w

to give way and v, %._..;;n;._nu it

éro goes 10 qu st ﬁ_:; At give way on her desire” {1 acan} and
e il death .r.?Sm. in z,& 72:3,,\ vatda-

de w:, I:,Frr::.r: Suiiitan, UALLG wed froig the vicde of ove .:.rL. feel-

u‘ .
ings and Coteideiation, paions sud L. Tn ocher words, fois Antrone
! £

herself’ who n=

arily .f.:m.:..(_ is us, pathetic everyday

creatures, the question Wil Joo she really wawit’, the question which

_uﬁcrwr:.“ru, B
In I

1 sl

de Sade's waork, in the i Wil vou

uly _ix.) in

i ‘.—m(r..r

¥ i
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one’s destre’. That is why Wil diree Wl et pivvoke the sawme ' Che vioi?,
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_55[:.:;_ Julieree il er arpatliviic T:.::i:& Gudrum with re_,

. . i N 1m .3 T [
Tathp LA 1 il PR LD ity oiludul ¥

Seuseless” terrorist acts: afl thace pat i Guesdon the Good cinlalicd in
the State and cuiion morals




118 THE SUBLIME OBIECT OF IDEOLOGY

as a Screea for the Desire of the Gike

T:SJ pprars, then, as an wimwn to ‘Che moi?’, © the

f:mn:._ of the desire of the Other, of the lack in the Other, _35 {r is at die
s time fantasy ftsell which, so to speak, provides the ve-uidinates ul
1

aur desire — which constiacrs the frate viabiling ug to desive it
The usnal delaition of fantasy (an Guagined scenario reprosaing the
pealicaiion of desire’) is therefore somnewhat misleading, or at leas

AT

ve is not fulilil
cotmdtted {givaa it c&?? and 5o on) — isigh S
dogive’. Inn this interiized ¢ lies the peradus of fangagy: it is the
fraiize co-ordi Z::o, QUur Ccat: burt at the same time a defence umﬁ,:mn
Che mi?, a screen conceallog the gap, the abyss of the desire of the
Other, fru%oE:m the 3219 to its :::c_: e toy tavidulopy — we Sca
say that desive ftscif s 0 defence iy Lot the desire structured dizough
Fanirasy Is 2 defouce ,_W::: die desire Om the Other, against this ‘pure’
trange Tustesiiie duslie (e, dhe ‘death drive’ in ks pure form).

We can now see why the maxim of 13.99:55;? ethics as Lo
laged by Lacan (not to give wi uy on one’s desire’} coincides wich he
:_:.:,:m FTRTEP yul i process, the moEq duvugh de
fanii. ARy e ; 1 dvgai wtiih we ddtust ot m::... Sa%m iy it e
desise s el by fantasy bur ehe desire of the Other beyond fantasy,
‘Mot ro give way on desire’ implies a radical repunication of ,;_ the vich-
ness of desires hased upon fanitiny=se d

AN

.: the ! Fyealuie the e

<

Y ».Z,t{
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the syinbiclic (I{0)) — identificarion of the subject based on this reto-
acrive .m...,;mci.,ﬁ of meuning, and so on. The ?.322: of _,rc second
?E_GC :,J:L _w $:.Z m..:%f: 5 :E i m. ,flnv _Jra O_ mrn f m::?

of the big Other, is _39:::;: penetrated by a pre-symbolic {
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signifier’s network,
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Senifnar X1, is drive, ultimately the death driver “beyond fantasy’ there is
e yearning or seme E:L;.m_ sublime pliciuinenei, ‘beyond fantasy’ we

find only nw;o it pulsation around dhe sinione. ‘Going-through-the

In chis way, we could read the whote upper (second) Ievel of the graph as
dedgnating the dimension beyond interpelladon™ the impossible square
of the circle” of symbolic and/or imaginary identificarion never resules in
the absence of any remainder; there is always a leftover which opens the
space for desive and makes the Other (the symbolic order) consistent,
with m::um.w 2% A7 AUETPT (0 oveone, conceal this inconsiseency,
this gap in the Other. And now we can finally return 1o the problemarics
of jdeology: the crucial weakness of hitherte {post-Jstracruralist’ essays
in the theery of idealogy descending from the Althusserian 5@&% of
titcrpellaiion was to Hmic themselves to the lower level, o the lower
square of Lacan’s graph of desire — o atm at grasping the efficiency of an
ideology exclusively through the mechanisms of imagimary and symbolic
identification, The 1::2293 ‘beyond interpellation” whicl was thus lefr
out has nothing o do with some kind of irreducible dispersion and
plurality of the signifying process — with the fact char the merorymic
sliding always snbverts every fivation of tueaniiyg, every ‘quiling’ of the
Hoating sighifiers {as it would appear ina ,?.;?mz,:gz alist’ perspective)
Beyend inrerpellarion’ is the square of desire, T:SJ lack in the O%:
and drive pulsating around some unbearnble surplus-enjoyment,

What does this mean for the theory of ideology? At first sight it could
seemn that what is perdnent in an analysis of ideology is ciw the way it
functions as a discourse, the way the series of floating _m;:TQ is SE_
ized, transformed into an unified Seld through ro inrerventdon of
certain ‘nodal points’. Briefly: the way the discursive mechanisins consti-
uze the field of 1deol sgdeal meaning; in this ?4%?:@ the enjoyment-
in-signifier would be stmply pre-ideological, brcievane for ideology as 2
social bond. Bur the case of se—called ‘omlitarianisin’ demenstrates what
applies to every ideology, to ideclogy as sach: the last suppore of the
ideclogical effect {of the way an idenlogical network of signifiers *holds
usy is the non-seasical, pre-idealogical kernel of enjoyment. In ideology
All 15 nor ideclogy (that is, ideologieal meaningy, bur ir is this very
surplus which is che last sapport of ideology. Thacts why we could say

CCHEFLIO 23

thar rhere ave also two cutupdeientary procedores of the ‘erideism of

ideology"

- oue is dicursive, the ‘sympromal reading’ of the ideological wxr
bringing abont the ‘deconstruction’ of the spontaicais experience of
is ireaning — that is, deincistatiug how a given idecloghea field is 2
resule of & montage of hererageneons ‘floating signifiers, of their
totalizarion throngh the intervention of certain nodal points’;

- the ather ains ar exrracting che kernel of eojupmens, at artealating the
way in which — beyond the field of meaning bur ar the same time
internal to it — an ideology implies, manipulares, produces a pre-

ideolagical enjoyment strucrured in fantasy.

To @xe:%z? chis necessity of supplementing the of discourse
with the fogic :mﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁoa we have only to lot dr again a ﬁ the special case
of ideclogy, which is perhaps the purest incarnarion of ideology as suich:
anti-semirisi. To put it blundy: Sociery dozsn't exise’, and 9@ ._02 is its
symptom.

On the level of disconrse amlysis, it is not difficule to articulate the
verwork of symbolic overdeierminadion tvesied in the mixn of thy Qné
Firse, there is displacenseniz the busic rrick of anti-semitsm is to displace
soctal anagonism into antagonistm between the sovnd a.oﬂi texture,
sucial body, and dhe Jew as he force corroding ir, the force of 935:,75.
Thaus it is nor society itsell which is *hmposible’, based on anragonism -
the suurce of cormprion is lacated in a particular enrry, the jew. This
displaceinent is made possible by the associarion of jews with firnaneia]
dealings: the source of explottadion and of class ﬁm?v::, s is Incated not
in the basic relation between che working and ruling clisses but in the
relation between the ‘productdve’ forces fworkers, orgiusizers of pro-
ducdon .. ) and the merchanrs who exploit the ol
replacing organic comoperaiton with class srrugele,

This displacerent is, of course, supported by condensation: the figure
of the Jew condoines opposing features, Feacnres associated with fower
and upper classes: Jews are supposed o be dirty asd intebectund, volupro-
ous h:s._‘ impotent, and so on. What gives energy, so to speak, the
displacement is therefore the way the rm":; of mr&mﬁ. coiideises a serles
of heterogenenus anragonisms: economic (Jew as ?c:w er), wc:mni {Jew
as schemer. retainer of a seeret porwer), metal-religious gD 5 COrTUpe
anti~Christian), sexual {Jevw as seducer of our innocent girks). . I short,




126 THE SUBLIME OBJECT GF IDEGLOGY

it can easily be shown how the figure of the Jew is a symptom in the
piatiol of social

sense of & coded u _aummmn, a cyj _:E., 4 m:mmm:ﬁi repre

: 3
955‘:,.:.“,._ ?w ::% _zmu s ?.C;y Om,_ _4; aecleitye ::S?;:C:_ W Can

ﬁ_n {eriaiie 5 mear _‘mw. )

But chis r,m:.. of memphore-metwnymic %ﬂwmn_ ment i nat suf-
ficient to explin how the fignre of the twoé ey our desire; o
penetrare its fascinnting force, we must ¢ rake Into .f connt the way ?2
enters the framework of Liiasy stuctoring our epjoyment. Fanvasy &
basically a scenario flling ont the cinpey space of a fundamentl impos-
mz&_:ﬁ a sereen waibiny, a void, There Is no sexaal reladonship’, and dus
imp .n.u,d.\;i is fitled out by the fasciuiing fantsy-sconario - that is
EWQ E:EJ is, in the last resort, always a fantasy of the sexual
i a staging of it As such, fineasy is not to be interpreted, only
‘eraversed’s all we have to do is experience how there is nothing behind’
it, and how faneasy masks precisely this ‘noching’. (Bur there is 2 lot
behind 2 symprom, a whole ne Qcﬁr of ‘_:ro:ﬂ ,5iqﬁﬁﬁ::mcz
which is why the symptom involv iteapreration.)

fu is now clear how we can use this noton of fantasy in the domain of
ideology proper: here also “there is no class reladonship’, sociery is always
traversed by an aneagonisde splic which cannor be integrated into
symbelic crder. And the suke of sorial-idealogical fantasy is to consmrucy
x vision of society which doss exise, a sogiety which is not split by an
antaguuisie division, a society in which the relation between its w.,:.mw.m
organic, complementary, The clearest ¢ase is, of rourse, die corporarist
vision of Society as an organic Whole, a social Body in which the dif-
ferent classes are like estremities, members each contributing to the
Whols :cec”‘p“.:_m to its function — we may sy that Society as a cor-
porate Body' is the fundamental ideological fantasy, How then do we
mke account of the distance between this corporatst vision and the
facraal sociery splic by antagonisiic struggles® The answer-is, of course,
the Jew: an exrernal element, a forcign _uom% inrroducing corrupdon into
the sonnd social fabric. Tn short, ,_$< isa Fm sh ﬁ_rxr Eﬂswg:cozmr.
denies and embodies the sructural tmpes.it Tioy of Socierys it ds a5 ifin
the figure of the Jew this imposibility had acquired a positive, palpalle
existence - and that is why it marks the eruption of enjoyment in the
social feld.

The notion of sacial fantasy 1s cherefore a necessary couitterpart to the
concept of abtagoiisin: fantasy s precisely the ?d the g:SmoEm:p
fissure is ¢ 1 Tn oter words .&L:rﬁu\ 5 ,q FEwsLs n:: an id {igy fo tukie iy
own failere fmie account in @duiner, The thesis of Tacku and Monffe diat

i

:,_;Ci:
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Society doesn’t exist’, thar the Soctal Is always an wuiislsieni field swac-
wred around 2 consdrutive lnpussi sidiiy, rraversed by a cemral
‘anraponism’ - chis thesis 3%:2 that every process of iqsﬁr:ﬁos
conferring on us a fixed socio-symbolic identiey is uldianly Josiucd o
fail. The funcedon of ideol omﬂci fanrasy is to mask this 1o :58:@. the
face that *Sociery does't exisc, and thus to cownpensale Uy for the failed
identification,

The Jew’ 15 the sicaiss, for Fascism, of SE:% into account, of repre-
senting its own | Jieyr i its wo sitive presence, it 15 cz? the
emthodiment of the :.C:EE :ZTCUJ :twv of the twialivariai T:c: { o Om
its e s fimin This s why it is insufficient to desiyimee the torali-
tarian project as impossible, uroplan, wanting to e Uik a il trans
parent and homogeneous sociery - the wEEmE is that in a way,
roeslitarian :mo?rs wizwis i, recognizes It in advance: in dhe figure of
the Jew” it includes this knowicdye in its edifice. The whole Fascist
ideology is structured s a struggle againse che clement which holds the
place of the Inuneaicne :nwciz&m& of the very Fasclst project: the Jew'
is nothing but a feishisic cubudinein of a cortain fundameneal
blockage.

The ‘eriticism of ideclogy’ must therefore invert che linking of caus-
ality as perceived by rr ivlitrian gaze! far from vn_ww the positive
canse of social diegunii the Jew’ is Just the C::cr:c:ﬁﬁ of a certain
T_Oﬁ_gaﬁ —_—— m_wc wt#;rﬁ i ¥ wiiich %HG,\.OZS &p@ LCrFJ\ :...:: achioy-
ing its r& identity as a closed, ?o:.ucmo:n.,\.{ i L::q. _3 TCE vm:;w the
positive cause of mos,w :rc,_:::: the Jew? s g poiid ut wlish el wopalivily
as sich ussiney il éxlsience Lo this 53\ wWe can ﬁaq:_.;n another
formula of the basic provedure of the ‘criviciom of | F.C:cm\
menting the one given above: o detect, in a given i nughoad edifice, the
elemene which represents within it its own tinpossibilicy. woﬂoQ 1§ not
prevented Lo achieving ies full a_ﬁEQ becsuse of Jevws: i S prevented
3 its OWR antagonistic nature, _um\ 1S oWl Hid tbleckags and it
‘projects’ this internal _,awESQ into the figure of the Jew'. In other
words, whar is excluded from the § Syibuiic (from the frame of the
corporatist socio-syibulic order} returns in the Real as 2 paranoid
construction of dhe Tew'2

We can also see, now how ‘going through’ the social fan tasy is like-
wise conelytive o identfication with a symptom. Jews are cleatly a

soctal symprom: the point at which the immanent social auingosisu:
assumes a positive [orm, evaprs on to the social surface, the poine at
)

which iv becomes obvicus thae society ‘doesn’t work’, that the social

5

ozﬁm:nl
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.

mechanism ‘ereaks’. If we look at it through the frame of (corporatist)
fantasy, the Jew’ appears as an intruder s&s iniroduces from oucide
disorder, decomposition and corruption of the soctal edifice — it appears
as an ourward positive canse whose eliminadon would enable us 0
restore order, scabilicy and idendry. Bat in ‘going throngh the fanrasy’ we
must in the same move identify with the symprom: we nuse recognize in
the properdes attributed to Jew' the necessary produce of our very sacial
systemy; we must recognize in the ‘excesses’ attributed o Jesws’ the truth
about ourselves.

Precisely becanse of such a notion of social exces
out that it was Mars who invented the symptom: Mary's great aclieve-
ment was to demonstrate how all phenomena which appear to everyday
bhourgeois consciousness as Esm,mn deviations, contingent deformations
and %m%?ﬁc? of the ‘normal’ ?:Q:ﬁ:mw of society {eronotnic
crises, wars, and so on), and as such abelililz chrough amelioradon of
the systern, are necessary products of the &ﬁqﬁ teself w the poine at
which the ‘tnith’, the lmmanent anmgonistic character of the system,
erupts. To ‘idendfly with a sympton’ means 1o recognize in the ‘excesses’,
in the disraprions of the ‘normal’ way of things, the key offering us access
t0 its orue funcioning, T'his is similar to Freud's view that the keys to the
functioning of the human mind were dreams, slips of the tongue, and
similar ‘abnormal’ phenomena.

L

Lacan pointed

Motes

o1

The other achievernen of the filim s the final ic! “air of Tudas as the real
tragic: hero of this story: he was the one whose fove for Christ was the greatest, and it
was for this reason that Christ cotshdviad Ding surong Q:Emr to fulfil the horrible
missior: of rmﬁdzmm himn, thus assaring the acc.snplibin of Chiist's %.EEN {the
Crucifision). The :,mmmm% o&smum was that in the e of his dedivetion eo the Cause,

he was paegised w0 sk notonly bis Be but even Lis “second Hife', his post! i

: w(f.
name: he knows very well that he will encer history as the one who raﬂ.ﬁdnﬂ our

Saviour, and he is prepared to endure even that for the fulfilmenr of God's mission.
Jesus used Judas as a means o arrain his goal, fetiisg
would be wainforned fiwo a model luitated by witlion risti), while Judas's
savrifice b a pure loss withont o reissislic benefit, Perhaps he is a liede like o

SAUPLLICE 13 @ PUre 108§ Withont any narcissislec penehlt. Perhaps be 1s a hede duce the
faithful vickius of the Stalinist s wials who woofessed their guilt, proclaimed

o, . 1 b
C_r:. Tv mCC: Nm. m:ﬂ.{ WCTE .i.:..wflrfw.. r__.r Ladi

1o " LTI I
e sligs VOFY Weold (LI UL owii s

1
—.rn:_v" Vun didstEdiide S0l _n.L,rCS,_:m

and highesc service to the Cause of the Revaladon,
2 :9 e we conld use the distineton elaborated by Kovel (Kovel, 1988}, berween

< ancd aversive racism. fo Maxi idealogy, all human races form & hievarchical.
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1

» Whole (the “Jesidiy” of the Axyans at che wp is to rule, while the Blacks,
Chinese, and others bave to sevve} — all races except the fows: they buve o proper place;
their very i

ULEEST,

Udentity’ is a fake, it consists in wespaiug the fronters, in introducing
e - . Sy . i
sbilichug the social fabric. As such, fews plor with other
TICES a:,m —v~ﬂy¢~hH.~n »_7 11 Liviin H\:r::mg Sw\. e,.._._."h r:f: uHCTOﬂ _u_«_ﬁn. - nnumw m_—wnmpng~ﬁ asa

hedden 810 5 bR sl

FRPS TR L

are 3 Couner-Liage of tie Aryans
theiselven, a kind sw neganive, mn:%:n; Juabile, this m.w why they st be exzer-
nttraled, while other races have only o be farced 1o occupy their proper place.

iy
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You Only Die Twice

Between the Two Deaths

codun berween the death drive and the syiibalic order is a

« with Lacan, hut we can differendate the various stages of his
precisely by reference to the different modes of ardeulation of
. N

d o signifien

Y Fiist Semivar, The Function a
iinge .. )y it ds the Hegelian phenomenclogical idea that the
«d is a death, a murder of a thing: as soon. a5 the reality is sym-
iz, cauglic i . ar

-

MBEET IS HEGTE Proscil

gl in a syl

in its coucep than in its immnediate physical realicy. More
4 > chate iy "

cly, We Caliiot Tetuen to the immediate reality: even if we turn

froin the wor lug — from the word ‘table’ to the table in ics

sical tealizy, for example — the appearance of the table irself is
ﬁ “ s .

Lo marked with a certain lack — to know whar a table really is,

.w . . .
¢ it mians, we must have recourse to the word which implies an

ce of che dhing,

M|

precis

I
!

- i dhe second period {the Lacanian reading of Poe’s Purlolued Letter’),
e accent is shifted from the word, speech, to language as a
nelronic structire, a senseless antonomcus mechanism which
g as its effect. If, in the first period, the Facanian
concept of language is silll basically a phenomeno agical one (Lacan

tzacly repeats that the field of psycholanalysis is the field of
la siguificatives), here we have a ‘structuralist’ conception of
ol system of elements. The death drive is now
ed with the symbolic order itself: in Lacan’s own words, it is

13t

DO IHeail




THE SUBLIME CBJECT OF IDECLOGY

‘nothing but a mask of the mwnawc:o order’. The main thing here s ¢

wit betwech the i zﬁmm_EQ level of the experience ow .
and the meaningless si signifier/siguifylng nechanism prod :
sary level is governed by the pleasure w::n%_a it is stiiving S
a homeostatic balance, and the éEv&F order in its blind avtotiat
is abways ricubling this homecstasi. iris ‘beyond the pleasure piiu-
ciple’. When cthe human being is caught in the signifier’s neivwor kil
nerwork has a mortifying effect on hitn; he becomes part ofas
antomatic order disturbing his natural homeostatic balance (th
compulsive repetition, for example).

Cpprai

In the third period, in which the main accent of Lacan’s teaching |
put on the Real as impossible, the death drive again radically ¢l
its signification. This change can be most easily detected through :
relationship berween the Eﬁﬂ:n principle and the symbolic order.

Until the end of fifties, the pleasure principle was idendfied
the fmagiuacy level: the symbolic order was conceived as the r
*beyond the pleasure principle’. But starring from the late m?n:
Seminar on The Ethic of Pepcloanalysic), it 1s, in contrast, the syiu
order itself which is identitied S:r the EEEE ?EQEQ the uie
scious ‘strugrured Hke i&.w g’ It ?.::»J\ process c?ﬂfc:t,:..,,
metaphoric displacement, is governad by the pleasure principle; w!
lies beyond is not the symbolic order but a real kernel, a Q.E.
core. To designate it, Lacan uses a I rendian term: das Ding, the Thin
ag an incarnation of the impassible jouissunce {the term Thing is co &
taken here with all the connotation it possesses in the domain
horror science fiction: the ‘alien’ from the film of the same name ks
pre-symbolic, maternal Thing par escelivice),

The symbolic order is striving for a homeostatic balance, but

]

is in its kernel, at its very centre, some strange, trautnatic el

which cannot be symbelized, integrated into the symbolic order «—
Thing. Lacan coined a neologism for 37 Leniiraiié — external Lt
whicl served as a tidle for one of Jacques-Alain Miller's Serninars. &
what, at this level, is the death drive? Exactly the opposite of d
symbolic order: the passibility of the ‘second death’, the radical :
hilation of the symbolic texture through which the so-called reaiiyy
consdtuted. The very existence of the symbolic order implies a pus-
sibility of its radical effacement, of ‘symbolic death” — vot the dea!
the so-called “real object” ir: its symbol, bur che obliseration of d
signifying neewaork itselt,
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fferent s
%@oﬂoﬂnu_ interest; it has very definite noimmzmnnmm for the
of the final moment of the Psyc :C&_LJ\EA\ LU

in which the emphasis is on the word s a medium
of the intersubjective wnnoms_.no: of desire, the symproms are

tved as white spots, non-symbolized imaginary elements of the
v of the ﬁ:v._nnﬁ and the process of ﬁz_ﬁ; is that of their

TLE_.?LH of thei ir integration o the syuibolic universe of the
Licul: the aualysis gives meaning, retroactively, to what was in the
ining a meaningless trace, So the final moment of the analysis is

seachicd when the subject is able w narrate to the Other his own

the second peried, in which the symbolic order is conceived as
: » moriifying effece on the subject, as im s o him a trau-
loss — and the name of this loss, of this lack, is of course
liz castration — the final moment of analysis is reached when
subject is ready to aceept this fundamental loss, to consent ro

2w to be paid for access o his desire,

zirzlichiasa m.;;\

=

iid period we have the big Other, the symbolic order, wich 3
fie element at its very hear; and in Lacanian theory the fantasy
ived as a construetion allowing the subject to come to rerms
this raumatic kernel. Ac this level, the final moment of the
sis is defined as ,mcw:m &:.c:mr the fantasy [la traversée du
w)s mot its syiebiolic interpretation but the Q_xﬁci ¢ of the
that the fancasy-object, by its fascinating presence, is merely fill-
out a lack, a void in the Other. There is nothing ‘behind® die
the fantasy s a construerion whose function is to hide this

nothing’ — that is, the lack in the Other.

.»ﬁ
¢ Eruglal 0_232: Om this m.:_.n_ wﬁ:: ! of Lacan’s teaching is therefore
5 of e 3 Ui ,JT:CCE to the Real. To exemplify it, lec
ke the notion of the huewledye in the Real” the iden that sarure
j 12 laws and behaves accordingly. We all know the classical,
| cartoon scene: a cat mE:,o‘_nrnﬁ the edge of the precipice but

gtom, «! ceeds valwely, and although she is already hang-
i the air, without ¢ TS::L under her feer, she does nor fall — when

op, s w PR s
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does she fall? ‘The moment she looks down and becomes aware of the
face that she is Tugglog i the air. The mc.::. of this nonsense accident is
that when the catis walking stowly in the air, it is as if the Rea] has fora
hament x: gotten its knowledge: "when ¢ he cat finally locks down, she
reipenmbers &:m she must ?:3. the laws of namre and falls. This is
basicatly the same logic as in the already menticned dream, reported in
Freud’s fnteqpretutioin of Dreains, of a father whe does not know that he is
dead: the poineis again that becanse he does not know that he is dead, he
tontivins o five — he munst be reminded of his death o, to give this sire-
adon 2 comical twist, ho is stlf living, beczase he has forgorten o die
That is how the wn: ANE Hirhe i fv J:C:;,.N Tn readt don’t mcﬂwcﬁ to die!
This brings us back to the distincrion bevween the two deaths: because
of lack of knowledge, the father in Freud's dream is stll living, although
he is alveady desd. In a1 way, everybody mwst die twice. That is the
Hegelian theory of repeiition in history when Napoleon Jost for the first
sime and was consigned to Elba, be did not know thar he was mrs_&.
dead, thiat his histotical role was finished, and he had o be reminded of it
through his sevond defear ac Warerloo — at chis poine, when he died for

the second dme, he was really dead.

The stimulus for this R_S of a second death came from the Marquis
de Sade: the Sadeian notion of a radical, absolute crime that liberates
paniie's vreadve force, as elaborared in the Pope's long speech in the fith

T

volume of [ , tplies a distinetdon botween the two deathst natusal
death, which is 2 part of the EEE Q‘n_f of generation and corruption,
of Laiuid's contnual transforiea oo, wnd absolare death — the destrue-
sion, the eradicaiion, of the eyele :w&m which then liberates nacire from
its own laws and opens the way for the creation of new forms of life ex
Jik This »_52:_2 v%&nm: the rwo deaths can be linked with the
Sadelan fanrasy revealed by the fact that in his work his vicdm s, in a
certain sense, indestvuctible: she can be endlessly tortured and can
survive it, she can endore any torment and seill retain her beanty. fris as
though, ahove and beyond her natural body (o ?:4 af the cycle of gener-
ation and-corruption), and thus abeve and beyond her nacural death, she
posseased anorher body, a body compased of some other substance, one
excepte ed from the vital eyele - a sublime body BoZovit, 1983).

Today, we can find this same fancasy at work i varfous products of
‘mass culeore’, for example o animated. caroons, Consider Tom and
Jerrv, cat and mouse, Each i :_zm.; misadventures: the car
is stabbed, dynamire goes off in his pocker, W, sTun over by a steamraller
and his body is Aatcened into ar ihbien, and 50 m,:_ but in the next scene

s sithjected to {r
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he appears with his normal body and the game beging again ~ it is as
1

though be possewsed wavdier indestructible body. Or ke che example of
video games, in which we deal, licerally, wich the Jforencc berwvnihe
rwo deachs: the usual rule of such games is that the player (or, more
T_ﬁrkuﬂ‘: ﬁ:ﬁ quﬁ;( X w ﬁrJr:::,‘ :—,_: _:.u :ur Ma Zuwﬂ._ e s

B
everal FLvey,

usually: chiree; he s dircatened #w soine danger — a monster who can eat
him, for exanple, and if the monser 3372 him he Loaes a life — bucif
he reaches his goal very swiftly he earns one or several supploneurary
hves. The whole logic of such games {s therefore based on the dilference
between the two deaths: between the deach in which 1 lose one of my

lives and che ultimare death in which T lase the game tisell.

Lacan mo:nm.:..mw :i &m..ﬁ:ﬁ herween mﬁ. two maﬁ, hs a5 the diffes-
]

ence between real (iclugh o) duatl i its s leation, the seuling of
i

accounts’, the acconap et of symbulic destay c._q&:rr.: confession
in Cacholicism, for r..i“_.:w..é. This gap can be filled in various ways; it
can contain either sublime 1 peauty or fearsome :E:m.wm in bwmwa:
case, her symbolic deach, her exclusion from the syubolic comuunity of
the city, _:.ig.im,,. her actual death and imbuoes her character wich
sublime beaury, wherveas the ghose of Hamlers father represents the
oppositz case — actual death unaccompanied by symbolic dearh, without
asettling of acconnts — which is why be retuias asa figlilul apparid
unti! his debe has been repaid.

This place ‘berween the two deaths’, a place of sublivue beauiy as well
as terrifying monsters, is the site of das Ding, of the real-iruunaiic kernel

in the midse of syi:buliz order. This place is opened by symbolizadion/
historicizarion: the process of historicization imphes an empiy place, a
non-liseoricat rc_.,.:aw d,os?m which the symbolic :EQQL is articulared.
In other words, husa iy Lo precisely by

w Bistory dilfers from animal o
its reference o }w now-histarical place, a place which cannot be sym-
bolized, although it is retroactively produced by dhw syinbulization irselb
as soon as hrare, pre-syinbolic reality is synibuobized s disioticleed, it
secreres’, it isolares che empty, ‘indigestible’ place of the Thing,

[tis this reference o the empry place of the Thing which enables us to
conceive the possibiliey of a total, global annibiludon of the signifier’s
nerwork: the second deathy, the radica 1 of nature’s circular
movement, is conceivable o:@ in so far as this crewdar movenent s
already syinbolized Lisioriceed, inscribed, caught in the synibolic web
- absolute dearh, the ‘destruction of the universe’, i3 always the destrue-
tion of the . nboli universe. The Freudian *death drive’ is nothing but
the exact cheoretdcal concept for this Sadelan notion of the ‘second death’

ik




136 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY

- the possibiliy of the wral ‘wipe-out of historical aditdon opened up
by the very process of syiisbolizativin Lisiotiuizution as its radical, selt-
degtrucrive Hmit

in the whole history of Marxism, there is probably only one pointat
which this non-historical ‘ex-timare’ kevnel of history was touched ~a
which the refleciion of hisrory was hrought w the dearh drive’ as i
degree zera: Theses on :_:_ Fhile gl of History, the last rexe by Waler
Jp.wn&n_:.:”:. Sellow-truvelier” of m:, Tﬁzrrﬁﬂ School, The reason for this
is of course that it was again Benjanin oo — a unique case in Marxism
~ conceived history as a text, as series of events which il have beeny' -
their meaning, their historical dimension, 15 decided afterwards, through
theiv inscripizon in the syrmabalic network,

Revoluiivi as Repetition

These Theses thetiselves occupy an ‘ex-timate’ place; they are like o
strange body reststing insertion not a&w in the frame of the Frankfurt
School but in the very continuity of Beujuuin's thoughe. That s w 45
one :v:mmm coneeives ES:EEH s developinent as a m_,mm:u_ Appiveth v
Marxisim in this coniinily, the Theses make a clear licisivic there, at the
<n@ end of bis theoretical {and physical) activity, emerges suddenly the
pioblan of fheolyy. Historical matetialisim can oivmph only if e e nlists
the services of theology’ — here 3s the oo brse thes)

The story is told of an antomaton consruered in such 2 way that it cou
play a winiiig e of chess, aiswering vach move of an opponent 5:_ 1a
countermove, A puppet in Turkish actire and with 2 hookah s its mouth sar
before a chessboard placed oh a large table. A system of mirrors creared the
illvision thac chis rable was wansparent from 2! sides. Agrually, a lintle :En_ha
back who was an expert chiess _w_ﬁ;._ sat inside and guided the pgrpt’s hawd
by means of stings. One can insayine a Ezm g LE: countepart o this
device. The pupper called ‘historical isiciialiag is o win all the dme. It
can easily be a macch for anyone if it enlists 1:.. mm_inn of thealogy, which
today, as we know, is wizcied uud bas o keep out of sight. (Besjaniu, 1968,
P 253)

What strikes the eve in'this fragment is the contradicdon between the
allepury forming the firse part of the thesis and its interprecation in the
second part, :H the interprevation, it is historical materialisin which
‘enlises the services of theology’, whereas in the allegory frsell, theology
{'a little hunchback?) guides the pupper — *historical materialism’ — by
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means of sings from wiihis, This contradicrion 15 of course the very
coneradiction beeween »:mﬂoé‘. and its meaning, uldimately between
signifier and the oot the
signifier as it nstraiwnt bur finds dwelf quickly entangled in des
merwork. The owo different levels thus wraverse one anather: the formal
of Benjamin’s wiic

sigaiiivd, which pretends to ‘onlise the services

SITUCElre

y functivie in exacdy the same way as irs
‘comgent’, theology in dts reladonship ro historical marertalism, which
pretends simply &0 enlist fes services but hecomes more and mere

] T»;.:C..r. o wmﬁwe .«_ﬁwv\ .m.:..::wd AR

encangled in i serimg etves this Porls
this forepleasare — ‘theology” designates here the agency of the i
op by step: how should we conceive Lur &. e0-
logical chizncusion referred to by Fen 7 s here a

Bur ler us proceed

, 17T
unigque c%ﬁaﬁ.:q alluded o in the following fragment published after
Benjamin's dearh: Tn Eiy
Us 10 Conceive _dﬁci na r:&,::q:d%w athenlogical way” We cannot

dhdibiuil

we make an experience which forbids

%::%Q Wy wﬁsiz?uzg oF ‘Lo e’

translate this B

more literal trans ao_.: to tanspose onesell in thouglds/inio some-
thing’ is also inadeyguate.
Enr.c:mb it i really a kind cm approprizgion of the past” which is at

1 1
Feriken i dus

ﬁ.LWﬁ ?n._: L WE Cannot conceive [ <<;< EES _2:1 as

we stay wichin the field of VQEQF::? e Benjaieins aln is quite L:.,
opposite of the funduutial guidaizce of hermeueuticel underseanding
{to locate the tneerpreced wxe nto the wis i of its %c& ). What
Benjanin has in mind i3, on che contrary, the & of a piece of the
pasc from the contdnuiry of history (. . blasting a st RF life out of the
erz or a specific work out of the lfework’ — Thests XVI: an incer-
pretative pro lure whose opposition to hermeneutics recalls imme-
diately che Prevdian CEE::T: between interpretution en détail and
IHErPYeration e s, i we st ke as the olbyéct of vur atrention
is not the dream as a whele bur the separate portions of ies content’
{Freud, 1977, p. 178).

This refusal of the hermeneutical approach his, to be sure, nothing
whatsoever to do with o simple regression” 1o pre-honmeneutical nafvere
the point is net for us ro ‘accustom curselves to the past’ by abstracting
our actual historical pesicun, the place from which we are speaking.
Eiiggodoiiken cerindy is an appiopriasiei of the past which is ‘interested’,
biased towards the oppressed class: “To articulate che past historically
does not mean o pecugiize it “the way it really swas” (Thesis VIV, . Wee
man or mien bue the struggling, oppressed class fself is the depository of
historice] ko fodye” (Thesis XII).

=
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We would none the less falsify the meaning of these lines by reading

diem in the sense of a Nietzschean historivgraphy, of 2 ‘will to power
interpretation’, as the right of the winner to ‘write his own history,

impose Lis ‘perspective’ — by secing in themn a kind of reference to .
ressed, for Swhio !

struggle between the two classes, the ruling and the
will write the history’. Pethaps it is so for the ruling class, but it &

certainly not so for the o@?emm& cluss; between the rwo, there is a L
damental asymmecry which Benjamin designates by means of iwu.
different modes of tempoisticy: the empty, homogeneous time of

i, official hlsetiogn Liy) and e ‘flled
PR IO TR

dhodd ddddivdliass

i

contiiudiy (proper o the rel
fime of discontinuity {which defines Liios

By confiuing isclf ro "the way it really way’, by conceiving history & :
clieuus, rectilinear, cotilinusus course of events, the wa-

ly, the gaze of ‘those
1

2

&om&“roﬁcm
nmmwc, i hils LAY
have won’: it sees history as 4 closed coi

the reign of those who rule today. It leaves out of coiideraiion w
failed in history, what has to be denied so chac the continuiry of “wh
really happened’ could establish itself. The reigning hiswi
writes a ‘positive’ history of great achievements and culmural geasu

)

whereas a historical materialist

]
views them with cautious derachment. For withour exceprion che cul
rreasures he surveys have an origin which he cannot contemplate i
hotror. They owe their existence not anly to the efforrs of the great i
and ralents who have created them, buc also the anviyiiiogs it of
s There is no docament of civilization which is notac:

came time a document of barbarism. (Thesis VI

Iy comrast to the trinmphal procession of victors exhibited by official
fates the past to dtseil luso &

histotiogeaphy, the oppressed class app

as it is "oper, in so far as the ‘yearning for redemption’ s already atw
in it = that is to say, it appropiiaces the patin so far as the past already
contains — in the form of what hiled, of what was extirpated — ¢
i+ of the future: “The past carries with it a tempoeral index by
which it is reforred ro redeniption’ (Thasls I,

To aceuniy don of this stifled dimension of the p
i so far ag it already containg the future ~ the furure of our own i
Jutonary act which, by means of repetition, redeems recroactively t
past ("There is a secret agreement betswveen past generations and
present one, Our cotming was expected on earth” [Thesis ]} — we l

| H
il

L che approp

of ‘progression’ leadiig ,
Ox prog CSS10FL Jeddll m 3 in e Dmrm for i
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4 ihe continuons Jow of historical development and make
. Oinly here do we arvive at the
aphic evoldonisn describ-

LRI O

ﬂ—”C‘,LW..

sent whicl is
w a step. oz
g VA\.? st

not a transition, bur in which time scands sl and has come
this motion Jefiies die o
XVI)

Tl
Ldidaiinidi

0 1its, but their arrest as well,

Lilid, it
s into a monad. A
subjeci only where he
the sign of a
: 1

T

W LAY L

gives that conligiiad
historical materialist
encoii
Messianie ces

- wo Liave tlie Brst stipiise: whai _3_,.k
Wi ive the Diest surpiisel Wiiat SPeCHIes s

D 1 R
st 0 Lide iviabaidi GUsd aceund

D INIST g

£L01 PTG

TGV CIMeil —

the

el Ut

movement i a
tesn of the past
: ng
line of evolitua — the past the contenipurary revo-
v sicudon whick concedves ftself as a repetition of past failed
5, as their retroaciive ‘redemption’ thiough die success of its
& The past itself is here ‘flled out with present’, the moment

donary e decides not enly the ot of the actual revo-
PR T ey 1| P oVl |

the Lot of all pase failed revel

WORGTIN

i

retain the image of the past which
by histury at & mowmeid of Janger.
£ 1 . ;

OF {10 Lradd GO ddic it Jeed

of defear of the acmal revelution endangers the past itseff
% . . . 1

ik m. L b

=

sulus gt
1 : P i M
ed tevolutivnary chances repeating themselves in the acrual



SR

140 THE SUBLIME ORJECT OF IDECLOGY

History is the subject of a srractare whise site 18 not homogenvous, empry
time, but time filled by the presence of the now [Jermizeit], Thus,
Rebiespierre ancient Rotne was 3 past charged with the fdme of the now
The French Revaludon

which he blasted our of the contiiuin ol bistory.
viewed irself as Rome reincarnawe, It cvoked ancient Rome che way fashion
e shon cost s of the pase (Thesis X1V)

For those acquainted with the Preudisn proposition that ‘the uncon-
scious is located oumside dme’, all is actually said heres this "Oiled-ouw
time’, this ‘tiger’s leap into the pasc’ with which the revolutionary present
i to repeat The arrest of hisrorical

is charged, aunounces the ¢ !
movemens, the suspension of the temporal continniry mentioned by
Benjamin, corvespond pracisely to che ‘shor-circult between present
and past speech which characterizes che ¢ cansforential sicuation:

Why does the analysts beeome tisfoaned the moment the transterendal

sinuetion 15 analysed through evoking che old situanon, when the subject

Found himself with an endirely diffcienit object, one that cannet be assimi-

lated to the present object? Because present sprech, Bhe the ofd speech, i

placed within 2 parenthesis of time, within g form of dme, i1 can pur it cha

way. The modsleton of dme being identical, the speech of the analysi [in
. . 1 i

i (TR IE TP | : . 1 ]
5N i e L T 1, ot Giie v 8 1l
detliijuiiiiin GMCF sideloticil et D e T daewy e v 08 U

old speech. (Lacan, 1988, p. 243)

Iy the monad, “time stops’ in so far as the acrual constelladion is directly
chinnged with the past conseellagion ~ in other words, in so far as we have
to do with a pure repetition. Repetition is ‘focated outside time’, not in
the sense of some pre-logical archaism but simply in dhe sense of the
pure signifier’s synchrony: we dor nor have o look for the connection
between past and present constellarions in the diachronons dme arrow,
dhis comnection feimstaees iself in the form of an inunediute para-
digsiaiic shore-circait, .

"The monad is thus the moment of disconvinuicy. of rupture, at which
the linear ‘flow of time’ is suspended, arresred, ‘coagulated’, because mit
resuamds directly — rhar is 1o say: bypassing the linear succession of
continnous time — the past which was repressed, pushed oune of the
contingity establishied by prevailing hiseory. It is literally rhie point of
wspended dialectics’, of pure repetition ‘here historical movermenc is
placed within parentheses. And the only fleld in which we can sp sak of
such an appropriation of the past that the presenric elf ‘redecmns’ it retro-
actively — where the past imself is thus included in the present — is that of
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the sipnifier: the suspension of movement is
[7o coae P I N H " -

synchrony, as the syiichionizaiion of the past with the presens.
We can now see what we are dealing with in the ssolation of the

monad from historical conihauion we nolure i |

stgnifier’s

n_.;..."
i by pleemg within

?:p::m:.,ﬁ.m the : il

¢ ikl of vigriifiaiioin This placing of signification within
TE.,Q:,?._.,.@% s a conditon sine gua non of the shorccircuit herween
present and past thelr synchrobdaiion occurs ar the level of che
autonomy of the sighifier — whatis synchronize i

augonomy of the sighifier — w hacis x.:&:c:hq.ﬁ d, superimposed, are tvo

e D et H : -
m uw.,. . < - X, ey g N A e R} ¥
EEIILErS NeTwOzks, NOT IWO IMeanings, A.L.:Epm:p:ﬁ._ we should nor be

surprised to find thae chis Snsertion [Einsehusst of some past inco the
A L T Avrw e @ r . ) .

present wexture’ s supported by the meraphor of the text, of history as

EEXE :

I we are prepared o conallor Distory as a & 1 ;

¢ % epared wiaile history as a text, we can say about ie what
some modern author said abouc a liwwrary et the past has depunad in it
sorme o o : : L ]
Leldagus Wil b could Lo o ...w\pyrrm Lo row tolzinid | Yo ML.CT\% ;T.N.c_:u TF.F,
Onby the fuure disposes of develupers see .
) vi - _‘n. sposcs of dovelupers sirong n:,b:mw o make appear the
peaure wick all s Joialls, More than ane page of Marivaos or of Rossseau
atrests 1o 4 meaning whiel el contemporary roaders .
e k :J ity m( _:.rr w?‘: conternporary readers were unable
decipher complerely” (Boijail, 1953, p. 1238)

Hete we must refer again to Lacan, who, to explain the revarn of the
repressed, makes use of Wiener's metaphor of the inverred temporal
dimension: we see the squarc v astishing before we see the square:

" ﬁ‘_,.:‘_ we see i the rewrn of the repressed is dhe effaced signal of some-
Ti o P - - e A N ay N " H N
hing v E: Q.LU takes on s value in the farure, throngh its sybulic
realization, s itegration into the history of the subjuct, Literally, iv will
onfy ever be « thing which, ar the given moment of its occurrence, wifl b
been. (Lacan, 1988, p. 159)

w,ov CORTAY T the misieading first impression, the acrual ﬁéo_:ncz.\@.
sitnadon 15 Asf a kind of ‘recurn of the reprossed” — rather, the returns of
the repressed, che sympromns’, axe past failed w?ﬁs:_ncz.‘w&ﬁ atemprs
forgorten, excluded fram the frame of the reigning histovical _,_.,,::ﬁ.r.i_
whereas the actual revaly Goiary situation ?‘2%_5 an atrempt (n ‘un muE”
M:M mw‘_ﬁvﬁo:,: o ,ﬁ.cﬁwmﬁﬁ._ﬂ thar is, realize in the Symbolic - these pase
atled attempes which “will have been’ ondy throveh their dirion, 4
which point they become remroactvely irw,‘ M,__H_MN:wm_wrmmm:;””_mp MDG: : mw
aich point they ; v already Apropos
of Benjamin's Tleses, we can thus repeat Lacais foiaala the revolurion
awno_.:mmm?j A tdger’s leap inco the past’ not because it is in f.é.dw cw.u
kind of support in the past, in tradivion, but in so far as chis past which
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repeats ieself in ,%m evoluiioin feomes rom die future’ — was already in

. I
o of the fuiure,

4
H?@: Preg RIS 5:: L:., Qe QT

The FPerspeciive of the M\;%wx:m\ﬂfrr,:p

At this precise point we encounter a certain sarprising <
berweed Benjamin and the Salinist notion of history: as soon as we
conceive history a5 a text, a3 it own history’, irs own narration — &
something which F,Q].T» lts signification revoacrively and 5.__,25 chis
delay, this elfece of aprés coup, 1 Eﬁ:vl {n the acral event iselfwhich,
lirerally, " :c_fg:,p?f? will have been” — we are obliged, implicidy ar
teast, (o view the Lisiviical process from the perspective of “Last fudge-
ment of 2 final sculing of acconus, of a point of aceoinplished
w&:c,;wﬁ_zo istoricization, of the ‘end of history’, when every event
will receive retruaciively tis deflidtive mouiing, ies fival v_»% in the total
warration. Actual history ocenrs, so to speak, on credit; only E:uﬁh:a
developrent will decide retroactively if the current :i:::c:,i vio-
lence will be forgiven, rﬁ:nzzﬁqm or if ir will continue o exort a
pressure on the shoulders of the preseit generation as its guily as ifs
unserded debg,

Let us recall Molew-Tonty who, in his Flaiim and Teror,
defended the Sealinise political wials on the grounds that aiidsouigh their
victinis were Eaf,:%m.ma:% innocent, they gﬁzi be justfied by the
subsequent social progress rendered ?EWZQ through them. Here we
have the fundamenl idea of this ‘perspective of the Last w::yi:::
(the expression is Lacan's, fromn bis Sewina on The Hibic f Byt honiralyio)
10 ace, no event falls empty; there is no pure expense, ne pure loss i
history; ﬂFJi::w we do 15 written down, Hﬁm_iﬂ,rm somewhetrs, as a
trace which for the dme being remains 32::? ese bue which, m the
momen of final settling, will receive its proper place.

This is the idealism r&m_ow in the Swlinise Jogic which, although 1t
denics s personified God, none the Jess implies a Platonic heaven in the
{bern of the big Other, redoubling E:E:D: mn:::z,ﬁé and maintain-
ing its accountancy — that is, %5 mining the ‘objective significarion’ of

each event and action. Without this accountaney, «3939 this regi-
stration of events and acrions in the secount of the Other, it would not
be possible o conceive che funetioning of some of the key notions of
Stalinist discourse, such as ‘the objective guilt’ — preciscly, gnile in the
eyes of the big Orther of hiscory.

FLLERRRL ) T

i
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At firse mmmrﬁ mF,P 31 ,_...n,“,.h is in perfeer accord with Srdinim

concerning this ‘purnpectve of the Lagt Jodyement’; but here we should

follow the same 14,2 as with “love at first sight” SWo a wmncmm look. 3F

we do, it soon ceno:_; vicai how this a Eﬁﬁ,i E crhiiny vady confiue

4

l:.:.,. Cﬁc ML Dl Do ..:.M: rm_ i ke v of :F Staiiitist :i
- he was che anly one to guestion wulicadly the very idea of ‘progress’
implicd by the accountancy of the big Oh
in this vespect, of the famous T

:CE:EW but a d::.

of history and — precursor,

1&:::; &Ew Q. .LCT.ES:. ‘is
ciis of m::.:r atioa” {Lacan, 1978, p.52) — to
detiastiate the vl pied eonnecdon between pi wgiess and
duiitiiaations The concept of dhe historical progress s of soakind cannot
be sundered from the concept of its progression throngh a houwygeie-
ous, empty time” {Thests KMl - that is, from the emporalicy of the
ruling class.
Thy .,;.::.Z.w«ﬁ.,_@wnmﬁ, 1s that of a victor wlhiose n:h :U::__»r is guar-
anteed i advance by the “objective neceasity of .LB: V 3w a8 why, in
spite of the accent o: Ew:_: s, leaps, revolutions, bis view on pase

!

history is ool

iy g ivas History i E:?E& as the contintons
process of ?w acing :: iasivia with news each victor played a ?oma
vessive tole’ i his time, then lost his Mu:%oﬁ because of vivoidable
an\ﬂm:g_v::ﬁi_“ ((.,\n,,uw‘n,hp_;vq :.r Was mw.ﬁ PQT:.»:JF STO -ﬂﬁﬁﬂ&. it \:‘mCH& Ials

with the necessity of progiess; 8?% i’ w our L, L né
tancy, ‘objecrive guilt' (or cois
_mﬁa G% _:.v._‘owrxl ".._F(.CMCT»::.:. Q% ﬁojﬂxsozm r.E:CCI oW h:: mwm
Supreme Good (Cowaanlin), With Bujale, v contney, e ‘pers-
pective of the Last Judgruend is the perspective

a,:.;c i85 Gidasiuiiiodd 3 are w.CEF o ihe

of oo whio have paid
the price lor a serfes of great bistuiival rivsupls; the perspeciive of those
who had ro fad, vo miss their aim, so that the series of grear historical
deeds could be acoomiptihiods the pesspective of hopes deceivad, of all
that have lefr in che texe of r:::..v\. :szzm« but scattere L. u,:oz%:.mo:,
—.:nmESQ_nr; C(EaCCs on L_r I3REE W_: r:ﬁ n_ (,Cu éi 10e _,.. Ll @; caliiosy) was
M&nznﬁ_ to by che ‘abjective’ gaze of official historiography.

This is why, for u,..u::::“ revolution s not part of continuous
hiscorical « ;:;c: g, on the contrary, a moment of *stasis” when the
continuity is broken, when the rexture of previous W?SQ that of the
winners, 18 antiotaiod, and whon, %Qc%:é?. dirough the co
the revolution, cack abuiidve act, each slip,
which funcdoned in dhe xcig % Text as an gl
trace, will be ‘rede EE}S: teceive its &m:% ation. In this sense, revo-

lution is strictly a v ¢ act, a radical intrusion of the ‘death drive

of
ack past failed actempt
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erasute of che reigning Text, creadon ex wthilo of a new Text by meusis
which the stifled past ‘will have been’.

To refer to the Lacanian reading of Anijgons: if the Stalinist
spective is that of Creon, the perspective of the Supreme Good awsi:
the shape of the Common Good of the State, the perspective
Benjamin is thar of Antigone —~ for Benjamin, revolution i an affair
life and deatly, more precisely: of the second, symbolic death. The e
native opened by the revolution is that berween redenpiivii, which o
retroactively confer meaning on the ‘scum of history (vo use this Swidi
espression) — on what was excluded from the continuiry of Progies -
and the .puralype (iis defead), where even the dead will again be lost s
will suffer a second deach: “even the dead will not be safe from the enciig
he wing® (Thesis VI,

We can thus conceive the o@om:_ﬁ between  Staliniuic o
Benjamin as that between cov! .
In his Seminar on The Erfric of Psycliosnilyis, Lacan pointed out how
ideohogy of evolutionism always implies a belief in a Supreme Good,
final ?cm_ of evolation which gnides its course from the very bogluni
In other wordls, it always .5%__ a hidden, disavowed Hn_ao_cm%. whar
materialism is always creationist — ic always includes a el oy
ment: the final £50al is not inscribed in the beginning; things receive
meaning afterwards; the sudden crearion of an Order confers back:
signification to the preceding Chaos.

Ar first sight, Benjamin’s posicion is radically and-Hegelian: is &
dialecrics the most refined and perfidions version of @cc_:aoim_zm
which the 55‘ ruptures are included in the continuity of Progress, in
uiavoidable logic? This was peubably how Benjamin himsell ¢ co
his owu posidon he designated the point of mptare which cuts inte
historical contnuity as the point of suspended dialecrics’, as the i
sion of a pure repetition pattiig in parenthesis the progressive mw
ment of Auflluie But it is at this exact juncture that we must st

wn_ s radical anti-evolutionism: the absolute negativiry which s
motion’ dialectical movement is nothing but the Intervertion cm
*deach drive’ as radically non-historical, as the ‘zero degree” of Livw
historical movement includes in its very heart the non-historical i
sion of ‘absolute neygadvity”. In other words, the suspension of i
is a key moment of the dialectical process: so-called ‘dialecrical develo
ment consists in the invessant reperition of a beginning ex nihifo, in di
annjhilacion and retroactive restructuring of the presupposed cone
The valgar idea of ‘dialectdcal development as a contimions course ¢

s
s: M_SL crvativhisi iidic il

o
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rons by which the old dies and the new is bom, tn which all
in ncessant movement — this idea of natre as a dynamic
i of transfornation, of generation and cormiption, found every-
ore frosn de Sade to Stalin — has nothing whatsoever to do with the

»*dialectical process.

= alectival! vision of nature as an eternal circuit of trans-
Gtioids %f not, vos;émv exhavst the whole of Stalinism: what
e it s ?rr?n& the subjeciive position of the Commnunise himself.
B0 put it briefly, the place of the Swalinist Communist is exactly
cenr the two deaths. The somewhat poetic defin of the figure
T::E:Eﬁ that we find in Sealin’s work are to be taken literally.
in his speech at Lenin's funeral, Stalin proclaims:

the Coiuiiais, are pesple of 2 special mould, We are made of
| stuff’, it is quite casy to recognize the Lacanian name for this

ﬁ:wmc@.ﬁ@misﬁ__mmmgﬁcc_u.aﬂm_un&?%n:_aﬁuume
: : ,,w,,r Blile
ision, the Communists are ‘men of iron will', some-
exchuled .m.o_s the everyeay cycle of ordinary heman passions and
caess I s as if %@ are in a way ‘the living dead’, seill alive but
I encusded from die ondinary cpde of waiwral forces —as if, dhat s,
possess arother vo&_ the sublime body r&\o:i ﬂra: ordinary
MNi 2 of the high

NN

&

cal budy (s che fact diat in Lubicel's Vi
; ‘ i E&Fg 7% Bela _L 031, identified 2:.r the figure of
a mi)i:::i: r: :F. cr vf:x;_

,r;.f&:@
o._h. HE:mmu ot 1§ it just a happy coincidence?) The fantasy which
A suppoit fur the figure of the Swlinise Communist is therefore
satne as the fantasy which is at work in the Tom and Jerry
4 die figare of the indestructibilicy and fuvincibility of
Communist who QE endure even the most terrible ordeal and
ich irow stieiygils, there is che same fantasy-
Froae Liead is bl 1 e i who, in the
srnaie of his class enemy, the mouse,

Shune dddd 18 Llowi Ly :V:.;t: € il

From the Master to the Leader

Llem is that we already find this notion of a sublime body
cei the twn deaths with the dassical, pre-bourgeols Master:

g — it is as if ke possesses, beyond his ordinary hody,
rereal, mrystical body personifying the Seate (Kantorowice,

Liie, eth
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1959, Riha, 1986), Where, then, lies the difference berween che classical
Master aiad the towdlarian Leader? The ausubstantiated body of the
classical Roster is an effect of the pofeiiathe mednuisn already
described by la Boérie, Pascal and Marw we, the subjects, chink that we
treat the king as & king because he &5 in himself a king, bar in realiy a
king isa king becauye we rear him like one, And this fact that the charis-
matie power ol king is an effect of the symbolic rirual per 3:: ed by his
,:r_or? st remain hiddeis as U:Ec. 75, We are uecessarily victims of
the illusion chat che T:Q is already In hiwsell’ a king. That is why the
clussival Master must ke ize his robe with a reference o some non-
social, external authoricy Amomw nature, some mythical pastevent. .} —as
soon as the performative mechanivin which gives him his chariswatie
authoriry is densasked, the Master loses his power.,

But the problon with the i Leader is that he no longe
needs this external point of reference to legitimize his rule. He is noc
saying to his subjects: “You munst follow me bevause I'm your Leader” but
quite the vpposite; ‘In myself, I'm norhing, 1 sm what T am only as an
expression, an embodiment, an executor :mvoﬁ will, nuy strength is your
strength. .. To put ie biiefiy, it is as if the won it Leader 15 address-
ing his subjects and legitimizing his power precisely by referring ro the
above-mentioned Pascalian-Marsian argument — thar is, revealing to
them the secret of the classical Master; basically, he is saying to them: Tm
your Master because you trear me as your Master; iv is you, with your
activiry, who make me your Mastes?

How, then, can we snbvert the posidon of che toralitarian

the classical Pascalian-Marxian argument no longer works? Here the
basic Joy “omsists in the fact that the Leaders point of reference,
the insiaizce o which he is referring o legitimize his rule {the People, the
Class, the Maiiun} does not exist — or, mare precisely, exists only ﬁr_o:mv
andl in its fetishistic representative, the Parey and i Leader, The mis-
recognition of the purforinatve dimension runs here in the opposite
divection: the classical Master is Master only in 5o far as his subjects trea
him as Mastet, but here, the People are the ‘real People’ only in so far as
they are embodied in theis repioseniative, the Party and it Leader,

The foruule of the toralitarian misrecognidon of the performative
dimension ild then be as folluws: the Parvy thinks thar it is the Party
because it represents the People’s real interests, because it is rooted i che
Peopls, o & their will; bue in reality the People are the People
beganse - or, more precisely, in so far as - rhey are embodicd in the
Barty. And by saying that the People do not exist as a support of the
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¢ do not mean the obviows fact that the b.do ity of the people do
appert the Party role; the taecliiiag is a Hele more com-
1

¥
ER»H&. The paradozicad facdedig

universe can be most casily detected through ,:u;J;; of ;

the Feople' in the

whole People wppoits the Party', This progosiion wiuot be falsified
Ti,p:A be :_:m Tc mc:ﬁ a.q an c_cmﬁ...:._m:: of a fact, we have a cirenlar

k:.:m U rule Om
WE F:d., is Lw ,x v i 45, i1z the lase
analysis, the anly fiv : Thart is
why the real member of | ro _f%:. is 23_ he who supsans the mile of
the’ Parry: those who work agaluse fts rule ate autuatically excluded
from the ¥ cople; they elietnies of the People’. What we bave
here 45 a ,.;JSSL_: craeiler version of a

...\,muw..wc wic jokst iy flancie

TEVET Tiaisses ud o TC:»(:_:F 5?; HET) K.w i flaoivkeid m_ﬁﬁ :mmvﬂ.v
dgun ty [ee” — the Pe a_u_m sl suppust the Party
because any ,w..,.,Fr.E. of the mocw_n who opposes Parry rule auro-
matically excludes himsetf [

lﬂyﬁ Lacanian mwﬂ.h—rmfci CH TG LG Y iCLwL m:n: be:
order in which the People do not exist — do not exist as a unity,
embodied in theiy wiiyao s preseniative That is why the b
the deracursiic ordee is that i phec ol Power s, by the necessiy of ity
strueture, an empty place (Leforr, 1981). In a deivociaiic order, sover-
eignty Hes 1n the People - but whac is the People if not, precisely, the
ﬁo.ZQ.iOE Om. &F. _“w.‘.m.r..ﬂ,. Cm. _. ezl Tlers we have de suine Prat ,:.__C.r 5 m._;m
& a :gz.:\: R .Edrwr? iy at .‘“Br SHL1E [ ﬂtﬁ .i_w,

one, she 1s no

cature of

S O TR B .
Frald, L g desy

EQE_.EWS.&T Because the People caunot ::.:rr_EFQ guvers theme-
selves, the place of Fowa muse douys Tomain a: ity 1»? any
PEISOIL OCCupyang itcan do o C:“ :::m;:n_:_.,\_ a5 a hind Om al
substitute for ywr :wﬁ::m;i ! - ‘nobody can rule inno-
ng&« , as Saine-Just pues ic And in el the ﬁmﬁ.&‘ ?@Q:.Eum
again the ver uc“.qr: S.Ta being the Liuuediag
People, can :‘mn inneceiddy, It 35 not by accident mwrﬁ Mrw ﬁ:m wcrzrﬁ
coteries eall thermsclves ‘people’s demorracies’ — here, finally, ‘the
Peaple’ exist again.

fe is against the background of this vrupiying of the place of Power

M 1 H P ot
that we can measure tie bieak introduced wv\ the ‘demociate hivention’
. R - . [ 1
ﬁ;&o:v L Uhre Disiury ol st detnouriiic ,..V.OF.EQ, could he mnﬂwms
. . ) S . ) . | -
mined as & society « s ditidoued stoduine lududes, as 2 pare of it

s ; FR— . . - .
‘normal’, “regulas reproduction, te v of et N., ow the socio
d:,_cc_:c bond, the puuneni of iupioi of dhe Reak lociione. Lefort
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interprets clections E,Eme of "formal’, buuigeols’ detnocracy} as an act of
mvﬁ_worn dissolarion of soctal edifice; their Q‘z?m mﬁ.ﬂ:.d is the one tha
is usnally made the rarget for Marxist .k

o of o mméonzﬂ._l

the fact that we take pare as abstiwr clrizens, aromized individuads,
reduced 1o pure Ones without further qualifications.

At the moment of clections, the whole hierarchic nerwork of social
refations is in a way suspended, purcin par
E:Q coases (o exisy, it o
¥

heses; ‘sociery’ as an or EEﬁ
nges into a contngent collecrion of wio

2ty of abstract units, and the resule depeads on a pure wly quant-
tative mechanism of countin
wholly unfuceseeable {or m

wli:ﬁ»?&iﬁ.;ﬁsls.w:m?.Cnmmmwo:z
toulaced) event -~ a scandal which erupa
few days belore an elecrion, »ow examnple, — can add that ‘half per cent
one way or the other thar deteninines the mnsmw& orientarion of the
connmty’s politics over the nexr few yeurs, ... In vain do we conceal this
tharoughly ‘freational” characrer of zi.;m we call formal demoerac
¢he inoment of an election, the sociery is delivered 1o 4 stochastic process,
Only the acceptance of such a tisk, only such a readice
one’s fate ro ‘irrational” hazard, renders ‘democracy’ juse e deds in dhis
sense that we should read the dicrom of Winston Churebill which {have
already mentioned: im_ﬁoﬁ.w@ is the worst of all possible politeal
systens, the only problem iy that none of the others is beteer’,
it is true m_p_,., democracy makes pole all sores of mawipolation,
corruption, the rule of detagopy, m:ﬁ_ s0 o, bt 43 soon as we eliminate
the _UE&E:? of such deformations, we lose democracy iself — a neat
example of the Hegelian Universal which can realize el only ia
impure, deformed, noﬁ.:?mi forms; if we want 1o remove these defor-
mations and to wﬁ% the Universal in s dnter purity, we obtain its very
oppasite. So-called ‘real democracy” s H.:ﬁ nother name for non-
n_ﬂéucﬂﬁfus if we wane to exclude the possibility of ma z%:?ﬂo: we
must verify the candidaces in advance, we must inrroduce the diffeicice
the ‘rrue interests of the ?..ow_o and its contingent fluctsating
e o, ,.:CZ ed to all kinds of demagogy and confusion, and so on —
thus i
which rhe effective clections take place Lefore electons and where ﬁrn
baliot has only plebiscirary value, In shor ‘organized democmcy’ isa
way of excluding the traption of the Real which characterizes formal
demacracy: the moment of dissulation of the social edifice Into o purely
numetical collection of atorized individuals.
So i_rocrr i1 reality” there are only “exceptions” and ‘deformations
the vhiversal notion of ‘democracy’ is none the less 2 ‘necessary fedon', s

to hand over

L

with what 15 wsually called ‘orgamized democracy’,

YT OMNLY DM

"WICE Fay

sbohie Fuer in the wlucies of which effective dewinoi

phuralicy of irs forms, vouhd ot reproduce diself, Here ﬁnrn_ is para-
LOA,NG,L.:,. lase Qu.u.rﬂn\_:%. Denil iiiay Lo didi ;‘,.V.FQC_\ E\ Tl
the Aamr:n: Universal is such 4 T’ as ‘exists

. in all the

s otie uf L

SES:1 referenc
awwhee dn realivy Srﬁn we have nothing but mxrﬁ:::i Ll 15 none
che Jess fruplied by realicy’ irself as a point of “refurence Losduriag on it

its symbolic consisteney.
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Which Subject of the Real?

There is no &

1N 3, : 1 o
hi compeetiindiag Tacan as ‘post-strucruralist, oue wiially vverlooks the

radical hreals mén supaiates hit from the feld of ‘post-stucinalism’,
even the propositions common to the revo ficlds obtain a rotally different
dimension in each. “There is no inelilas

i
e found noc

toges for easpls this s a

J
a_v.‘ in Lacar’s ?M&Sﬁz_f; and i post-
stenetiralion (Derrda} bue also In contenspuiary  hermeneurics
(Gadamer) — we usnally lose from view how Lacan’s theory ears this
propositien in a way hav is completely Loconipailih. with post-
structuzalism, as ﬁ,sx i

Post-stractuzatism claims that 2 wext is always "fraeead” by s own

commentary: the Wz: ipnetation of & literary text resides on the sane

COTidiiingy

1

plane as its "object’. Thus the intrpretaion & indudod in che Hreory
corpus: there is no ‘pure’ rﬁ.ﬁs& object that .::.K not contaln an
' wd 1 e N

LS 1 dii et :F.:::: I
post-structaralism the classic op pesition berween the object-text and irs
external interprerative _,ezm_:w is thus replaced by a condnuity of an
infinite lirerary text which is always already its own reading; that is,
which sers wp distance from irselfl Thar is why the @c. t-seructuralise
procedure par excellence is not only to search in W,,Eh? :.r uG‘ ﬁmﬁm for
propositions conltaining a theary abont d: w botalio to
read theoredeal texts dienselves us Treratare” —~ more ?.on;m?, to Mu:m in.

element of fuieiprotation, of Jha

i own funciic

pareuthenes cheir claim to vath in order o expose the texrual mechan-
isms procducing the ‘mruch effecr. As Habermas bas alic sy potnred o,
in post-structaratism we have 2 kind of duivecaliicd acsthericization
whereby “rruch”isel s finally reduced to une of the style offeces of the

discursive articodaion (abaa s, 1985)
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In conreast to this Mierzschean reference of posteserneturalism, Lacans
work makes v no references o Miewsche, Lacan always insises on
pryclioaialy e as 2 ootheexpedence: his thesds dhar ouh s soroctured
like a ficton has nothing at all w do with a posestrticeuralise reduction
of the wuth-dimension to a texwal ‘wath-eflect. Actually, it was Livi-
Stau who, i spite of his ferocious Q:js of .Muoﬁ.,mz,:ﬂﬁz.“ list
m.«_ _.:na.ﬁ QMUFSF& mu.ﬂ u(vm:\ TO Wn..ﬂﬁ:mﬂ e HMn _ucn\:ﬁ 5711 T%. q.r\_ﬂT.EW
the oﬁ,:n& Em%:, ations of myths as new veisivis of the same oyl
for « g

,.x

, hie concetved Freud's theory of the
A New Ew,mzcz o the Oedipus meych.

in “postsiructuralisny, metenymy obtains a clear logical pre-
dusitaaes over taetaphor. The metaphorical ‘out’ s conce ?ﬂ.g 3¢ an
ﬁioﬁaooﬁnn_ETLmcozpaauﬁizwﬁfr:urmfonmo:zsﬁ%m

Jedipus complex as jus

metonyusical Glwipatioe of the textual sweam. In }; perspoc ive, the
Lacssio insistence on the priacy of meraphor over metonymy, his
thests that H._.:..,mc_&:__.ﬁ: sliding must zheajs be %HEUCHE,\._ by a mena-
phorical cur, can appear w post-structaralists only as an indication that
his ﬁwmoJ_ is stll mmarked 3{ the ‘metaphysics of presence’. Post-
siruceuralists see the Lainish theory of the point de cupiion, of the phallic
signifier as the .ﬁmi:ﬂ. of lack, as an effort to master and reserain the
‘dissemination’ cH the textual pracess. Is ir pot, m_._mw Say, an attempr
localize a lack in a single ,_m:n_ﬁ. the Cne, although it is the signifier of
Iack jwelf? Derrida repearedly reproaches Lacan for rhe paradoxicl
gesture of reducing lack through it mmmj.u.,_ﬁ.ré of irself Lack is Jocalized
in a point of exceprion which guarantees the consistency of all the other
elemnents, by the mere facr that it is mwﬁ:;r,im as ,Eﬁro ic castration,
by the mere fact that the EE tus is defined as its signitier (Derrida, 1987),
Bven at the level of a naive “inumediare’ reading; it is difficule to aveid
the feeling that in this poststrucuicalist posidon something is Dzdmw -
of, mote precisely, that this eriti s of Lacan ransa litile top sinesilly The
m??ﬁ:ﬁ:?rﬂ ?E:o: constantly repeats that no text could be rotally
uo:Lrn:.m_:i: ah On the one band, it is nor possible to ger rid of die
metaplyaicul tadition by a siraple gesture of wking distance, of placing
onesell curside i, becavse the language we are c”uwm& 10 1s¢ 15 pene-
trated by metaphysics. On the other hand, however, every rext, however
metaphysical, always produces gaps which announce breaches in che
nieisjhiysical circle: the poines ac which dhe texeual process subveres what
it “autlios’ intended 1o say. Is such a position so:.:K a licdle too can-
venient? To put it more blundy, the position from which the decon-

structivise can always muke sure of the fact that ‘there 15 no

1.
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cisely whai it

52_,__,,:.@_53.” that 1o dicsieste can say pres :
e thae the process of amincaiion always subverrs the nteree is the
7 .
“..U_m._;f .._:; ::.f< P Csieile
= . . 1 s w ‘.M - .u_ W -
Hlow can one not ecugaize, i the passivuate seal with which the

,:.:ﬁ.mna 18]

si, FROST Y

H::::

post=struic: st itsias that every e, bis own :F:E?_ 18 Caty Lﬁ in 2

. ST T | 2 of
RTrTIRL _:,.d.;r.;uw and Solad wich of the
e - P T ITO R T
e rtes 3;_ D:i M H14N3 ﬁir 1 O_.uwﬂdm_mﬁ fierifog _/ 1 Tiie A iEhgil boies

1 hi, %r.m i L Teddp i of the fact that one is

ition not mec.ed by the decentred

a ‘.n.m._,:;.:,::fﬁ.,m m
speaking from a sa r _k:,;:c:, a po .
eexnh procoss? :Sﬂ is why post- ~structaralise pocticisin is &ﬂ::_..,i
affeeted. The whe 1.?2 o write woﬁ‘_mm:w o make s feel how our
o.?.: (et m .Lmr,:nv Lzl :_L i r_F. eyde e FSCZ,.ZM BT : Mrcnq,}ru h:i
Low this resiual mz.oﬁcﬁ abways subverts what we Gntended to say), the
whole effore o evade the ?%n? thearetical form o mﬁ.a&:: our ideas

and to adapt vhe ctovical devices nsnally reser ved to Hrerature, masks the

5

8] eSS

annoying fact thar at the root of whar pusi-st
a cl :T defined cheorerical W::_:c; which can be wily

EREEYE nHwG:.
Tornd 1

FNTG OTHE T

difficulry ina pure and simple s trr_:_:,\::w.r.

The ¢ 3& post-structuralise ﬁm::%zaz : that th
aof 138:%; devices to external i which do net concern the sig-
nified contenes is ihisviy. tie so~catled stylistic devices \:3.:5 derer~
mine the ‘inner’ notional no:ﬂnaa thersebves, Yer it vould ap pear thar
the post-structuralise | T::r siyle imself - the v&}, of conbiiuiin :c._:r
self-commientary and self-disrance, the way of coinianh subverting
what ore was Jup e 16 ay literally — cuises only o crribellish some
basic 9(92:; Eowi;_o:w That s why post _Q:Qsﬁwaﬁ
s often provhice ai wiTece of *bad fifinisy’ in the HegeHan
sense: an endless uel-poatival variation on the same %t:f:f;
sssmmption, a variation which dees not produce iy thing new. The

?.sEcE with deconsttiic o, then, is not Eﬁ it reistiiees a strict theo-

sl reducrion

Cothidiaaliug

recical formulation and ﬁ::v ion Habiby poeticisie. On the contraty, : is
¢hat its posicion is oo ‘theoretical” {in the sense of a theory which
excludes the (vl that is, which does not affecr the place
from which we sprak).

e

The ¥h Ewnwh ,umw.ﬁ Li e

How then, can we elude this dendlock? Tt is here thar Lacan differs yadi~
in Seminar XI he bLugins one of his

ally from pOSE-sErUCh kit
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sentences: ‘But this is M:.nnwm.u@. what [want to say and what [ am saying -
berause what I wanr to say is what Tam soving, .. Ina pose-strucrutalise
reading, such plisses prove thar Lacan stll wants o rerain the position of
Master: “saying /i arLwanted o say Lays claim ro a coincidence between
what we intend to say and what we are effectively S%:q — is not this
coincidence what defines the iusion of the Maseer? [s Lacan not
proceeding as il his own ¢

T 1S ST frewm che gap berweer swhat is satd
and what he intends to say? Is ke noc clatming that he can dominare dwe
signifying effecrs of this texe? In che Lacanian perspeetive it is, on the
comerary, precisely sach ‘imposible’ utterances — areerances following
the Momwn of the paradox ‘T am lying’ — which keep the fundamental gap
of the :3:&5& process open and in chis way prevent us from assuming
a meralangage posivion

Lacan is close to Brecht here. One has enly to remember the basic
ﬁman.ﬁi::, of Breche's learning E y§ of the early thirties 1o which the
- prowiie pronoinee an Gmpossible’ commentary on their own
act .\W: actor grfers w_.:u 5 WWV z u,ﬁﬁﬁ muv, . »m AT % njw@ﬂa T: N {?TCV.G .:Z_.: H.ﬂ w
expleoit workers, Now [ will wy to convinee one of my workers of rhe
wuch of the bourgeols ideology which legithmizes the exploitation,
He then ﬁuwmounrﬁ the worker and does exacely whar he has aunounced
he would do. Dpes such 2 procedure — an actor commenting on his
deeds from an AGE sctive’ position of pure p.mﬁ,:r:ums..:é - not make it
clear, in an almost palpable way, the ueter upossibilicy of eccupying this
pasttian; i ic not, in s very .wrw:?_:q.,_:::z;vH siv subversive than the
poeticism which prohibits every direc, simple uatterance and feels
ovm:& alxw ,dj ro add new comments, roteats, &ma ssions, brackers,
quotativi iicks .. . — 50 many assurances dhat what we are saying is not
0 be taken direct .; or literally, a5 tdentical wo lwself?

Metalanguage is not _zé an Imaginary entity, {e is Real i the soice
Lacamian sense — that is, it is :Euomm@q to occupy its position. But, Lacan
adds, it'is even mere difficult simply to wwid ic. One cannot i it bue
oue also cannot escepe it That s why the only way to avoid the Real s 10
produce an witerance of pure meidisguage which, by i patenc
absurdity, materializes its own impossibilicg: that is, a 1,:.:_053
clemnent which, in s very identity, embodios abizlite niein

irre-
parable gap thae makes it Lpesille  occupy 2 metalanguuge poulidui

For Derrida the localization of the lack is supposed o time che is-
semnination’ of the process of writing, while for Lacan only the presence
of such a paradoxical “at least one’ sustaing the radical dimension of che
gap. Fhe Lacanian name of this paradoxical element is, of conrse, the
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o

phallus as siguifier, a kind of negative version of rrith as the ind
iseil”. The phallic sigilic is, so o speak, an index of its own lmpos-
sibitiey. In its very posicviiy iUis die signifier ol ‘Cactiatics - that is, of its

N0 m..

I

awn lack. The so~called wnm:w:&:e objects ?F»;.& exvrerient) are lost

obiects. while the phallus i : not simply lost but is an object which gives
. 1 el

foss as such
)

\
altains o pasitive exi ivnice. Em:, Lacan differs fram Jung, 8 whom ?.,.w_
arcributed — wiolgy, pus Traps, bt seaon e vere, ¢ bow dreiio the famoug
phrase: "What is a pents bt a p! hallic symbal?

Let s also recall Otto Fepiche?s interpreration of the ohscene gesture
called in German ‘the long nose’ [dfe lange Nase). Spreading the fingers 1o
frone of the face and patling the thuab on the nose sapposedly connotes
the erecred phallus, The message of this gestare wonld appear o _,w a
,ﬁﬁ: e showing-off in front of an adversary: Tonk how big mine is mitie
is bigger than yours. Instead of refuting this m:ﬁmrw:n 53.?2%.5:
dircetly, Fenichel intraduces a small displacemene: the _sz of insuldng
s one of hivlwe featuies, IF chis

il SUip piesvind In :x\

?:,_‘,_x for o ceriadi

an adversary ,;//df i:c:? Sredtuiis
trae, what, then, 15 50 tnsisitig io an imitation which vo:% out that the
Fenichel’s soluiion 1s thar

other has a large and ﬂaﬁdw? 1 virile member?
one has ro read %7 o ﬁ.::, a8 Eo firse partofa senrence, the second pare
of whicl is omniiied The whede of it reads: "Yours is so big and powerful,
but in spite of that, you arc | 5 You canaof et me :..:,__i it’ (Fenichel,
1928).

fu this ﬁ...,&.. che adversary is caughrina forced choice which, according
to Lacan {1879, ch. X éo &i:ﬁ,m the experience of casteation: if he
CAnnGE, r.q cannot; but even it he can, any .x:;::m to his ﬁoz ot 18

P

doomed to fanerion as a denial -- thatis, as 3 masking of bis T ki
M a hegatve

impotence, as 4 mere shwwig-odt which just confirm
he shows

way, that he cannot do ._:Tr:.m The more he reacts, the more

his power, the more hisi E%EQ:Q_ is confirmed. .
: i in dhis precise senae duat the mrp::» is the signifier of castratio
This is thie logic of the t;&.,_af fversion which sets in when the demon-
stration of power siarts o function as a confirmarion of a fundamental
impotence. This is &.,6 %.n, logic of so-called pol Fitical, w:;cﬂu:o:
addressed n_f:i 8 tuiali e pun o structuze. The punk imireng the
sadoinasachiste’ woéow ::r; is nor 1o be conceived as a case of the
vicrim's identification with the aggressor (as iv is om My interpreted).
The iessage o Sn pawer structure is, on the mc:,SJ, the :?S:s:
ﬂ:%r:w in }c il act of imitation: You are so powerful, TH;: afl
that, you are fmpuici. w oy cannaf really fruert wee! T chis wiy, ﬁ#n power
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strucraye i caught in the same qap. The more violent ics reaction, d

more it confirms its fusdiental impoienc

Fiin in Warvaw’ ag mh:rm CE

To articulate more previsely che way in which the Lacanion p1 00 i
pifier entails the imyp LG of menlingnage, Toc us remirn w the pose

i

RISTIR i

a
sarting poine 5 the face that the zevo level of all metduigiupe
inateaal, ordinary lawguags — is simulanecusly the las ¢ interpretative
{rainework of all of them: it is the nltimae M:eq.;_usm:umo Crrdinary
largirnge is is own et languge. It is self-referendai; the place of
incessant avto-teflexive moveinent, In &E concepraalization one does
not mention the object oo much. Usnally, one gers «dd of w simply by
wc:_mtm out how ‘reality’ is already strucrured chrough rhe medium of
E:W:LT e In nw:m way h.,.c..v.ﬂsmﬂ,:n.m:_.uw?? [BAENS nu“:m&., ,_dc;:rm_cz LF.ESL vy L0
the infmite self-interpretuiive play of tanguage. “There is no metalan-
m:\_:mm is acually taken to mean s exact ojganiie :. W dhere is it pure abjed-
b: s.Q Hs.,U}:Or Lisad 5,::: _ﬁ::r,_i: asa wur: ;. Z::ST drcht :Fr“..r__:
for ;s.n designaiion of pre-given reality. Bvory oEE tive’ statement about
things included seine kind of self-distance, o rebounding of the signifier
from its lireral S...:t:v In shory, language is always saying, more or
less, conihi i sifici the what it means to say

fn Lacan's weaching, however, the pr cﬁoizob ‘there is no meta-
Linguage is 1o be aken literally. It means thar ail Eanguage is in a way an
ogﬁ? angtiage: there isnes |, &. rage ilh sl Bt Bven when the fungaage
is .\%mﬁ.anmw c Ewri: aweb of iw»:,s ential muvenent, even when it
is ,:;::i:; %szv only zbour imelf, there s an objective, non-
i The Lacanian mark of it is, of
S:Z,_ the objet petit 0. The self-referential movernent of the signifier is
not that of a cosed circle, bue an clliprical movement around a certain
void. And the objer perir 4, as the original lost object which in 2 way coin-
cides with its own logs, is precisely the embodiment of dis void,

This “internal exclusion’ of the object from che Other of the symbolic
network also allows us to expose the confusion upon which the

inpilon Sihe fdde-address of the leteer” fle rirre do Lo letere)
rests: that is, the criticism of Lacanian ¢ :,QQ in which, sccording ro
Deriida, the letter always puossesses its dele-address, abwnys reaches it
destinadon, This is ,ﬁ:q_uom& to atrest to the ‘closed economy’ of the

; of the idea that *there Is no menlanguage’. Trs

Zm::.v»:. Frp:r o2’ 10 this tovenueirt,

1 .
Sercidean g
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Lacanian concepe of the Symbelic the central vo;: of reference (the
Lm.:."mr,w. of back) allepedly ?nn:&qm the possihility ehat 2 lerter could go
1

astray, lose s clocslarewlosdagioal path and miss s adidiess (Mancy and
Lacove-Labarthe, 1973},

Where Lci the mien o ing o this crideism He? It s troe that
in Lacanian thooy every lotrer las s eide’, bu chis dele is definitely not
some kind of flos of e ﬂé.iz The Locanio fide of die leter is
claser v the tirle of a plerare; for example, thar descrihed inawell-
known joke abour Lenin in Warsaw”. Av an art exhibiton in Moscow,
there is o picore shuwing Nadezhda Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife, in be l
with 2 young member Qm the Komsomol. The title of the picouze
Tenn in Warsaw', A bewildersd visitor asks 2 guider But where is
Lenin? The guide replies quicdy and with digairy: Lenin is in Warsaw’,

if we put aside Lenin's ?E:cs as the absent Third, the bearer of the

T 11

w_b_:_ur.:é of the sexual reluticilip, we could say that Lenin in

.2.5,;?:”:. M.‘mcm::.u: %:r‘_,rm :Ennﬂ o.m,..w;mme.w_r::_w
names the object which is lacking in the ficld of whac is depicred. Thar is
to say, in this joke, the trap in which the visiror was S:mf could be
defined precisely as dhe meiilasg

43

1

g trags Fhe visitor’s misiake is to

establish the same distance between the picture and the title as berween
the sign ,.:.L the denvicd oljeut, as 1 the tide is speabing wloei the picare
frow » kind of 353 tve distance’, and then o look for irs positive corres

mm__.,:%..znq in L.?, picture. Thus the visitor poses o oo “Where s the
obiect indicated by irs diele depicted? Bur the wlhiclv puint is, of course,
that in this case the relation between the ME pure and ies titde is not the
usual one ﬁ_._ang the drde A..ﬂ.:_..,:.)._.(r ,::w% to what is depicred
{Landscape’, “Selfopareraic). Here the e is, so o speak, on the same
surface. Tt Is part of the same condnuity as the ME ture irself. Joy disrance
from the picture Is strictly ivaal making an incision intoe the picrire,
That is why scmething must Rl {ous) from the picture: not it tde, but
the abject which is replaced by the arle,

In ocher words, the title of this picture functions as the Frendian
Porsivilumiez Do the representative, the substitute of some repre~
ifing elemene Alling our the vacanr place of the miss-
ing represencation {of th 52%3: chat is, of Lenin _:.3:@5. The field
of representation |V i is the field of what s pusidvely depicred,
bue the problem is that E«,‘w&i::m catinot be depicted. Something st
recessarily fall “Lenin muist be in Wapsww’, and the drle akes the
place of this void, of this missing, ‘orginally 1 :?.._ sed” representation: irs
exclusion funcrons as a positive condidon for the enciyence of what is

senzation, the sig,

__gr:
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being depicted {because, to pue it Lha.dly, if Lenin were not in Warsaw,
Nadezhda Eropskaya counld not . ), If we take the word ‘subject’ i
sense of ‘content, we can say that whar we have here Is precisely

: . ‘Nadezhda Krapshaya in bed with a josa
Komsono! menmber” is the sithject of the picture; Lenin ln Warsaw’ it i
object,

We can take this as 2 joke abouwt Vorsiellungrvpriieiiviiz, and now we
can also wnderstand why the signifier as such has the status of the Vor-
¢ in Lacan. It is no longer the simple Saussuican
material vepresentative of the signified, of the mencal represeiia
idea, bur the substiture {illing out the void of some oim.:S:% it
represeitalivi it does not by iy, 1o thiinig] any represcitation, it repres
its fack. The misundetstanding in the post-strucraralist criricism of L
1§ :_»S.,I:rrq ESZ_:LC Hlali r_:mm AR ES _.rm midiize O*. VorsicH
tawz, This criticism misses the face that the Voot die
pure, reflexive signifier incainaiing the ?rw setf ) fiils cﬁ the void of die
lost abject, As soon as the Foisie b 1S o Fzmﬁ Cuiinits
o this hole in the Other, to the K:Sm out of the object, it _.&SE
function-as a ‘otle’s as a Soniammm%n designadion, as an incision thut
limits, totalizes, cannlizes the origiiual dispinion of the sigaifyiuy s
... in short, we find ourselves in a ‘post-structuralist’ mess.

¥

If the joke about Lenin in Warsaw Qoﬁm:maﬁ the logic of the master-

signifier, there s another joke — in & way its symmerrical inversion —
which exemplifies the logic of the object: the joke about the comip
who tries to evade B:_EJ servi EN mmﬁﬁ_&:ﬁ ro be mad, ¥

1
PRI E] /Y

§

:_“T:..::p

sytapam is s vely chicchs ull die pleces of paper he can lay
his hands on, constandy repeating: “That is nor it He is sent to the

military psychiatrist, in whose office he also examines all dhe papur

around, inchuding those in the wastepaper basket, repeating ail the e
1

“That is not it! The psychiatrisg, ri_ ly convinced that he ¢ @:w 15 1!

gives him a written warrant refeasing him from E%EQ service, The

comcript casis a look at it and says cheerfully: "That isit?

We can say chat this litdle piece of paper finally found —a and ot
release — has che status of an object in the Lacanian sense, Why? Bu
it is an object produced by the signifying texture itsetf Tt is a kind
object that came to exist as a result of all the fuss about it. The ‘mad
conscript pretends to look for something, and through his very scad
chrough its repeated failure ("That is not i), he produces what be i
looking for. The paradox chen, is that the process of scarching ieself pro-

deces the object which camses it an exace parallel to Lacanian desire which

CERLAI® eapiend
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W:Cg,:rru its wwn object-case. The error of all the people around rhe

voinerips the psychiatist iicheded, 15 thar %Q overlook che way dhey

are already part of %n Em% noﬁﬁ%ﬁ 5 mmﬁn They dibik
T K dics

:-.-L.r@ Laidik ITaGdd: aly & .\_(f

wivt of the picture Lenin in Warsaw” who stunk the pierure’s
tidde for a metalaguage Juidpion o

Their error is therefore symmetrical. In the case of “Lenin in Warsaw’
the ticle is on the same level as the depicted content of the ?Q_: e and is
gl de o.r.:c cm: ln the second exainple, the paper as
:dém is puit of the actiral iv:é 3 process; its m?;s: and not its
3 reference. Firse we have ihe patadox of a shaifics which is a pace
Lo ol (Blliug vutavoid, a hole in i) Then we have
2 of an object which mnst be included in the sigiifying
texire, Pe lﬁmw this double patadox offers us the final chue o the

: “There is no metalatguage

<Y Al CRalll~
AN
Z e he 2;_(_3.5“

R
Lota nic

=To mﬁﬁu this logic of ap object included in the aignilying texture, we

ai in 5:& the paradoxical character of the Lacanian Real. Ir is
conceived as 2 hard kernel resisting symibolization, dialectic-
persisting i its place, always recurning to it There ds a well-
seience- rh tion JEQ {Frperiment’ by Predric Brown) that
ot pufoctly: Professor Johmson has developed a small-

.::..:r__ (o] of 4 rime maching. Small arcicles placed on it
o %n rz:_% He firse demonstrates to his two

-
»:::rv Cw AL

W ..rr m,:::ﬂ
. e il H?;‘ machings plafon [tinsontly
s oand Feap s five minutes later, The next qumﬁﬁix five

1 H Ty

f.ﬁue{».: Thiat il
the past dial ar bBve ndiasies, he g: Eﬁ‘c _.wa ::un on the platform at
.&&, it should
to L},.w o

oarae

1o

b senr i

g sl

L0 T R . B T
olouin Bat siine tit

5 :;;rt, ik
— that m.: m,:ﬁ. VTG S L e. One of his colleagues asks
ke c_c;_; a:?:ﬁ ‘How can you place it there, then? Johnson
will vanish front the platform and
poor i Lis hand, to be placed on the machine. This is exactly v hac
Loppeiis The second colleague wants to know what would happen if,
wer the cube has appeared on the pl latform {five minutes before being

wre b places it there
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placed there), Johnson were to drnge his mind and sor pre ic rhere at
vr__ 11

three o’clock, Waild this not create a pars

N

A inceresting ddea, Peotessor Johns of v and ir
will be interosring 1o sy, Very well, T shall nag
There was no ?Z;ox arall. The o

But the enare rest of the Univers, profmsors and all, vanished,

ihe rerraine

So, even if all symbolic reality dissolves irself, disappears into nothing,
the Real — the sroall cube — swill rerarn to s ?io This is what Lacan
ineans when he says that the .i:wi imperarive s the mode of the
preseuce of the Real in the Syalalic: Fiar Justitia, pereat sivandus? The cube
mst renn to s place even if all &? world, all symbolie realisy,
perishes,

But this is just one side of the Lacanian Real; it is the side which
T_f“:_;. jawes in the fifties when we have the Real — the bruce, pre-
syimbolic realiey which abways retuens o its place — then dhe kol
ordet w w:n b soructures our perceprion of veality, and finally the Tmag-
iy, the level of 1 :}?.w ciiitics wlhiose Consisicucy is the effect of a kind
of mirror-play — that is, %3 have e real exisrence but are a mere struc-
wral effece With the development of Lacanian weaching in the sixties
and seventies, What he calls 1 Real” approaches more and more what
he called, in the fifries, the r:_é:.k ey Ler ug ke the case of traum
the fifties, in his Arst Seminar, &? i

)

o

tin

s s eveny is defined as an
imaginary enticy which had nor yee been fully symbalized, given a place
in the symbolic universe of the abject {Lacan, 1988, ch, X4H); but in the
seventies, rauma 1§ feal - 1t s a hard core resisting symbalization, bue
the poin is that & does not marter if it has had 2 place, if it has really
G E_WQ& Hd O n.m.m_ﬁvhm Te LM s@« _: _..43_3»«, g w.‘.ﬁjwiv.« _‘Tu:» 1t mﬁ.@fﬂﬁrym 4 mﬁ.—.mhﬁ
of siructural effects (displacements, repetidons, and so on). The Real isan
entity which mnst be construeted afrerwards so that we can account for
the distordons of the symbolic serucrare,

The most famouns Freudian example of sich a roal entiry 35 of counse
the E::i wi::% it wonld be senseless to search for its mraces in
_,A.,H(h RIS I uqyw:h;.‘ T:_ it TusE none t M.ﬁ; _) 39 uﬂ wum.ﬂfwﬁ:.uﬁ@m:d_ mﬂ&.iu WAL £
account for the present state of things. Iris the same wich the p ‘E.:ﬁ tight
to deatk hetween the :::::g maseer and servant in Fegel's (0 no -

ology of Spirir: it is seoseless trying o determine when E? event conld
have waken place; che poine is juse that it must be presapposed, dhat it
constitutes a fantasy-scenerio :zl d by the very face chae people work

i

WEICH viisnl OF

VR REAL?Y !

- ir 15 the inte. .:K;,_.. cordition of the so-called *
5.5,0: o the ::.Z:._ r“.\,.,.mwu...‘...*..m.

The paradox of the Lacanian Real, thew, is that it is an cuiity whicl,

althaugh it does notexist (in the sense of ;.Sn.v.g i,_,:_m ot
Ei:ev has a series of _f.% e - i ses 3 cermain strnrnral cans.
o

- - 1 - (
LHQ wreanp raduce & Lo of <fouts i the vV._:‘::._.F Leunily of m:r,?. 5.

EXRCTC

That is why it can be M.:_:ﬁ..i& by 2 muldride of well- [A— Jokes
based on the sume oo i T Ll dhe place whee die Tarke of Welhi f‘o.

won spoke his faous words?” — Ves, this s chie phice, but he never spoke
those words
N " oW | e mad 3

quoe exaniples S Suaehnos only doesn’u bebieve g
snreven o luid sf G up to God himself who, accardiag o Lacan,
belongs to the Real: ‘Gad re all ?i Ctions excepr one - m.w

exist? In vhis sense, the Lacanian suljer e
presumed to know) is also such a :wm_ entity: i @oc ner e

these :m.,am,;w_.uorn: words arve & Lacanian Real Owne can

N TN...

ist, bue
produces a decisive shift in the developnicit of the prycloaudyie cuee

To mendon the final exampler the famous wiacGailing the Fiteh-
cockian object, the pure pretext whose sole role s to set the swry in
motion but whichs is in itself ‘nothing at all” — the only siguificaiee of
the MacGullin Hes in the fact that it _:; SR r.U...::,: ﬁ the char-
acters - that B rrast seem to be of vital o w s The orighnad
anecdore is well knows owo men are sitting in 4 trabg ow of them ﬁ.wu
Whars that package up there in the luggepe rack? ‘Ob, thats a
MacGuffip’ }a_ﬂ:, a w Pl i an up i for trapping
Hons i the Scottish 1l 7 Bat there are no hous in the Seotrish

:grrrziv., Woell, chen, ;S s not a MacGutfin) Thete i aboibior veinion
which is nuch more to the puiui: it is the same as the other, with e

exceptiou of the last answen “Well, you sce how efficient it 158 — chat’s

MacGuffin, a pure Eim 1z which is none the less efficienr. Needless

pﬂ_&. the acCullin is the prival sy of what Lacan calls QE.Q»UH.ZN. ara

SR

L=}

pure void which functions as the objece 2.
Thar woiiid Le, then, the greche deflndidon of the s
b
which i itself does nor exise — which is present 2& in a series of ef!

rﬁﬂ pm:\ iays a CS::.F..W“ f:,;,..: g Aty .ﬁ_«. d; ﬁ_.r.; wﬂmﬂ_m 15 :F, L
i ire effects,
g o ' ﬂ

Lachau and Moaflt were thie flst w develop dhis logie of %m Re i in i

elevaliee m:. «rm ah_ia_:n,.?m:;.“ field in their concept of .

; 1 S

7o
Al C_c,.;. 4 ause

-
r») B
m

1

precisedy this i

yowhich 5 10 he g s.mn? ed oty

T (]
:.ttr: A LGkl abeens WIHURL

a:ri@

i w\pr(?«f« RIEIW ] Y T{h e
]

P ~ . M § o :
is i itself ﬁo&::mw il andy Lo b Civin i feifuactivedy, B 2 il

- - . . % s ]
of its effects, as the tisusaude poiat which escapes then it prevenis a
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clesore of the socizl Beld. In this way we might reread even the classic | The Forced Choice of Fro
rotion of the las stoggle it is not the Lt significs %ﬁim Hiculig 0 .
all social phenomena {all social processes are - the final M::&a.; © o s sense, we may say that the starus of freedom iself is real The
expressions of the class mc‘mmm?,v but — quite the contrary - a certain : wstia] {pose-Jsti v iuadist’ ,WE:‘QE‘: wounid be o ducinee Treedom’ as
litnir, a pure negstivicy, a kit _::; which prevents the final rotal- : an :z&ﬁ:a._.v. expuiiviee testing ol sirecognition, en g I::_Eﬁ o ehe
ization of the social-ideclogical Tn_m The ‘class ,wa.:wm? is present only ©sraetural codlin LLLL f‘a: st the acdviey of saljecrs. But on rhe
in its effects, in the fact that every arernpe 1o toralize the soctal field, 0 : basis of Lacans teacking in the seveniies, we can ,ME.;.‘:,,K_ Freedom [rom
assign. to social phenomena a definice place in the social structure, i another perspectiver lreedony, ‘free choice’, as the real-imjaamiblc.
always doomed to failure, A few maonchs age, a Yugoshy sudene was called o regular milisary
i ém define the Real as such a wnﬁp%émq& chimetical entity which, service. In Yugoshevia, ac LE be, :E:F of military service, there is 2
- aldhotgh i does noc exist, has 2 series of propertes and can prodnce a : vertain rituak every new soidicr st sole idy sweal that be ds willing o
series of ¢ ffeces, it becomes clear that the Reat par excellense is joiilnone: serve Dis counoy and o defend 1o even if that meuwns losiug bis life, and
- i e docs not exist, fUs Luposible, bat it mwochu a number of : so on — the nsual paviode stff, Alter the public certinony, everybody
B trmunaric effects. This paradexical nature of fouissance also offers us 2 - must sign the solenm docament. The young soldier 5::&.. refised to
T clue to ?%_ rining the fundamental pnacdos which wsdaitingly attess e . sign, m.,g.:m thar an oath depsnds upon free :722. that it is 3 macrer of
T presence of the :3“ the fact of the prohibition of something whids i : free decision, and he, from his free choice, did not want o give his sig-
L iwn\_&. in itself impossible. "The elomeneary model is, of course, the s nature to the oach. Bur, he wes quick to add, if uny of the officers present
probibitiva of incess; but there are many orher examnples — let us cite 5 was prepared 1o give him a formal order o sign i 0w, he would of
e only the ustial ronservative atdeude wwards child seaualivy it does not course he .:.,.c?:d; to do so. The perplexed officers caplaiined to him chat
. exist, children are innocent beings, that is why we musc control them because the vath ..J,,E: Lol upeen Bis free decision (an oarh obrained by
serictly and fight cliild sexaalicy — not o mendon che obvious face hat foree is valuchess), diey condd miotgive hinsuch an oider, but thar, on the
: : the most finous _ﬁurwumm of all sl el philosophy — dhe last prope- other hand, il be still refused o ,m?:n his signature, he would be prose-
Bl sition of Wittgenstein's Traciafus — mplies the same paradox: “Whereof cuted for refusing to do his dury and condemned to prison. Needless w
ole cannor %niﬁ thereol one muse be silenc” Lmmediaiely, the wz%a add, ehis is exacrly what r.;%\, Ledy bue before going to prison, the
L question arises: IF it is akready srared that 1e is fnposidle @ say Ay i student did succeed in vbsaining from dhe EESQ coure of law the
0 about the unspeakable, why add that we must ot speak about itz We :E_, paradoxical decision, a formal doement ordering him to sign a free
the same paradox in Kant %wg treating the question of the origins of cath,

legitimate stare power, he says directdy mvmﬂ we canriol penewaie the
1.

I the subjec s relubiviship w the community to which he belongs,
el (o 50 m:ﬁrﬂ:; rm. r_Cr_m

shscure vriging of power becanse we there ix always such o poacdoniad polav of dheiv fore - ac chis peint, « rm
s, e put purselves viisiae its domain and so automadic ;:v subvert it ottty Iy sayiig o the subject %s: have freedom o cl oose, but on

agitinacy) — a curious variation on his basic ethical imperative Du caadition thar you choose che right iy you have, for E,z:w_c the
kannsi, dean dy sollst! — You can, hecanse you must!

1
freedom to chause to sign or not m sign the oath, on coudition dhat you

¢ The solution to this paradus — why forbid something ‘hich 15 already choose :i:; - that is, to sign it Jyen make the wrong choice, you Jose
mn :#_T::ucﬁ: le? — lies in the facr that the feip o?__:rJ relates to the © freedom of choice irself. And itis by no means “:.n:.hnzi_ that this para-
4 Jevel of existence (it is .E.;uowm%‘_ﬁ dhat is, it doesn’t exist), while the dow asises av the level of dhe subjects relationship to the 8:::::5. o

satict 13 %.U,Jlu‘.—&&mz

: ?Z:m.;&cz refares to the properries it predicares {fur which he belongs: the sitmation of the forced choice consises in the face

that the subject must freely choose the community w whick he already
o

B ’ belamgs, independens of his choice — fe mnest choase what is already given to
: him
- ] .

Sause CM_S *,H:_k;ﬁn;

The poine is thar be i never actually in 2 pusition w chooses he s
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as if he had by S Moveover, contrary o the finst
i that such a forced choice i5 2 ap by means of which rotali-

tarian Power catuhies Uts subjecrs, we muse steess that chere i5 fudiiig

1,

et about ie The sabjecr who thinks he can avoid chis paradox
and really luve a free cholce is a pepchotic subject, one who retains a kind
of distance from the &.‘:‘h__‘bmm order - who is not really S:mm: tn the
LE.H&:X setwoi b The et sfae’ sabjeer is closer to this m;, rczm
mow::,z_ the ?oom wond be the saos of the

o {the w W in Fuscisi, ‘,m traitor in St &E::&
a

‘enarny’ i luilic

..:u

p ‘..E.T.nr. chie

sulject supposed 1w have made a free cholce snd w0 have freely chosen
the wioiy, side

This is also the basic paradox of love: not only of one’s country, bur
also of a womun or a man. If§ am m:.?.&. ordered o love 2 womar, it1s
clear that this docs not works in a way, love must be free. Bur on the
other Lz, i ¥ proceed as if 1 really have 2 free chaice, if 1 srare 1o look
aroind and say w myself ‘Lecs dwose which of these women T will fall
in love with’, it is clear chat chis also does not work, that it is not ‘real
love, The paradox of love is that ic is o free choice, but a choice which
:w H.Tnn *ﬂvm.»wﬁ,.ﬂﬂ e _m wa .\;Hﬁu.%m a ﬁm—n_hww.,. Qu.\«lﬂ. ».m.wm. a ﬁ@mﬂnﬁﬂ

never it .:xr.
moiien, [ ean only sear H.cm,:,\:,sﬁy. that Pre already chosen,

Where, in wrﬁ_omcﬂ_:oi wraztivien do we find the first fornmlation of
this parados? Late in bis Tife, Kanr conceived the cheice of Bvil as ana
w:o: tiatpeeindenial act — in this way he ried o explain the soutuend
o have when we find ourselves face o face with an evil person
our :%F;:E is thar his wickedness does not simply depend upon
P TN ETTEREERTE I ?&zqr are by definition extenuating) but is an integral
part of his eternsl natare. In other words, “wickedness” appears to be
sone iy which s irrevoacably given: the persen in question can never

change F ouigivw it via bis uidinare weral developmicit

On the ocher hand, liowever, we have a contradictory sentimens
;nno:rxw to which the evil person is wholly repenth for bis wicked-
ness, aithough it is ::ﬁm?; 1o his natare — chat is, although “he was barn
like that: ‘to be evil’ is not the same as to be stupid, irascible, and other
similar features pertzining to owr psychic nacure. Evil is always experi-
enced a5 somerhing pertaining o a free choice, to a decision for which
the E_w_mﬁ has to asswine all respoisililiy. How can we resolve this
contradicdon between che ‘navural), given character of human Evil and
shat same Bvil as pertaining to 2 free choice? Kand's solution cousists in
conceiving the choice of Bvil, the devision of Tvil, as an atemporal,
prior, transceiidental act as an act which rever took place in remporad

SWHICH SUBJECT OF THE RE 167

rezhity but none dhe less covsiiuies the vory frame of the subject's
development, of his practical activivy,

Lacan was thus quice justified in locaring the swrting point of the
‘movement of ideas’ which culminated in :wc Froudion 0 ary in
Kant’s @u?,._:ﬁ%r more specifically i his Criifgie of Pracrieal Reason
{Lacan, 1966, pp. Oite of the Loiegusiees of the Kaudun revo-
lutien in the dom I al vewson’ aswally passed over in silence
was thar wich Kany, for the frst dime, Fwil as .”:l. ::..:.:.ﬁf:%: ool
is idea of an ‘origl vl Evil’ dveniba J inte che
aternporal character of a persan, Evil be ~cames an affait of principle, an

‘ethical” in mé sxact sense of an Lupuias of the wll
b é::nm the plensure ?::_TF fond :.; ok
‘Tvil’ 18 no longer 4 5l st _v.,,
T::c_.:ﬂ,,:: marrves (pluesioe, i, wilic v‘ L), dds, on the contrary,
an affair of the erernal and auronomons charcrer of a person pertaining
to his original, aempor: I choice. This again comfirms the w_.:.miaﬁ?i
Lacanian n.,;&::a.oa Hane avee Sade’, as well as the tacr thar i the
%caw of Kant, we witness the resusgence of a series of musicn | and lirer-
ary fgtres embody iy Evil ,,:S ethical attirude {fromn Mozart’s Don
Gieswnnd 1o the .@;.,:_Zc:n Rousauiic hero).

In his Trearise on Huoan Frocdon Cmo@.r Schelling, the ‘acme of
German idealism’ Q. Eccm?é_. radicatized the Kantian theory by oo~
il distincien berween  freedom (free choice) and

ool choice by means of whicli the subject

5

sttus, Fhat s to say, with b
¥

ethical amitude

1 1 T WJ
::: :2»7."::( _::_Z::..

mi,.z_z. e ACentii Ciw{

Hs fw:\_ Boals

ducing 2 cru
mDSr_h::,nﬁzn}A_ 1.:; Al
chaoses himsell as ‘good” or ‘evil’ is an rmconscions choice (how van we not

%_:Lw:f i distinerion, the Freudian chesis

recall, apropos of this
concerning the atemporal characeer of the
Schelling’s _E of reaoiiig. Preedom is M.:.,&ﬁan_ as the wive of Fvil —

that is, w&; resutts from a free choice of the subjecy, from his decision for

i If, however, freedom is the cause of Tivil, how do we account for the

Conse o uV Leg us resuimes

physical, which seem nof to depend on oux
o some funda-

ipnumerable evils, moral and p
couscious will? The only ?;.._Ec alution s to presupg
mental choice preceding our congcions chotees and _cDioH 15 - 301 Other
q,.‘é,ﬁr.:.; chaice,

This solurion of Scbeting is directed primarily agamse the subjective
idealisim of Fichie, who reduced the whole Ezme om free activity to the

i COUNEET-AVUICHT

—.,,,QM.LA. ST T

seli-retlection of comesivu Setwe My s inain

. . ‘
constsis i oA mwrn A iy :C.i::.;_ C PR VAL L

somerimes we feel

mwmvozmzu_ﬁ. muﬁ a l_mﬁ.ﬁ .?“:En:._ﬂ u:._w.,, CrHISCIONS CnA. oy of GUr .T@wm. We

feel sinful without baving effectively sinned; we feel gailey withow
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mnao:%rm?:m the act. This mngQ: is, of course, the 8:3:& senti-
ment of ‘ecational’, vafoanded guily, well known in psychwainalysis U the
‘excessive’, ‘nexplicable’ guile which masks the psychic reality of an
unconscious desire.

Schelling interprets it in the same way: this Sadone P guile bears
witness to an unconscious chuice, to an unconscious %Qﬂom for Bil. It
is as if our game is over before we awaken ourselves into conscionsness:
the basic n?:\»:.ﬁﬂ% of every human being — good or evil — is the resultof
an original, eternal, eternally past, a _ic_.. transcendental choice — that
is, a choice which was u/ Y oJe, alchongh e never tool place in
ehpors al, everyday reality. Such a free unconscious clhoice must be pre-
o to account for the sentinent tdint we are guilty even for things

]

..:.,H\h.
which do not depend upoen our cotsuivis decisic

. dhere is, in every man, 4 feeling char from all ererniry, he has been
ra is, i.e, thar he did not rﬂno:ﬁ_ it in course of time. lrrespeutive
undeniable necessity of all acts and in spite of the face that every e
observing himself, must adhmit that he is nor good or evil by chance or ! J, ;
free will, the evil-daer does not feel . w forced in his aces [ 1
s them with his will, not gmd:ﬁ, it Neither _:nr.v r::..ez

;.:,
any other crearure could have Wranged 4
yer he ditl not beray him under compiision but

complete freedow . .

A,

fuct hue he t :r:._u:.:
willizgly

m_i

-+ he wh sags, a5 if to exculpate himself for an unjuse deed: T was made
ﬂrﬁ is for all thar conscious of the fact that he s like that by his own !
Louglt he s also jusdfied o say that it was not wcﬁzc for him v wis
any other way. How often it happens that already in his childbood wiis
From an empirical seandpoing, we could barely auribute ro him treedom
discernment, a man arests to such a disposition Evil making possible !
us to predict safely that he ;;: not give way 8 any %WQEEP and F;,

.ﬁ wrma when fo Galsiles Gids Wil Vedin .ﬁwnr_,fr.v [A2asti e ri, f
we conld perceve i theit seeds; and yer nobody doubrs his respuassibs

cveryone is Cuiiviiieed of his fault as if all his particular aces were in
power, This universal judgement about a n:éor,.io: to Fvil which

sistible, a judgenent rendeting it into an act

consciousless and even ir
freedom, points towards an act and consequendy owards a life betore
[terreswial] life, (Scheliing, 1978, pp. 78-9),

Is it necessary to poine out how this Schellingian determination of -

27 i

ariginal, atemporal cholce corresponds @Em?ﬁ_% o the Lacaslan waetdun
of the Real as an ace which never ook place in realicy buat which 1
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§

8535&“" afterwards to account for the
all

nevertheless be m:,m:tmofr

ftuiaie stivdent:

rCrCL InOW FelLiiin L0 Qi
is precisely that of the Schellingian act of freedom.
ality of his life, he never chose his country,
1w was treated as if he had already chosen — as if] in an atemporal,
Ceteiiily past ar: _E ﬁro,m_érmﬁ was from the very crw::::m imposed

on him — the alegiuice to Lis country.

Reul is &FPEF :B::EFE_UQ :Er the hard, :H%n,:mmﬁzr kernel
TLJ_H which has in :.ﬁh:u

. To use _ﬁ%rﬁz teruiislogy, En Real is the

VDY Wiidinpl Ut L‘wr:\r;?\,sict stalle 5 the Tr:‘& COIE

i HL .

¢ osae in ....t FPovsinal Wik

iveinea); but
1.1
Slly pievarious; 1t s wc_sﬁ%_xr that

n
5 by ws failed, mised, ina m_Saci and disse
sy o grasp it in its vo&:ﬁ., acure, ? we have slready seen, this is
: TR T F o -
t om failure of
o raGon,

Tiy Weldd U dCidiiis il tuotlos of tras
_ — 1t can

e Gl ,E_,&. wisly baclovazds, from i seructural effects, \E its effec~
swoduces in the sywsbolic universe of the
event is uldemecly just a fantasy-construct filling
ta :m:,:: void In a symbeolic structure and, as such, the retroactive

ne thme its staius is thorou

5 :un:. a5 $00n ag

et

i

i rta distor

5

[
ekl L

There is a serics of other oppositions which define the Lacanian

rof e Bell

LoEad Il

We _5< the Real a5 the ﬁiﬁsw poins, the basis, the foundation of the

Ny 10
provess of oy bolizacion (Lt is why Lacan .%S_a of the ‘symbeli-

1ol dic Real’) — duat 15, the Real which in a sense precedes the

il order and 7, subsequently structured by ic when it gets
ghe dn i sooworks this is the g great Lacanian modf of symbol-
H,ﬂrux Luqm_ proc nwz wi,dr_m_ H.ﬁcamﬁ drains off, empties, carves the
Pliadinn el biie Saad va U Vg c,\.iw But Hrm, Fead is ut L:u saime rine

m:c::rr HQE::_E F:c,f. scraps Om &:m ﬁBnnma Oﬁ symbol-
b

wiidallons uild 15 a8

¢, the Real
1 N

seif by the syiiilaolic. In so far as the
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kernel of the Real is joiiiuine, this duality akes the form of a differ-
ence berween ; w5, enjoyment, and plus-de-jouir, the surplus-of-
m,&oﬁ:mﬁi szice 15 the basis upon which mu\:&arw.:,_o works, the

rer striciured | Uy the 8 wbolin b

process wnom:nmm at the same time a residue, a _m_.,3<n.n which is the
surplus-enjoyment.

The Real is the fullness of the inert presence, posivivity; nohing i
lacking in the Real ~ that is, the lack is incroduced only by the sym-
bolization; ir s a signifier which introduces a void, an absence in the
Real. But at the same dme the Real is in itself a hole, a gap, arl Oﬁeiza
i the middle of the symbolic order -- ivis the lack aronnd which de
sytbolic order is stcucttived. The Real as a starting poin, as a basis, isa
positive fullness widiout Jack; as a _um”oaznﬂ a lefrover of syubil-
tzation, it is, in contrast, the void, the emptiness created, encircled by
the symbolic structure, We mighr also approach the same pair of
opposites from the perspective of negatvicy: the Real i m.cEnﬁrEm
that cannot be negated, a positive inert datum which is fisensitive
negation, cannot be canght in cthe dialectics of negativity; but we must
add at once thatitis so because the Real dtself, indts positivity, is :aw_T
ing but an chibodinent cm .p ce HSE <oi Jack, 5%9— bcv,:::; I
: : e in its positivity

witl of u puie viegilis ifiiess, That is why 1:.. ?:_M owc ect 15 4

sublime object in a strict Lacanian sense — an object which is juse an

sublime object is an object whicl cunniot be approached too clasely. if
we get too near ig, it loses its sublisue features and becomes an ord-
inary vulgar object — it can persist only in an interspace, in an inter-
mediate state, viewed from a certain perspective, hatf-seen. If we want
to see it in the light of day, it changes into an everyday object, it &?
sipates itself, precisely because in irselfit is :oaﬁ:m atall. Le
well-known scene from Pellind’s £ the workers diggiig o
a subway find the remuains of some old Roman buildings; they call
the arclmeciogists, and when they enter the buildings together,
marvellous view awais thems

» thea walls full of beautiful frescoes of ,:,ﬁ,o.,
bile, melancholic fignres — but the paintings are too fragile, dicy
cantiot withstand the open air and immediately begin to dissolve,
leaving the spectators alone with the blank walls. . .,

As Jacques-Alain Miller has already poinred out {in his unpublished.

cat of the lack in the Other, in'the symbolic order, The
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seminar), the staws of die Real is ar the same time that of

corporeal contlugency and thae of logical comibtawy. In a firse
approach, the Real & a shock of 4 o el Gl ich

di :&u? l.Fy autuiiaiic circulatioi of 1 tg uv: bulic :_rLE:Wu:.“ ..» mﬁ;:

O» mLS& ﬁﬂhd‘e:ﬂﬁm its ﬁ.ﬁCDnT Luizoiion Muw A tratmatic encounter

oLk ruins the balace of the symuelic nniverse of the fn&qﬁ But,

as we have seen 2:: regard o trauing, pie f.:; as an. frreption of a
total coiii EALCY, ..:r traumatic event is nuwliore T_f, i its %Om:ﬂl
vity; enly afrerwards can it be Lo as a poine whic

escapes syid

~ If we try o seize the Real from the perspe 2:&. of the disdncrion
berween 4i ie piopeiiios ola d::rowm. Gidversal
nature &::EH& G oA oEeQ and this GEQD. iself in ies giveriness, a
surplus of an X mmn%:pw, in its ﬁoﬁzﬂ_%, the ¢

syiubolic deternid

twork of universal-

lticis — that s, if we try to approach the Real

?E:w: the field crr:i_ by the Kripkean criticism of the theory of

de o say, first, that the Real is the suiplus of quod

over quid, a pue wcﬁmﬂ% Luyund the serics of properties, T@osq_ a

set of deseripiions, butat the sume Gie, the exs ;:mr, of rrauma proves

that the Real is also 1:, exact epposite ar: cutity which does not exist -
but has never il 4 seiies of properties.

~ Finally, if we oy to define the Real in its ?,_m:.oz to the functon of
seriting {éeit, not the post-siracturalise doiti J. we thust, of course, in
a fHrst approach srate that the Real cannot be fiweiihed, thae ic escapes
insesipiiun (e Read of the sexual relation, for example); but at che
same time, the Real is the writing itself as opposed o the signifier —

the Lacantan éerit has che status of an object, not of a signifier,

This immediate nom:immwﬁn of opposite or ever: contradicrory deter-
he H,Fr. £ Real. We can thus differentiare
:_L i zeal starus of the no:m?; of

Lk

between

(eI hu

i

1

Ui

ncgvmﬁzcmri, Evr:: ¢ they buil l a Lag ty; cach wives ihe
other what the other lacks — each fills ont the lack in the other (the
fantasy of the fully realized sexual relativuship, for example, where man
aiind Widilail m.cﬂ.z @ d:.L.:n:c:::_u S.COHGV. :ﬁrn (_M...:M.\“.:: ET.LC: mw_ OnL ﬁ—wu
contrary, differeidizl dic idendty of each of the moments consists in ies

difference o the sppusite iinent. A given eletnent does not filf in the

s



172 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY

lack in the other, it is not complanentary to the other but, on the
contrary, fakes the place of the lack in il ifier, embodies what is lacking in
the ather: its positive presence is lsthiig bur an objectificadon of a lack
in its opposite element, The opposites, the poles of the symbolic relativ,
each in a way recurns to the other its own lack; they ate united on the
basis of their commen lack,

That weuld also be the definition of symbolic communication: what
circufates between the subjects is above all a certain void; the subjecss
pass to each other a common lack. In dhis perspective a woman is voc
complemeiary to 4 man, bat she eimbodics Ls lack (which s why Lacan
can say that a beantiful woman is a perfect incarnatdon of man’s
casization). Finally, the Realis defined as a point of the immediate coin-
cidence of the aEuo.w:a poles; cach pole passes immediately | ::o 5 uppue
site; each is already in iwell its own opposite. The only philess
counterpart | rn_.m is Hegelian dialectics: ac the very beginning of his Logi,
Being and Mothingios a1¢ noc complementary, neither is Hegels point
that amnr of them obtains irs identity through its difference from the
other. The point is that Being in itsell, when we try to grasp it “as it ig’, in
It pure wbuiictici and indetenininacy, without farther specification,
reveals iself w be Nodhingness.

Another mxﬁﬁim perhaps closer to the Lacarian Real, would be
Hegel's eriticism of Kant's Thing-in-itself [das Ding-an-sich). Hegel tries
to show how this famous Thing-in-iwself, this pure suzplus cmoEm&iQ
which caizmot be reached by thouglit, this anscending entity, 1s effec-
vively a pure “Thing-of-Thoughe [CGolilnlig], a m:wm form of
Thoughe the transce ‘ndence of the Thing-in~itsclf colicides imme-
diately with the pure immanence of Thoughe. That is to say, how do we
reach, how do we build the idea of a Thing-in-icself? By E,ﬂ_c:m an
abstracidon, U% érﬁﬁﬂzm all the particular, concrere dewiiainagon of
the objeciivity which are supposed to depend upon ous subjectiviey —
and what remains afrer this abstraction of all pardenlar, determinate
4 ds precisely a pure, empty form om ﬂ.Eam

Lacan gives the chue to this paraduaiial colncidence of opposites in his
Setninar Encore when he points out that ‘the Real can be inscribed [peu
sirserive] only through a deadlock of formalization” (Lacan, 1975, p. 85},
[he Real 15 of conrse, in a st approscls, that which cannot be inseribed,
which ‘doesn’t cease not to inscribe irself [ie cene pas de ne pas séoire] —
the rock upon which every formalization stumbles. Buc it is precisely
s failure that we can in s way encircle, locate the empry place
of H?‘ Real. In other words, the Real cannot be inscribed, bt we can

}.,
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<If, we can Jocate its mrnq. a traurnatic place
lo poiut is that the Real
dons the Real is not a rran-
sccnduiit w, ve :Er? puimstiing Somewhere v@ow& the synbulic

inscribe this in
which causes a series of failures, And Lacaw’s

P PO

I :Wc,.i(t:\_ Cw 1ts inscr

arder like & biand hevied acocnille to i some kind of Kaniian ,,_J_::mi:?
itself — i itself ix is S(?.:,m B .,_: .hCJ.n a <Cmm, an ﬂ.:yﬁﬁ;..ruu A uv\_::rfr
a

SECUCETE En_w?:m some 85:& ::».,:,;E: 5. It is in this sense thar the
::v:irr rn : ing the subject as an ‘answer of the Real’

et vaid hu::“m, of he st ject
« nothing

1 . n S
.:E:.c_: because e supject

but the failure poiit of the piocess of W syu ccﬁr iepresciitation.

In the Lacanian perspe ective, the oEmQ as real is e, in the final ana-
lysis, just a certain it we can sweriake it, leave it behind us, but we
cannor reach it Thar is che Lacanian reading of the classic paradox of
Achilles and the torroiser Achilles can of course overtake her, but he
cannot reach her, catch up with her. It is Iike the old Brechdan paradox

peiat you must not run too desper-
7 O 3 not too desper

ately Ewﬂ i ppi v\c: do you mig stake it and happi-
ness will remain behind MS:. ... That is the Lacanian Real: a cereain limit
which is always & ainie oo eatly or o late. And, as
the late Michel Sivestie prlitiad out 7::3:5 Em& the satne thing also

govs far somalied ree association’ in TJ::S:,ET, ,.\w the ane hand it

AN -1 PP
ERHEUE SENELA T HY A e S S TE I r.:

of happiness fro

(oY

Sp .:i::.\r.:..:.‘ mwm(.; ::,J.G:.Gu w0

—u H.n->
it, sw.ﬂ_é,&s S&:m:;ﬁ have a certain intention, and so on; but on the
vilier Laiad we o i iy whatever we say d s::m aitalysis already has
the status of {Tee assucisiion. For example, I cannor, in the middle of the
i ey Now wait o suiuute, T want o speak
1

to yuu _.P:Q Vrr::ué, 43 peissil to mﬂ.,wos ..~ even if we do this, s

1.
;;.ﬁ id adiedd

mr:LrL - iat Hw, it m.:n%; s the status
of ‘free ussosistivn’, of suiucthing that is to be interpreted, not raken atits

face value.

Anciher Hegelian Joke

What uution of ihie ucéi vis compatible with this paradoxical cluracier

of the Real? The basic feature cm the Lacanian subject is, of course, its
ctiatiun coi s e subject I cuughit in dic radically
he is mortified, Jismembeicd, divided. To

is meait by the Lacanian division of the subject, one

e

extersial Em,z,,f:m tetwourk
1

ah idea of
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L t.m,.m.u {3 Foaticd b d Lo vis Carre TS0 W.FA_ i
don't ke aspaiagus,” said the A ‘becaise,

if 1 did, 1 should hav ar
whele Lacanien M:CC_:D of the rof
desire of a desive — the question is not frmmediaicly “Whar Juld
desive? bue There are alocof 10 L o
,%Emr of G is wordh | being the object of my desire? Which desire
31 desire?

Hmmm paradox is Hiterally reproduced in ehe basic sloarion
Stadinist T:ME.,& processss, in which the zoonzed vicam

16 eat it - and T oan't bear it Here wo have the

sivity of desire: destre 15 L5

4

(v d

fdesive, ,M,_M.._._..m_ r of desires —

us (the _C?_:W_..:.H,U.F.u the

ame siijs _E,\C_ to confess his love for a parag
nﬁ:::.n;m,rn<C.M:h;.:> and UalHuss an ..:,_NL:W,, C,H;
\_2_53\ © :? WV;:: of doen B

i

E:v :F. a2t

i L vy i
oviniiig is the ¢ ISR L] S zw .Mﬁ ::w:r.:rﬂ. 1
Vehe sogor il Ll

H 11 L
JERE TZ_ZW [ERIERTSAY)

it

the sujet d'énoncé (sulject of the staremen
ject of the enunciation). The demand e
is: ‘At this moment, the MJ:% s m,_n
lutionury gaing so bea :co; it du a last service to the Party
and confess’ Here we _Zf the & of the subject i its puresy foom
the only way for the accused o o

the level of Lx. sufet a.m::.:.. FOTRTEY

olidace m:m., TeVeo-

# :ﬁi;m 28 2 good Cowmnunist at

% LT :::,;_: af
w.. clav was perlups righe
3

P

Ui a5 8 Giant

f:_.,..” e

1o g T
thee fovel of the ,:‘:.

when he once rewarked (in a .?Ts,d canversation) that i s oot ciw
Stallissie which ts a tinguistic Lo v, bt languiage jeselfwhich is
a Stalinist phenomenon,

Here, huwever, we must disthgaih carefidlly herween this Lacanian

St

notion of the divided suljeci and re post-strectaralist notion of e
subject-positions. In ‘poststeucualisey’, che subjoct is :Em:v. reduced
w so-called suly aQid:oF he Is g .zri(:.“m a5 an effecr of a fanda-
_.ao:ﬁ_:% :c:j::%rr? maop &ﬁ.ﬁ«.m nu:mwﬂ. in,

. - 1 N S 1 \ P
Lavermal by the pre-subjecive procos | g 7, of desire’ and so oh),

oA e IR ) 1 :
mzm &\:w ,.::T:;iu ;Ct LF :::e_a::/ :ﬁﬁ_.ﬁ_: ::.u»:w,., ».ZH .(m.@._

Giving' their positions a5 “subjouts’, ‘scrors’, ‘agents’ of dhe historical
piucass, For example, only at a certain point in Eue prean Jiisioty did the
author of wouks of ar, 2 pini or & wadey, WEOE to see himself as

creative individiud who, in Iis work, gives expression o hic W:E&E
subjuiiive vichness. The great master om .ﬁ.m%: an &..ﬂ., W

Foucanle

. [
docaratiyg

" coilise,

positons.
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: ; 1 Ey ;.
L I N VT (AR To ﬁﬂn 1t

Bucwith ¥
simply #we wahe woalen o Wwe wlian J) ,r« richness of the

u
i } "

ditferent inodes of Cathoiy albih

the way the sl llid wes rf.:mu ke subivon

. ) . . A ET s

5 a0 waiaply phac v e s diied oul with dils s this erighnal

AIH‘ SR w.. Tav i i

R whar roiiiaiss

1

Su& this lack of ayiniedic STttLEUEE, 13 the a:rmmn_” 1,_@ ,._.p.n_?_ of mwm
sighiadior. The sulyed s thovelore to be stiady opposed o the effeit o

Ssbjo fiadic: what mﬁ E.r,r,miﬁ;?: miasks 18 BOT 4 pre- OF trans-
subj mnmém process of writng but & fack in the cirovies, @ fack which i

sl S of the sedjocris, in Loc i weenny, that of the
subject of the sigulllo 4 the active agin, the bearer cmmo:% m_r:_: cation
who is trying to capiess _E::Lm iis _:..”.,w,::w,., P . ﬁc:_w is, of
course, that bl 3l dltzii dae subijooy, chatitds

Lo

oot et And a

L B H. 1 - .

4 LLRAL BIET Ity ' ,-»..».zn Ol TO NI
1 11 L1 : 1

SR WOl DU v iades SE il 0 Sy

m:w&c?

The osual coneuion Do il would be that the subjuct is some kind
Omﬁﬁrﬁoﬂ :.C:FL.. :_r.,:,i_.:r..w 5.7“.!#: xw,.f_v b .,_,. mhi i :FCC:r it Zr::
lacion: 7 language Caiiiial express ma: what 'm v 1O say L, " The
Lacanian th he sl this ::;:ﬂ of rx:;:;;;.;., a
?:EE:L:L h “ ‘Mvc m:&E,ﬁ. of the Sl is poolody chis lack, %:
ety o M g m_:E:: whidch v aihd Be S oven’t e fullure of

Bl The sal ot fils to ardiculate trsell

always a i

which v ouli b L o

i

suilyiig sepioscustion the represencation fuly G of a rich-
ness we have a dack, and this void opened by the failure i .&E .ﬁ:&mﬁ of
ﬁ_wﬁﬁm.: e Fo T:Q.?H.:. doal IR Lt hﬂ_ ;
active eftect of the fathure of its own roprescuinivyg H_ﬁ: is w _J L?
m_.mzﬂn, Qw ;.Tk.ﬁun:.::;c: 15 Che ,H::v. Wy _r..w.._r.ma:w it ;Lﬁ.t::fv.m

Here we have a kind of %&:m? ceonomy: we aiticulate a proposition
delliing the mbjecs, our atenspt fails, we espriicnce the n_rﬂvdﬁ_ﬂc
n::;;(.wir_? e crenae oaative fd:.::::w”m bt
the predicate — and this slochoe discordance § 7 L,m subjuct as
aegaiivity. [ris like a well-known Sovicy :urp ahau
who wants v vidgniie The burcsaerat ai the v
why Kabiisvicch wnsveers: “There are rwo rewsons why. The firscis that
I atraid diat in the Sovier Union the Coninainiai will Tose power,
there will be a counta-sevuindon and the new powerr will pur all che
blawe Tor e Cotninist e o us, Jess — chege will gain be and-

Jewish pogroues .7 Bor, inwerrupes the Lburosuoca, his is pare

PRI R

_

;.:n.ﬂ,,.m_:
six office asks Lim
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nGhsense, :cm:.:m can n.ru.sm.n in the Sovier Union, the power of the
Cotnrnunists will st forever? “Well! ronponds Rubluoviidli calmly,
that's my second teason.’ The logic is the same here s 5 che
propaniiivn ‘the spiricis a bone the very failare of the first reading gives

<

Heyulinn

us the troe meantng,

The Rabingvitch joke also exeinpinies the logic of the ill-Famed
Hegelian ead: i the firse reason for emigrading is the “thesis” and the
bureaucrads objection the ‘ant-thesis’, then the ‘synthesis’ is nor any
kind of rermn o the %ﬁw some kind of healing of the wound made by
the aisiimidicsis — the & ‘._:__:3_ Vs exaetly the same as the anti-thesis; the anly
difference lies fn a cormin change of perspective, in a certain wr

thirough which what was a moment ago experienced as an obstacke, a5an
impediment, proves itself o be a positive condition: the fact that Soviet
power is eternal, which was H:‘._‘.%of.i a5 0 ArZUTRCNE 6y
reveals itself as the real veason for mﬁ:?;:za
This 15 alsn, in a nucshell, Lﬁ. ogic of the
this donble, sclfreferential negation does noten

megation of the ncualion”
o o

ail any kind of rerurn w

positive identity, any kind of abolition, of cancellation of the disruptive
force of negaiivity, of w ﬁ_:::ms it to a passing moment in the self-
mediaiing plocess of deailty; in che ¢ :nmpzc: of the negationy’, the nega-
tvity preserves all ies ,rm«:wz‘% power; ¢ he whole poin is jusr %.; we

COMe o ch:o:mc how this :cm,:zs .ﬁﬁ.z?.? e power, :ﬁﬁuﬂ.wm our
.

¢

_SEQ 1§ abisitainio remdition of it The :m@,mno: ‘.:, the
negation’ does pot in ”:&.g way sholish the antzgonism, tt consises Gy in
the experience of the fact that this immanent lingie which is preventing
me from achicving my full identey with myself stmnltaticously enable
me to achieve a mininuun of positive consistenay, however § satibnd I
is. T'o give a most eleinsitay exainple: io ihe anii-Semitic vision, the Jew
is enpriienced as the embadiment of negativiey, as the force %#:Ew:o
stable social identiry — bur the “truely’ of and-Semitism is, of course, that
the very identity of onr posidon s swuctured through a :cm.i,_a
w.&mnommrwﬁ to this traunaiiie Aguie of ¢ %w w, Without the reference to
the Jew who is corroding the social fabrie, the sccial fabric tselt
he dissolved. In orher w o:? all iy positive consistency is a kind i of
‘reaction-formazion’ to a certain traunuic, antagonistic kernel: if Tlose
thie J._:_:,E:J._qv point of reference, my very identity dissolves,

This, then, is the ‘negation of the i J:E: s ot a kind of ¢
of neg i_SJ bur the experience of the fact thar rhe :F:;: 5 s sucl has a
s our positive consiitency. In gl
F.:.,mm:.o:v there is sl the pre-given positive identity which is being

Sape SHIVE

,:,w:. Lansaiiig

i StLCETT
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negated, the movement cm:ni,pw:..&.. is still concetved as he lmiagon of
some pre-given W.E,:: virys il i the negaios of G :.”c;..m, i, nega-

tvity 1s ina way prior fo what s belny ioaicd, e ds a :.nmﬁ.;d hovelscit

.cc._:.: 3 nJT» 1353 ﬁyﬁ (m,mv —u_“_.n;nw A zr LC v m‘% W.CJ: L™ :_ﬁ;i:#)w.. oan C r.m:«n.: m

i, then, wiigonion b wbvays a kind omrt:c: . a hole in the Held of

the mﬁ:_gorr Other, a void of air vnaisweied, unresolved yuestion, the
‘negaton of the iyuiliei’ Juss not bring us the final answer fbing o
= el

the void of all @:mmmosn icis to be concelved more like & paradoxical

B

[T ¢ "

. 1 1
TWISC Wheielsy ihie u.: SEUH ptaniy u BTG Ja T
. ~ 1 1
Es:?%:bm@:nmzoz

ior: what we
i answer. To explain chis, fer us aake
an .‘umu‘_j:_w from Adorno ﬁDjnw,:_.Em the ,.:.hr.,mr.t,.;m.,m characrer of
society (Adusiuo, qu. Adurie stares from the face that today it s not

. - t M 1 PO N : -
Pl fo il oue AP E ey dofidon (“ Sk Lyl dd SOOIL 35 We

set to work, a number of uppunling mumally e ! o

mu HSEN Z»It:»(»;

present thersselves: on the one hand those w! hich _d stress upon fcsm:
oy
a8 an rimu,:tr. «i?:m mbnOEmEuvm:m ::_:E::.:d (S]] Sc C,:C :_Ci.. }Ert

congelve Society as a bond, a kind of coutiuct between ¢ atomi ed indi-

viduals — in short, we find oursclves caughe in the Lin bepween

[EUNE LU IO B

Chmbgwﬂwwﬁa AT Lilciviaiidiiniid
In a firse approach, this opposition presents Lise m as wis ,,v;:,:ﬁ;oo_n 3
obstacle, as 2 hindrance pre iy, w8 from grasping Socley a8 Inis in
itself — making oue of Suciery a kind of Kantan Thing-in-ftself which
1 1 1 i

eatt be appioachod oy ::rcar Ppaiiiad, distozted Linighis s real navore

escapes us for ever But in a dialectical uEUﬂo.,‘n? m‘._.r Q:H:..ﬂ,_%n:.c:
which appears at first as an omresolved questlon is aiicady in iself g
soladon: far From bazibig wis access to :H real essence of Society, the
oppos :E: betwe s “ergaidoisi’ and | fddatia 15 not only episte-
I butis already ar work in the “Thing-in-irelf In other words,
the antagonism becween Soclery as a corporate Winle transcendiig i
iicinbers u:m mo&ﬁ% as an extertal, ‘mechanical’ net connecting

ALoTHEC * is the fondincund antugoiian of contemporary
sociery; iris ina édq Lorap o

g
P
::w Is what 15 basloally westake in the Hew wnw:: D::.wﬁ the discord-

ance, the Bl ! ,:M.:._r Gppasiiay Jels s of Socte ﬁv

I

/ i

T :
_:C_CN{

1
ks e secind N i vilial &t ?.mﬁ AR d to b un QTJ.G::::m:E

obstacle turns ent ro be the very index of the fact that we have ‘touched
the Trudh, we m:,m in the heart of the “Thing-in-itsell® by the very trait
whicl wppewsed o Luii viir aceess to §1. The .L.E,m.r atiow, of conrse, is thar this
Thing-in-itsell® is wlready uiilaicsd, splie, marked by a radical lack,

m:.:nz:.cm* arotiind wn andaguiiniic keroel,
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an episteis

This Hegelian strategy of trase ol
{the way we nevessarily entangle ourselves in s contradicdon when we
ay to define Society) into an onilugical fiposililiy (o an witagsi-
istn defining the object irself) implies the semie cwist ag the Rablvoviich
jokes whar zppears at first to be an obstacle reveals itself as the sl
in the very movernent by which the rradh escapes us, we already rejoin it
‘truth grabs error by the scruff of the neck in the mistake’ (Lacan, 1988,
p- wcwv Such a paradoxical space, in which the very heart of 4 ceruin
field immediately touches irs exterior, is best exemplified by 2 well-
kinwi :@123 dictum avtording o which the secrets of the uncien
Egypiians were also secrets for the Hgyptians thesnselves: the solution of
the riddle is ro redouble it

When a subject is confronted with an enigrmadc, impencrrable Other,
the thing he has to grasp is that his qoestion to the Other is alres & %n
question of the Gther itself — the impenesrability of the silnead
Orther, the hindrance which is preventing the subject from penetrating
the heart of the Other, is immediarely an index of the fact that this Other
is already in itself hindered, strictured around o certain ©
rock, resisting syl symbolic integration. The subject cannot
grasp Sociery as 2 close Whole, but this :4%0?52, has, so w0 m_vﬁ% an
immediaie o:r;:v?; statug: it hears wirness to the fact thar Soclery
itself dods not exist, that it is marked by a radical ::Tc:&__usﬂ Anditis
beeause of this impessibilicy to achieve full identey wich frself tiar the
Orher, Soclety as Substance, is u?ﬁ&.‘ subject.

AC&T.,L mw:w‘owmzmo

Subject as an ‘An

)

aﬁoma then, is the status of this subject before EE?:E::? dﬁ
Lan wasvear would be, ronghly HUSWE , that before subjectivaivi
as identification, before _..%&cm_nm_ interpellation, before wsai
certain subject-position, the V:_gr: is subject of a question. At first sight,
it may seemn that we are hese again in the middle of tradivional philo-
,ﬁ::r; problereatics subject as 3 force of negativiry which can question
every given, objective status of 1..,53. introducing inte the wcaas&‘ the
opeiiwss of the questivaing .. in a word, the subjeer I a question. Bue
»\rﬁ “_LDD;.:WHHH _un.vmmﬂmsuw Hm nr.nw exact Cwumuhvm_nﬁ.y mwﬁ@ mE_u._Gﬁn 15 not a ..l~5®w303_
it is as an ansiver, the answer of the Real to the question asked by the big
Other, the symbolic order (Miller, 1987). It 1s not che subject which s
;mfzv o the @:Eﬂoﬁ. the subject is %r void of the impomibilivy of 2w
ing the question of the Gther.
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To cxplain this, lec us refer w an :E vesiing ok by Avon Boden-
hetwer: 3@ Cm the Obseenity of G _t shilio 1984) Ins
A thests 1s that there is something obscone n the very act of
without regard to it s:F_: It 15 the form of the

guestion a3 »._nr w w: the m:cm&as lays apen, exposes,

&

N,
s c_.

denudes fts wdd

¢, i invades his %vw_q of tniin

; this 15 why the

o 18 a:r.ﬁ

Laste, Lﬂ.:‘%xﬁ:,m Teddi

oy rTh bond WC. level
ale “What were

I G 8 Y

blushing and furwesiiy onr eyes, lke a chitd -

Cowiie W

1

1ir
=

you a“Q“: St ;C: L i oV &.;:% ENPULICILE, hral i

Gm ;ﬁ_nrp: i a w.:Z IR .:?.:w_“ T::f“ﬁ:m a senssiion of gu i

Whae were you m,.::m.\ Whete were vi:‘ What does this whire spot
mean? Even if T can offer an wiswer which is objectively true and at the
same tme delivers me from guilt (1 was stadying with my friend’, for
QEELL_ the guilt is abready adwiiited on the lovel of desite; cvery
answer Is an exctse, Wik a

v Y L

1013
e tine T was ;

p withany
poly dhae T did novreadly wand to do so, that
my desire was to serol} ;_EE or soruwtliiig emmw

Quesiiaing bs the basic procedure of the ot subjeilve
EE:C:U:_T. one heed not refer to anch SRt h:;w. Caich as WO:nn Inter-
rogation or retigiows confession; it is quire sulieient co recall the wsual
abuse of the enemy in the Q,LLLD&Z _:,ﬂ ss: how much more ;:::.:n
Em is the J:;SCZ ./A\VC 13 h?pzv e T._um
freedoim of press, for demiociac Vﬁ., Who ww seally pulling ;F, siriiygs of the
so-called new soci !

.rr;.:._.nr. aiin

H .:;rw Lan va:ﬁwﬂ..w.}nﬂo‘

:: :F

T A1 N i A e S

al miovennie? Who s really iy duouglh then?
Tl N U TR H% S

L IO W L kb ind gl ey

e .

than il Z:r i, € w?ﬁn:.:.\.ii.r Alisi
dom of che press really wanr 1o open the space for the actvity of
counter-socialist puveers wind in this way dhintuish ihie Lepenony of the
working class. .. Totakiiuilun puier is not a dugtisiisa whicht bas all
the answers; it i3, on the cowiraiy, rthe fusuve which has all che
questions,

The basic indecency of the question consists in it drive to put into
words what Should be left :swworq? as in the well-known dialogue:
What were vou duling? “You know what? Ves, bur T want yau o el

P Which is che fooienoe Lo iy widier, I dos addn

ee, that the qaestion
s sunilig ai? It aims at a point at which dhe snswer & ot T:..«..mcwm where
the word is lacking, where the subject is mec%m in his i impotence. We
.:..?,L.m;r -.,_...wu _,.,.~, n..n:n. iveioe Ty —H»r r._:rF::: 1t Lhn stic e of

iecta Lt the e vl of the subjece-child w his
father: the stalke of Enw a question is always to catch the other who

in Qs Lipoteice, in bis inability, in bis lack.

tic .;:.:C:: o its




180

HE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEQLOGY

Bodenheimer articulates this dimension apropos of the dlikds
question to the father: ‘Facher, why is the sky blue” — the child is 1
readly intereseéd in the sky as suchy the real stake of the question & o
expose father’s impotence, his helplessness in the face of the Ll L
that the sky is blue, bis incapacity to substantiate this face, o _:?,ﬁ;

whole chain of reasons leading to it. The blue of che sky thus beco
not only the father's problem, but in a way even his fault: “The sky &
blue, and you're just staring at it like an idiot, incapable of Jol
anything abour it A question, even if it refers only 1o a given state
%m:mm“ u_i.,&a. makes the w:E.mQ mz,m:z% I ‘vozﬁiq for it, 4l
only in a negative way — resposaible, that is, for his impotence i
of this fact.

What, then, is this point in the other at which the ,.éo?_ ?Hw.
point of impotence ar which the m:?mos as such Is alsaiu
question as such ereates shame because it aims at my innermost, Lt
ketnel called by Fread Kern museres and by Lacan das Ding: at
serange body in my interior which is in me more than me’, whi
radically interior and the same time already exrerior and for wiich L
coined a new word, extime The real object of the question is wiat P
in the Spinpesive, called — through che mouth of Alcibiades —
the E%_g zﬁ:_ﬁ::, the essential oEmQ in me é?% cannot be

1

Course a@ﬁ petit a, &:J woSq om wg_ in the very WSHH Om LF sk
which cannot be w_ﬂrc:nﬁ_ whichi Is produced as a %ma:c a

a leftaver of every signifyling vperation, a hard core e i
Ty ylitg v T
fying

it and as such an object which simules
attracts and re vn_m s — which divides our desire and thus

shame.

Our thesis is that it is precisely the question in its obscene dineas
in so far as it aims at ﬂr ex-timate kernel, at what is in %m ﬁ_EE :
éL fecl, at the of oo wehiil is const
other éoam there is :o ,,:r,_: viihuut guile, the m:EQ.H exist visly
far as he is ashamed because of the object in himself, in its interior.
is the meaning of Lacan’s thesis that the subject is otiginally
divided: he is divided as w the object Litusell] as ro the Thing, w
the same time actracts and repels hina: 5<a.

Ler v resumes the subject is an answer of the Real {of the object,
wraumatic kernel) to the guestion of the Other. The guestion as

produces in its addressee an effect of shame and guilt, it dis]
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es him, and this hystericizadion is the constitution of the
the status of dhie subjecr as sach is lysterical. The EE@Q is

SWh .::,:c:,_ tiiyg, as to the object in himg
_

¢ h c:;: is the dimension that we Lave a already

eathidiive, of a waaiiatic inbaluncg, a Tootilyg out.

il vt deads, derailed, run off the rails through
- g

ivatloit is previsely an atrempt co
L

ifloadua i assuming

wsaiidate, in mmocv.ﬁﬁzv himself in the incerpellation, the

N -
¢ the dliscinion of the Thing, 2_51 are, of course, other

1
L Ll Wallidaldc VGD:L l:»:._w_:

D.q.o.n_ u:w.... nr:m ww%mwﬂ:nﬁ— E.ZC» 7. l:w perverse TCm:MOﬁ
1

L ihe subject iendfies biis!f EJ,..J,.F:::&V‘ with

,:L this telieves himself of the burden of the Juesiion,
: icizes the ur—“ccr: but i ansther Wy
soaitalyais the queston is, so to %ﬁ_w retumed (o
Iinto the impossib-

™ ,:_é.crﬂ gmp:n:?w L_o Ocher as Ec%rm

H m
111 i

ISR :

Fller, il AEPOTCLCE O Ly SHUjLL ,w_i.mh_r.au i

;

sl :_vn _:CA_J._ Lfcinﬂoﬁ Sw:ﬁr Ciiiiicy 1O OU n_mzﬁ._ is
i r_:n work of Franz Kafka, Indeed, we sdglit say thar Kafka's
e 15 oo artloudaie this pusadosical starns of the EEZH before
IO - WO WOPe %Q?:m of shame, and the last words of The

arer (Lt was a8 if be meanc the shame of it to ouifve him’ {Kafka,
EERR
281

15 .é_% we find in Kafka’s work the reverse, disgy ciing side of

¢ vomical aspect of the nterpellaiion: the illnsion proper to inter-
. the illusion of m_«ﬁ% there’, slivws its negative face. The
re of i En:_:_:::(: is o put mu,o subject 1 into the position of

who iy ) <L to kwmow (to tse dils Lacanian. term in
ple, I The Trial Josef K. is summoned o

_62? il Qo:: on J::A_é :.:.;._;m. ihie oxace time of inger-
:n 173 —EP'

:u mcr; Lle COULTEQGIn, ﬂ_:w._c,ﬁwm
i ,H o0 LE:E _r:% been here an ro:m and five minures

o .
PRSI ERH :J W:CCR.CQ resnciniber thie saine sii-

O aliny seIviw die A\CJF:,,L i

iy lidiaies us from the very

HE e oy “What are you ﬁ:ﬁ:w at like idiots? Don’t you
-\ mn.

> do? One ically has co explain things to you again and

= and he then proceeds to give us insguctions as if they were




THE $UBLIME GJECT OF IDEOLOGY

182

should already know them. This, therefore, is
usion: the subject

gical “alvcady-there’ ilt
cing thoawi into 2 sitnation in which he &

superflucus, as if we
reverse side of the idec
ncriminated by suddenty

Enwzanm to ktow what

.

¥
is expected of him.

5(4), a, P

specify the dimension of this ‘object in subject” which

lye? That is to say, there ate objects ¢

How do we
the presuiuption of ko
objects — in Lacan’s teaching, we have to distinguish at leas
of ebject. To articulate these distinciiois, let us rerurn {0
— we must not forget that in Hirchcock's flms, oo, MacGutbin is

g

one of three types of object
_ First, then, the MacGuffin itseif, ‘Gothing at all, an empty pi
pure precext for setting the acdon in motion: the form s of

The Thirty-Nine Steps, the sectet clause of the 1
the coded meledy in The
hes, the Uramiag borles : and so on. [t isa
sein erin deseil it s rotally and, by stroctural
absent; its signification is perely anto-reflexive, it consists in the ¥
that it has sotne signification for ochers, for the principal cla
the stoty.

atrcraft engines in
freaty in The Foreign Co

T

Ao

A

»

r

neces;

te i eent

JRETRI TR it

e

But in a series of Hitchcock’s [ilms, we find another type
which is decidedly net indifferent, nof pure absence: what gt
is precisely its presence, che material presence of a fragi ;
— it is 2 lefrover, retuiai which comnot be reduced to 2wt
formal relations proper to the symbulle stneeare, but it is
at the same time, the positive condition for the
We can define this object as an v
1

doxically,
of the formal strucrure.

bjest

serving a5 2 kind of gu
e role of the ko

&rrwmv

ip. lois th

FeTeT :
aifiOig a4

exchange circulating
pawn, on their syiib

. _4
Grﬁ amiinl

Moiviivis st D] B for Murdes, e role of the wed
of a Doubt and Rear Windu, the role of the Hghter in St

Train, and even the role of the child circulaiiig betweeit
couples in The Man v e Muck, 1t is unigoe, non-s
fas no double, it escapes the dnal mirror-relation — that is
plays a crucial very films which are huile on a

role in those
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series of dual relat

N,

cach element having its mirror-ecuncerpars
{Strarigers by, whore dhe nauic of the vetaral
character is alieady redoubled — uncle Chadie, niece Charlie): iris the
one which has ae coun and that is why it must circulate
between the uppusite clemeints The paradox of s role is that

[S LS F I F 2SN
although it is a leftover of the Real, usi ‘excrement’, it funceions as a

115,

o a Trubiiy S

Fr

At

positive condidon of dhe restoration of a symbolic s » the stiiac-
bt peeisne ery s
tare of symbalic .sL:.:mr._w can ihie san take place only

ik oio
IV is PR EOTLEL CIL

5 pure

in so far as ko
- iis guaratitee — for example, in Strangers ou a Train the murderous pact
and Guy holds only in so far as the object {the .

URE LWL thivia

a8

en

crwoch Druna

cigarette lightei} is drcala

Tasic situation in 2 whole series of Hitcheock’s films: at the
we have 3 nuh-struciured, pressynbolic, Imagliesy homeo=
of things, an indifferent batance in which the relations
,  — that i, through
paradox is that this symbolic

corablish hself only juso b
Con Ui matee lerment, a lttle-bit-of-
disrupts the homeostaric indif-
In other words, the imaginary

20 18 the
HIE

oy -

e
R VR TSN,

L

Gx TU

LLGLEE, Lddh

cobudicd na el
1.0
Liicii,

1
_ . M% .

by its sudden irruptior,
of relations between

oy

e
L

i
iE 3

1

uralism’ is to reduce

: e Cm. Ak H
- is that this
e radically cond ¢ naterial element
?mﬁ particu atly, 48’ a steucture, cribodies it Why?
el 1yl nays failed, crosseds

1 S
d the cous

/

material clement embodies this

s SUUGERLE.

- sirucure muust include an cloment which embodlss i
e - AR S
inroli i W which itk aiculaedi in s

P _:v(e,'_a

t is not how the ric
ed to g dilectica] conceprun

Coe e e T :

fict that i to take place chis dialectical stiv

‘ol be embodied in some cotally contingent element — that, for

TG

g ISt

£
i
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i . -~ . v
the State a3 the rational totality exists effecdvely only in so far as iris
exbudiod in the Inerr presence of the w.:;,m 5 vo&\ the ﬁEmu in his non-

sl presence, is’ che State, it is in his body

exasiiple, is the point of the Hegelian deduction of the role of the King:

.—ﬂic:m_. Twcwcmwr:_ ¥ &ren
that the State achieves its effectiveiicss.

Here we can use the distinetion, developed by Laclau and Atouffe,
between the accidenral and the <. an E&:SJ\ element of a
formal sceuccure is accidental, S%mﬁoﬁ e that is, it can be ERT
changed; but there is always an ¢lement which, wuﬂmoxﬁ&? enibulis

this m:::; stracture as such — it Is ROt necessary but it s, in its vy
mc:n:mmz&n the m,\_b_:_é coirdition of the restoradon of the stiuctand

necessity: this necessity depends upon it, hangs on it

- Finally, we have a third kind of GEFH the birds in The m.ma_h__
.QSE@_ = (we could also add, in M, the body of %m.m_.,:: m.r:w aid
end of the m:,,rﬁ in which Masuic's mother lives). M._:v, cgqnn. ‘
dssive, oppiusiive biatcids pressis itis not an indifferent void |
the MacGuiTin, but at che same dme it does not civeulate berweei i

o f
subjeéts, it is nor an object of exchange, it is just a tnte embodi

of an impossible jouissance,
by

. . o
n the logic, the consistenc Y om :Hﬂ a:ﬁ olijee

How can we ey

Reat

I
Syai

T .
Here, we have to interpree the vector not as indicatng a relails

. . . .
determination [‘the Imaginary determines the Symbolic’ and so
more in the sense of the symbullzadon of the Inuaginary’, 5ot
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- MacGuffin is clearly che objer petit a, the lack, the lefrover of the Real
setting fn motion the syubulic movernent of interprewation, a void in
the centre of the symbolic order, a pure scualhisce of the ‘mystery’ to
be explained, o

~ the birds are @, the i :z_:_ﬁzc fiaginary objectification of the Real,

. ¥ H
ati ::;vr, which r,it(f:rv

SENTIINGN

~ amd mzm:w\ the circulating object of exchange is S(4), the s symbolic

- 1 1 1 1
C_druntm wisiodi Calkiiol e fouuiced [0 H:EM»C.:V i

wi=play and which
at the same dme cibodies the lack in the Orcher, the impossibility
around which the symbolic order i structured. It is the sadically
nc_imwﬁ.i element througl which die s yisiholic necessic ¥ arises. That
is the greacest mystery om the symbolic order: how its necessity arises
from the shock of 3 wotally o ciit encouies of die Real — like
the well-known accident in the Anikivi 5: the hevo, lost in-the
desert, guice by chance enters a cave; there, he finds three old wise
men, awoken E\ bis entry, who say to hin: ‘Finally, you have zrrived!
We have been waiting for you for the last three hundred years.”

The Subject Presurued To . . .
.icky 15, in the final Eiﬁ; the tc stviy of the 4
: EP::zm it is Decessary o pre T ru existence in the
Thar is the logic of the % subject E?::x, o huiow” which Lacan
ted as che ceneral axds, anchor, of the EF?E& wii of transference;

1 P !

1.1
s I

RNy is FrEbLLCd €0 Rladvw in

vaiwe — what? — the meaning of
youil’s Sy LI, Thiis kawwlodyge bs of couinse an illusion, but ic
52 fwtenaty one: in the end only theough this suppasition of know-

- can some real hiowlalge can be produced, Tn the scheme above

liave three versions cm the abject wivand the central nauseous pro-
e £t .

e

u:m:c ity SSQ.CVE_:J} O is F.:%ﬂc& 1o
CLaaiii, L: e other concepts around che stbject

fax

o betieve (Moliik, 1986). Coming
7 —HDHB a real-sucialist “ c::rwv. — the author
of il booke s ,Ci:r: i tahe an Cﬁ%%a rypical of szx existing

woclulbons” where, as is well known, there 1

i the shops. Our lypudietical Stariing poiut i that chere is an abun-

1.
SHi @_EA ._E.F

...: Gaddl ::;:mu _.,wr_f_:.f
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dance of wiler paper on the market, But, suddenly and unexpecredly,
a rumour starts to circulate thac there is . shortage of toilet paper —
because of this rumour, _ﬁ% e frartcully begin to buy iy, and of
course the resule is that there is real wwoﬁumw of tilet papet. At firse
si ohe chis seems t be a ﬂﬁm_? miechidslii of what is called self-
fultilling prophiccy, but the effective way in which it funcdons s 2
lictle more complicated. Bacli participant reasoos as follows: Tin not
naive and stupid, | know very well that there is more than enough
teilet paper in the shops; but there are probably some vuive aud ot
people who believe these ramours, whe take them mn_,._om,? and wilh
1" o

el Syrer d

act accordiighy — they will seare :.;.;WZ:Q buying twilet paper wnd s
1

in &\:w 05& there QH__, be a real shoi ldgo 01 yr SO Vel Hm.H W:CE VUEY W
that there is cinnigh, it woald be a good idea to go and buy a Lot The
crucial poine is that this other presumed to believe naively does not
have to exist effectively: to produce his effects in realivy, i is cnao
that he is presumed by others o exist. In a definite, closed muuldil
of subjects, each person can play dils #0]
will be exactly the sase: a real shuttage of wiler paper, ﬁvm one who
will in the 2nd ren it e w isely the one whio pesists
in the truch: che one who says to himself, ‘I know that this is onlya
rumour, there is enough coiler paper” and acts wponic. . ..

¥ —L,r.r\

"This concept of the subject presumed to believe also lus its ¢lis vl uset it
serves to mark the difference berween real Freudian anulysis and the
revisionist cure, While in Preudian analysis the anabyst plays the rele of
the subject presumed o know, in the revisionisc tradition his role &
closer to that of the subject presumed to believe; that is to say, i i wase
the reasoning of the patient goes as fulluws: T have some _b gk
problems, I'm neuratic, so | need an N:Z_wv_u o cure me. :Hn prul]
that I dow'e believe in maternal wrmzzf ) AT

shit — ¢o 1me this is pl e, here Is wan an
who believes in it and, why not, perhaps he can cure me wich lis bk
No wonder varivas neo-Freudian suhivols oy w incorpoiate sun

£ .

G._ LLICHTE Uk .\L(;.:itc:».

i

~ The second concept in this series would be the 5 &:
{Dolaz, 1987). His rele is fundanici:
obsessional ueurotic the traulnatic p
the other, of an HE:w_.uOHCZn
of all his frantic activity is to protect, to save the Other from
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e, evenn at the price of destroyiug bini or her (saving the
woman from her corruption, for examgle), Again, this sulject does
nat have to exist &mﬁ‘mﬁ_% @ ?ogzon his nm.n?_a_ it is enough for
othiers o pic il s one of the
key componcuts of racisin
ﬁﬁm.m::.‘—n.& to Mﬁe..z.ﬁ\ aueesy [0 sole kun.rw:ﬂ Ly
really bochers us,

Suppusid
C.F m.h,_:r. Qrs. hy;:_ N r@?: is mT%mv‘m
, enndd thiat is what

- The last concept would be, of course, that of the lto
desire. IF the subjuc ued o enjoy plays a Eu::..—_ role in
obsessional :nEc.&F ned to dusive plays such a role
in Eﬁmzm One vl «. tias to remind ouwesell of Freud’s u:m_v;.z of
Dara: it is guite clear thai Frau K. is playlug o Dora the role — ot of
her ohject of desire, as Freud mistakenly suppased, b
presurned to desire, @W?tr?a to hiww how to cmmumﬁm her desire,
rcig.:c& . ..

M, Lt Z.L.ur

i s w Q. E_F: we Are
a hysteric, the queston to ask is s hils
“Where does he de ;
he is organizing Lis
that he wdveiys deeds
his desire — that & dw sncaning of &;@ Lacanian forinia i :vk.i.n:..
cal desire is the desire of thie ather.

. 1
(Y :.q.?r

srie §im

Llse W c:w(r:.f

"

The Fresuined Ruowledge

o I B B
the Liga1re Gl ghie rmruﬁe:. i
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A eagjoy; B cosical Stalin

link wmgmrz mmm pies saniscious 18

5 o 1]

LALG iy ;\irv [ (.«%{.rp . [:y 1 Shanainiie ot
seut pasing as a ‘pacifist Q.Hoﬁ_uaz
cottfsiun mn his betrayal. ZE hero, already half in love 2:& the

n
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him thae he and the bere have abducted his daughter — they are
prepared to return her i cxelinge S bis weirten confession duv Lc s a
Nazi agent. The facher mmmawm, to the q_ﬁdm_ﬁ_, writes someihing on a
ﬁmmﬁa CM. papel - shvia w thie F,_t(ufnc ﬁmi?.. siun ~ and s 1t uver
to the exiviiiainr, G:ﬁ 2_,?: the fatter glances at it, he sees that ir reads:
‘Sorry, bur 've just heard my davghter’s car entering the garage’. The
gallantry of the father (who, Juspite Lis veason, remains a gendeman of
the old school} preveiis him Fom simply flying into a temper afrer he
hears the approaching car and su civiasks the extortiones™ biufk he con-
tinnes ealmly wich his job and lets the extortioner know that he has seen
chroagh his cards in the very form of ilic confesivi
dSr: is the Eu&::_ &:wmn of this womz;wu The treacherous father
from Foreign Cos is viw in the series of E:rmicr:;: vitlains
grawed by the huowledge of their own corruption: uicoasd
desire wnrnasking and self-de. iut; this truth emerges,
itself in the foim of the confes persisting even when the
proved invalid. This is the ‘wivonsclous’ in the Lacanian sense: a desire
which articulates itself in the very gap separatng the form from i
content, in the suwonvny ol the form. Behind the tronic-gallant gesture
of the father addressed to the extoidoser {m E.Em swinerhing like Floe
you have the confession you wauted! I'm giving you back %osﬁ own
cardsl’) there is a desperate eruption of the desire for self—
desire which
suicidal act.
The word ‘gallanery” was wot wied carclessly it has to be conceived i
irs precise Rococo~pre-Rouuande, Mosalivn meaulng, That is o say, one
of the most subversive feanites of Mozare's operas consists wz?zi it
the adrolt immipuladon of the gap botwecn funm and coutent, :r(? Wi
the form which articulates the “repressed” truth of LE casiteit, Le
aside Idon G . which is in irs encirety the ombod
{on the level of ‘content’, Don Gisvaiii runs from one
<<«<<Hp L &HP T:.-v:riw M.C i
miyihical power), it is sufficient o recall 2 small detail from che finale of
Le nozze di Figaro, the aria which follows the reconciliation :n_émm:
Figaro and Susanna (‘Pace, pace .. .). At first, form and content accord
with each other: the elucidation of the misunderstanding Figaro fue
that the woman he was muking a conquest of was not the Qc:s:‘v« bt
his _u&oq WMESES&EF&_%.ﬂm;_cQo::?muv_mnc:mﬂmnrE

harmionized duer which mﬁmna to their Hmao:.,..uf sy this duer e
[R]

changes into a trie: From the bachgiound breaks in the angry voice ol dhe

s.;c:. a

1 R
»rpw [ty T;:F» Ll

HH

ards ﬁra end of the film «

zex self

v

%

amplusizn more and wore Lis
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Count loulking for Stsatiug iu the park (to entrap him, she had o
him 2 rendezvous).
With this emergence of a third voice, form and content %_z ea
goes its own way: on the level of content, we have F:ﬁo: d
nc:?;::m wiiit the ?ESQ spirit of rec

o

mm_ﬁ:-Mu Wlial o

FRENINT]

:::n., {thie Counr ang
s fact that e Cui
"

[ ]

AN J\ o rupo

o RTINS A AR, TR .
on the loved of form. thele is i [SY LB TS

the same me om _E ME%E goes on.... Iny chis way, all is accually sa

13 r:r Cuounil’s tehsion is L.rccv\ _VLS_”:.&

1

i

the 1

it, or, more ?ﬁ;&wl a

this is zé crucal poisic — ke does not krow yet that he already |

because ;:E:;c::;_v\ he does alveady kuow it, he is already pacifie

rmu ArCdis T FISLTH :r 51iTh :\ CCZ ot yol

iy

resigned 1o the luss of Susanna, His unconscious kis wodye enupis aye

mu%n:c; in the gap between form and content — in the form whi
H v aliiGlRes Toculiiiakon d:.._:\ the Couat s siill _C: Om, m._.:%
It is becanse of this gap that Mozare is not yer a Romantie cumpos
such a gap is encluded by the very definition of ‘Romantic’. From t
Romantic perspective,
_ HESH LT .Imu EYE

_E..n.mwunn.n:u? i, e_mrr P:L:mr r- Tu\,r ii,

1.

ppeets ‘mechanical, psych
fon ol the Sdliie _SLCL:\ L

5t as if Mozart |
1 to chauge the tonaliy’ and wischa coitiwed with ¢
same E&o&v aldhongl dhe psycllogical vuch of the siowati

.(ﬁuwi

demanded a clear break {an eruption of dishasiuony). Far from bei:
- Sidd, thils Impresion of an Qutoinatism o repeat’ asserti;

R S AL F -
i LG deds $O UG :}ennm:anmn_ Gitt

r..a: of the

441 | L R L. A
alsion w© ;%n.ﬂ:. is not mé.r_:cmcv?ﬁ. the very external form of ¢

sielody, its diverd with s own content {the words sw

fows ek as yet in to him, to 1

status of the wiconscious ‘com

wioiscions” as die neiwork of extern
which decide o the ‘rurh! of ¢

EWE:W back, in preventis

Liig _aCmSo strong

ey W?mw:m tl

In. Mozart, we still have the
R 1 “, 1 .. 1. 1.

b By ilOGC

the repressed” mueh of ihe coirte
.EH itsell We enter the ‘romandc mode
1 as ‘maere forn

i s sneasuied exclusive Q E\ th

eyl

e
STHER MR At

e i \,t.t is Capelicii
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cotfvity in the form, In Beethoven we

expression of the psycholo
find the subject as dic fufiuite wedldh of fnirer content which seruggles w

Q%?mm. itself in the form: the way is o_unw mon the Romantic cule om

‘geniug’, of a ‘diranic’ persouality, and all the disgustiug phuan
ing therefrom.

“The fear of error is . . . the error itself®

Conttary o the usual parallel berween Kant-Mozart on one side and
Hegel-Becthoven on the other, we should stress %mm here Emmi s
Mozartian. That is to say, this Mozartian pracrice of articu thie tudn
by the very distance of the form from its content finds its exact couiivr-
part in Eam& s notion of the “formal side [das Posslle] arddeuluding du
trath of a given phenomenon, This, of course, ntoduces a dale

relaton between Truth and %m earance: ‘Truth’ is definitely not a

of surplus il again; it appears, on the conerary, in the
form of traumnatic encvsnlers — that is, we chance npon it where

presumed the presence om ‘mere ﬁ%nmﬁsnma the ‘shock of the mudd
¢ in the the midsi of the realin of reassui-

ac qoih

us dpdill a

r(ﬁ,ﬁyml

ing phenomeia, ,
The inthinkable’ for Kant is such an encountes, such a w;ﬁLr
wc:.; at é_:mr mEuﬁ_Esnm itself, without knowing it, touches d

its sy

what s atsiake i Kant's olsessional evomony 1s ,@.PSVLV.
of the taumatic encouuter of the Truth, That is to say, his
cendental” procedure of limiting our possible expericice 0 n.cn
phenomena and of excluding from it the ,iz:w,,.:?:ﬂ_m_
expresses an E.?Enc: o Q:ﬁr - _,WF fear of falling into error 3
g phi 1 Thing-in-itself, However, as H
puts it, this mﬁﬁ of error, om a coufusion berween Eﬁ_ogﬂs atnd

Thing-in-itself, conceals its uppusice, the fear of Truth — it 2nz
desire to elude, at any price, an cncouier with e Trurh:

11
WG

ST p{.w r

idnately tl
[ 7

. . g 11
... ifthe fear omh&Em. iio erTor sew ap 2 nuserust of Scicnee, whicl
.Hvxr:rr Gm u:rt, y_rﬂ:wbnu mr_b UL W L» gv s,ct.». :.,“r:, mS& ":A:mtw. [
mo_zﬁrEr, :7 _E& SwmmSEér;:c&m.:c,ﬁ:: sutiiid and i

! o
Wwe i be rCK:L:r.._ ay PO wWliciiie :x,a _.f: of vt

very wisiruse, Shou
not just the ervor iself? (Hegel, 1977, p. 47)

The relation between appearince wud Truth should thus be coie
a dialectically reflexive way: the most radical illusion consists wut

Lo
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accepring as Truth, as the Thing-in-itself’, what is n%caﬁ@ a mere
1 Lot :
Yecopive Blision, but racdicr in a refusal o rec :

~

Truth — in precending diut we are sill mmmr:m é:,r a ?.ESE appeat=

, \
ance, w it uji.L» ix alivady Lieie.

Sydney Pollack’s filn Three Ihays of the Co
this paradosical, self-reflexive character of the iliusion. A sunall Lancl of
the CIA is vocapicd widh aﬁ_m_w:wu all esplonage and detective novels e
search of ideas which could wﬁramw be applied in real espionage work.
Suddenly, a special wnit of Hyuidawss kil all che members of this
branch — why? Becase ane of them has nored in some obscure novel,

HE& _S?nm_ over to his supeiiors, the idea of a secret ‘organizaiion-
widhiti-an-ciganizadon whose C:zn:rn shiauld be widkuown Sm érFr
conrrols the legal organizadon; however, suck an otganization %

) F-P: nw\
excists the ClA. in other words, bie proposed a fiction without

Dioiichied die tiuth, We can now see, what Lacan is
shae says thac 'the Truth has the stiuctire of a Getion”, This
is clear from the ﬁmnm_:»: matrix of the ?E discotiises: “Truth’ is an

-1 ; H
iy aind die r:rrr of Trudh! B PO

Lot .
Riarvvakiy tiat ki
T 1.

:::ipmu. atf wii

Saif a

SULIC

Wi, m_,u: r« Clrafice,

:.r(:r,:. SO e buow ?:mw.«.\. m::a raa_m
i1 : 1
c 1

Taoks oy Wil ol WS wwer

‘effect of Trudh’,

me fear of error which nosnE_m its cEE:f the fear of Truth; this
e

Lornnals encapaulates prelecdy the mcv._?:é position of the
i the incessant ?c( wi, the endless pre-

stacterize his approach. Ar the same dme chis refer-
uciaiosls (Lot as a clinical endiry, of course, but as a
as what Hlegel would call the position of thought

RN
sabiloy Us o wo:ﬂw Proy] SL% the Lacanian obser-

N 1
L2 iToel sULHLLS Cm. ,:,_ _.GJF

W,

5. By determining

iois uf the chaessivnal’s

i the 1idse Cﬁ the MSCT .C\ Emmuﬁ_f‘_ﬁ relation

Lysioria and obscesional neucosls are not

SR muf iy B L

af

LGS A T

Tosdy a8 A neimal-uidversal Wr_::_ their relation is a

_ tolisessivial neiro-
N |

515 a hind of 'dialecr o% rv\‘_ﬁ.:p wﬁ?:; as 2 fandaental determin-

Thcie s of course, u whole ser of differential features enabling vs to
LI, T 1 :
¢ relation of hiyseria to obsessio ] nevrads as g sylisineerical
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- The hysterical sympron articulates, stages, a tepressed desive, whereas
the absessional syptom stages die promisdeniciid for realizing iliis devite

- A Bysterical newiuils Gaimot bean wailing, he frasiers oo he fover-
takes limself and misses the objecr of desive precisely becanse of this
impatience — becatse he wanrs ro get at it wo quickly — whereas the

ohseseingal newrogic builds up 3 whole systern enabling him to post-

pote the encounter of the olject ad infinftinr: the munient 15 never

right.

- To a hysterical neuzotic, the abject procures toe litile enjoyment apro--
pos of every object, his experience is how “this is not diar’, 2wl
why he hastens o reach, fnally, the im_:. objec; wherens the

il neurotics problem is thar che objecr offers him fo sitich

enjoyineni; the immediate enconnter with the objece would be

utthearable hecansw of its excessive fullness, which is why he post-

pones l._mu CHCOUNLeT;

ohse

When the hysterical nenrorie feels thac he *doesn’t know what he
really wants’, he addresses the question concerning his desire fo the
other — to the one who embodies for him the ‘subject presimed w
know' ' whereas the ohsessional ueuivde fs coreared by doube; he
cannot decide — thar is o say, he addresses his question fo __:.::Qﬁ and
50 o,

However, a closer look quickly reveals how this impression of 1 sym-
metrical opposition is falser one of the opposite poles (hysterical) is
always wanmmatked’ — chat is, it funcrions at the same fime 4 2 neneral,
universal medium of the apposition; while the other (obsessioual) s
‘marked’ and fntroduces a specific difference. It is thus not difficule o
deiiiistiale i the obsessionad g.ﬂﬁ..:m of the H:::w.i:._:ﬁ.; for the real-
ization of a desire is nothing but an foverse, ‘raediated’ way of staging the
realization of desire; how the obsesiznil question the sabject addresses
to himself (the famons ‘obses. Lube) i nodiiog buta mushed form
of the dermand addressed w the other; hovw the obsessional postpanement
of the encounici with the object out of fear that we would nog be able to
bear such excessive enjoyment is nothing but a refined way of avoiding
disappoinment wich the object — that is, how it ceienls 4 forebundiug
thar the abject ttself fis not thar,

And, o return o the passage from Kane to Hegel, the sarne goes for
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o e - ! . s
the Kantian pestpensient of the cocounier with the Thing — for e

Ty P SRR I Iy P T
Kamtian pap 25 iling fur ever the Thing from the world of pheonicia.
PR R SR O I e e T B g i
it coniceals a forcbuding thar perhaps this Thing 15 il nothing but a

tack, an empty place; thac Tn,%ozm the phcsoieid appeninnes there is

only a certain negative selltrefud il bovause of which the positively
P R T I e ne b ;
given plaiwcuiond winld s perceived as ‘mere appeavance’ — in orher

words, thar

13

%
1 RSN L 4 FLASTR R AN

R
SLEE an i

£y PO . .
The SLERLELEY iR gl

In the chaprer in 7 oowcsslyy on Force and Underseanding” - the

ws the Lo

ooy il oy

1Y

2o from oo

chapeer which atiuiig
COTSCiuinii 36 = 1 logel §
Kannian D_c%ﬁym,.h f .h Ly r;:._:hvm ﬁ:% mﬂw:ﬂ B :,,ﬂ:m:\. i .ﬁ.ﬂc SIS OIS :.:rw ,LE.
perceived pusined as it s in fruth; bur the ek of the sensnons and the
perceived is to be wppiiany The oo i thof

[ENELLRRY :.:.QZ:::F.F rmC.L
ity (Hegel, 1977, po89), The appueaauce tmplies that there is
sosneibndng LU i Shich wppenss dacagh i i concesds o truth and by
the same gesture gives a foreboding thereof; it simultancously hides and
foveals the ceciee Lehind its curtabo. Bot what is hidden behind the
phenuiicial wppearune? Fredeely tae face it there 15 nothing to hide.
What is concesled is that the very act of wouualing vutvouls sl

4 s ;

Bt ds the superscisible theociuie a pure i

e L
3 LRI WL

o 1o | PR iv s M . 5 : :
asimple doae Gl Is i Swe’ who can see that thers is noching behind

gl IS . o ; r
the curtain, while the ‘vaive’ comsuicusies s canght in the web of
it i i 1 -
W neier icdiaicly oppuse the siaie of

deceprion? Witk Fegel, we shou
luigs as "we' see it ‘correcty’ and the viewpoins of the ervoneous
: )

conscluanuess: if there s deceprion we Caiisio sulicrac It from the Thing
g

1 . P! 1 M
! izl wedl, there is noth-

B WM .w\.:.r;,».

i . i . b H
I Crian DBy dE5 v Ly R Mm b

fng, 1t 15 dironigh the medllon of dus ibilig” thar the suljject consd-
wutes himself in che very ace of hiy sdbsievoyidibs The ilusion chat there

is something hidden behind the curain s thus a reflexive one what is

hidden baticd die wppentanee s the posdbilicy of this very illnsion —
m:,r.:i;52:.».::.3%nmmﬁﬂnrm:rmm;wr_.cr.pn....v.;::,,rwsm::_i__n,

behind it The e false’, is effectvely located in che cmpry
place behind the curiain — the dlusion has opened a place where ir i

B,

ce that it fills aue - where th

H.c;z:“?u ah etnpty sp hm_._:.u.cg realiny’,

reduplicaring the external, facrual realivy, could find it proper plac
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first came abour as devold of of

LHEWJ :r;.ﬁ howrver,

be taken as also vold of 4l m?m,:dmw m..,.,._ﬁmcsﬂrm.ﬂ.w and

{etincaons of
rin ¢h ? ¢

CONSCIOUE TS q:: CONSCHRISTIeNS — 1 order, ;.:.,: Tl
which is even called che foly of §
fill e up with reveries, .
bave w0 be contene with being towicd so badly for i would not desen
..:w.v\nr:r W [TET, 1 0 LVETL Hﬂ{ﬂﬂm_ﬂw are _u.ww'dmh. i
ﬁweaa_, 1977, pp. 88 B

there may

produced E Q. sctoasness oself : f,:_m_

o

VI ETTpIINess

Holy is thus an empty place, 4 space devoid of all
MvO%:mC_w P.C.ﬂﬂha._.:w :m 03 \‘,l\.(f_.,v(.?rmw. M. ﬂwww ﬂvm‘w.m_,..;.mspumm mmm®& LU éf.:w_
some content (taken, of noE.,mc from the very sensuons world that che
supencisible is su ?Ei o negate, 1o bave loft behind). The vespective
conenis of the supesseisible and of the sensuous world are the same; an
object becomes MEQ simply by changing places — by occupying, filling
our, the smapty p e of the Holy,
:Ea ? ,A_TD mwﬂ F:.;::;rw.?-.w
object: the place fodeally precedes obj.
their given m,onxiﬂ‘_ are masking

cature of the logic of the Lacaiism
s adiich sy irowhat the objects, in
is not some other, more substannal
order of objects but simply the Gﬁ%: . the void they are M,xﬂm OuL.
We must remember chac there i :o&:% ferinsically subliie in 2
sublime ohject — ac widlig o Lacan, a Ewrgn abject is an ordinary,
sveryday object which, quite by chanee, finds iself scoupying the place
of what he calls dee Ding, the Lupunible-ical object of desire. The
sublime objecr is “an object elevated to che level of das Ding’, Tr is ins
entls ES_ place - the fact that it oceupies the sacred/forbiddey ﬁ ace cw
— and not 15 infrinsic qualities thar confers on it i ! 3
This point is best Hustrated by a whole series of Bufuel’s flms which
are buile wiound the same central motif of the — @ nse Bufinel’s own
words - non- eaplaiuable Lislpussiliity of the fulfilment of a sinple
desive’. In 1. 2Age dor the couple want to consummate their love, but 73‘
are Lmdz and aguin prevented by some scupid acciden, in The Cri
Life of 4.1 . de fa Crez the hero wants to accumplish a stmple
:::il bue all bis aseemprs fail; in The Bxterminting Angel, after a party,
a group of rich people cannot cross %n threshold and leave dhe house; in
The Discreel Cha of the Boury two couples want to dine together,
but unexpecred complications &23@. prevent the aceanplisiiir of
this simple wish; and finally, in That Chscure Object of Desire, we have the
paradox of woman who, ﬂ._:dz.mr a series of tricks, postpones again and
agrain the final moment of reunion with her old lover.,
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T

Wha
become

PESRON) v_ Ve T 4 Yy act

:_mu L:.y

ot of

& L

inpossible place i and begios w aalody

desive. This o J?ﬁ or act way be iniself exrremnely bunal ? COTHTION

dinner, o thresbold after a party). I has only 1o occupy the
sacied boabiddon, sy place in the Other, and a whole series of

FLT R o i up arouird 1t the object or act, i its very
vl .ﬁ:: Lozt b Fead Licd Or 4 h::;_:i? ‘_,

e, fasclaaiiig
i phir, the void, the fack
Gy - the ,Fw n mF, C%Sn And whar

Culninls pids. zS\ i %q expe i

ence of stch an buveisioii e prpos am:? F::é ,\v.z:. s s
:m ﬁ\nﬂ [ LI+ MS !

/&;:w the object is muskioyg, Skl

_tnuﬂ:rn. i nOC some Omﬁﬁ. WFECEQ Lt o v
that it is [lling in by i
FLacan calls “Wc,p:ma.w:cc@r the funwsy

[N IR

:_Fm rc ﬁwF n./TrCr:S & iy (:.7, i UL :ﬂ._.::. i

1 irsedf ol t:v Lt sk sujuaiivivaiion, an visbodiiae ol'a certain lack;
of how its Disciuiating piescie is wSe justro mask rhe m:,w::?, of the
Uikl the Ocher

place it or?;:eﬁ wiwse wididnis exacdy e

40 1.0, _\,
APMHHFT :Hrﬁ?ﬁv mrn\ rr»{ E \\ - L(;‘. s y
So fwe' (who _Eé abicady ‘gone z,wcmwr ihe Laian’) can see that
there is athibing whore Qv Lonswic ¢ rai it saw soniething,
but our bavwodge ds alivad w_.. so far as it
aims at che empty space which ai i other

CiUuge 38 diilasd
words, H we subiacy Goon the mr:m:: 1? I (i posidwe

content) vwhal reniilino b netshuph nudi i Lt a deenoinee vodiag,
the void in the :MLL_ Gpreued the space {or the ‘llssion”. To
‘onmask the & s Qoo ot mean :FF i E:r:.r to see bubind
it whar we 10 —~ Byt
%c H”._TQCGEFE.F:
Aol Fo g
etfectively has io go beyoud ir, to *pass over’ ir, bur wlia
his own acr of passage.

Usuadly, these Hiegollon poopositions are reduced to a
logical elevation of i .Er?f to the status of the il
the wralicy Qn being: m:_ the comsciousness thinks there is hidden,

a N I 1
behind the Ttr:(,:r.:; voil, saother manscende

i
R E R RS ] Jﬂ:lhr_:x:CCz_F/ it ﬂxmuﬁ..,jnu._ﬁ.ﬁm TO/@
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< ..J HETS Lalig

dic Apprataiice as ‘mere apps

aies the
A
Giids iere 38

Ui simple ongo-

TR of
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Tt then, with

the Passage from conse
s Dooonen belind die w.w.;:{_..;.r‘.r.._ this fice Ad drntey them, ds
s g Eob AT ey . *. rm ATE ;_”..4,_7
%ﬁ, JrLu_ﬂ: fudiliadid, Feaw v, ST 8 TEQOIE, Wil Hlluguiaieny e
dfies che subject with the 1 witlaiis, mwisses the

crucial fact thar the »:.»rmum;;: prasage oM colsCiotininss 0 §eii-
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uﬂ.:rn [ER1AIN Lol SR il FERR T N A L
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consciousness implies the experience of a cermin radical f
subject (conscioushessy wanegs ro e

o the
iic{infe WTG seCrer ﬁuﬁar._ﬁ.& A.mu.ry rr:mmmb.‘
his effore fatls vaS:ma there is nodiing behind the cuctain,

5" the sujers, I is in this precise sense : at, with Tacan wo, the ,:E:;&
the signifier) and the finiasy-) :J:ﬁ are correlative or even tdentcal:
the subject is che void, the hole in the Other, and the object the inert
:551: fz r:w 5_ this void; the e subject’s endire befng’ thas consisrs in the
bjuct L i onr _:n. void. ﬁ:u is why these Hegelian formualas
recall, point by point, the mle oyvuhed by Lacan in his S X7

r

In the classical rale of Zeuxis and Parrubasios, Zeuxis has the . lage vl
wiade prapes chat areraceed che birds. The stress is paced not on the
fact that these grapes were in awy way perfect grapes, but on the fact thar
n the eye of the bird was 3?5 in by them. This is proved by the face thae
his friend Parrahasi rinmphs over r:ﬁ by rﬁ;:m painted on the wall 2
veil, a veil so lifelike that Zeuwds, hirn, said, H%ll, and u

shoiw iz what you | fedived 4t By this he Wlowid i whae was ac
isme was crtainly duceiving the eye [lonper Poil]. A aiumph of the aaze
over che eye. (Lacar, 1979, p. 107}

iirg IV EL
i t

1

We can deceive anitals by an appearance imiating a reality for which it
can be sabsticure, but the properly human way to deceive 2 man is
imirate the ion of reality ~ the act of concealing decelves us
precisely by pretending to conceal something, In other words, there is
nothing behind the curmin except the w:Emmw who has mr.n“:mv.‘ gone

5%::1 i

I8 manifent that bohind the so-called curtain which is supposed o conceal
the inner workd, there is il 1o be seen unless 1we go behind 1« N
as much in order that we may see, as that there may be sometiigy belind
there which can be seen. (Hegel, 1977, p. 108)

Lould read the fundamental Hegelian distineton

between substance and subject: the sulsines is the positive, Gumscendent
Tssence sapposed to be hidden behind the curram of pheiiens; w
‘ /?V:ZE the substance as subject’ means o grasp thar the curtain of
phictomena conceals above all the fict dhar there is rothing to conceal,
and this “ioihing oehind die curtain 15 the sabject. In other words, ac the
level of the substance the appearance is simply L;m:;:m it offers
false image of the Pasence; whereas at the level of the st e
ance decerves precisely | vy pr
is something to be cone

This is how we

e m_—,w\_.uﬁmkhi
ending o deceive — by :;m::ﬁ that there
led. Tt conceals the face that diere s nothing to
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o .
conceal: it does ot feign 1o el the truth when it is Iving, it felpns o lie
when it is i the b — thar is, it deceives r% pretending o
deceive,

A phiin st it tude thaiy tell the truth precisedy by presentng irself as
lie, like the Jew in the Frendisn joke often juutad by L

reproaches his friend: “Why are you telling me that you are

, wiho

-

frell-
ivit code of ;Q.ﬁ,:;:

Cracow and or to Lemberg, when you're really guing 10 Cracaw?
ing the truth represen nted a ?. ~ach of the :
which ruled theic Sl ::c of them was cr& ro U o,
b was s penndd 2o redl dio B dic his dos {
versa). Ju his Q‘:E.:Q:GQ on the male of Zeuxis MEQ .5:‘:,3_2. Hu::

il

Plato's protest against the illasion of pi

[83 73

refers o

lietle story becomes useful in .l

fhiere that chig

. u.
& us why Plato

tusion of wtw::w The wa:; is niot dhat |

ta be
H H LI ¥ al

The point s that the dnige N.,CM of poliniag pretvids 1o by yor

¢ does not compete ﬁ.:? :TMJJZ»:?Q it

o b
S
Gl

vt il C_crﬁ« {nu_,» if faeo

than what e is. .

e
PCE&T.: (L4 <<.:.~ <<:n»~ Eladdy r: :W:n_arb PR kD LA \f.\....i

1
Idea. itis Cr,\srCc dic T:is
the AP

with his own. (Lacan, 1979, o, 112}

for Plato, is this appear ! :
APPEATADCE n:& for this reason is H_c%_ﬁm bt ;:w Ides itse F as Hegel
knows very well {the suputsanible fidea] is the appoiinee qua At
ance’). This is the secree philosephy has 1o nc.znmp_ o tenin s
Culisiaicioy - the secret that Hegel, ac the r:‘r.::si:@ point of the
metaphysical wadiid ik us see. This is why L:u fisndamental

z.umn_ Al Ec::r: oy

:i.r:r. 25 vt 15 essenila? wuiiid it be g
file 73 G&FW —of luw G

PLLRULIS By

I ~an
LA EST S T PRI TR

whaid Sil :.u H g
<o ot s rafer 1o Sl —
To n.ﬁ.:%:,; v.i woistection et us reter 1o Siabiniai — tuvie
i [ PR N
:mwv now? L\JC.;:. :C:::rncf: ‘._:;:;rr :P.r_

sLowe :.‘:i‘

TN ﬁ‘—»( AT .:;rL [T ﬁl:_ AP:C;“L
1

QL LA e b WE THESE Eeep At ally _—.: o thie afrpeaialicc

iia

_
ESRNSITFENT :
oty i by really belicve he ruling idealoygy, every indi-
of Party witiiy; sobody really believes i the ruling E:::wu, Ve
1
vidual T_?;E ves 4 C.Enﬁ %35? bb% it and wve V haows that
: i atany

B EEVE ding the

M
F:::K

price Lwﬁ ?sw_q are
Parry, and so on
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This appearance is s
were pullicly ¢
(that nobody rakes %m ruling i Ercamﬂ monocmq v — in a sense &
whole system ¢ whyT In other words: if ?Lvro& i
that ‘the ciperus is nzked” and if cverybody knows thar all die odiens
know it, what is the agency for the sake of which the appearance i
kept at any price? There is, of couise, culy one cousisient auswer:

Other — it is the big Other wlich shionkl be maintained in .m.._?:.:

1,01 11
P Lol paad 5 e

This alsu opens up a hew approdach: to the status of decepiion i ides

Sifir were to be destroyed - if somichody

: T R I P RN
die chvious truth thot ‘e CTpeLUL s anc

i

those who should be deceived by the idectogical ‘iHusion’ are
N 1 1)
primari

- concteie individuals b, rather, the big Other; we could i
say that Stalinisin bes 2 value as tie vawlogical ?,ccm of the exiswice of

the big Othex.

On the other hand, not until the e M:Qmw;nn of Yugushav self--

management Jd Sulisisn efficdvely reach the level of %QHEOS in s
strictly human dimeusion. F Stalinism, the L?rmmc: is basically »
simple one: the power (Pat te _ocFE:.Zaw Rigustor
aaine of the people iw__@ everybody Kiows tiat it E_Q in it
interest - in the interest of reproduciug fis o .

b i

it reigys in che name of an Ideslogy whose _c,awn .,.r&: iatlardd
obstacle to the full developiueit of selbmausgenient comslsts
‘alienated’ Party-and-State bureaucracy.

tio axis s@:nr _nmagﬁam Party rule
SHH between m@_mw:r:ﬁmu::m uc:.::._z and ‘buscaucratic” St
E& ~Party socialism — in ather words, the Parry-and-State &

tegitinsizes its rale by an idu

wiver, e sai

,ﬂua r,‘_E:Q:E.V\ seiiig

gy iguates iself as the ?:F

enemy, so chat an ovdinary Yugesiav sulject :::m address to tl

1
TCMOﬁFEhw (LE sa1ne rW:r {hOIL a8 Was bl f;rz _.Q L.:_:..?

the joke recounied eazlier: “Why are you telling me that the g
[

enemy of workers' self~ruanagesicns s the Parry-and-State burvauc

when the greatest enemy is _.mu:% the Party-and-State bureaucracy?

We can see now why the thesis by whick, in eciu e b
socialism’, Yigostav selfen .E:,,:ﬂ represents “‘socialism sﬁr
human face’, is not a 526 propaganda ploy but is to be caken ;E?
ally: in Yugoslavia people are, of course, deceived, just as in all
socialism’, but they are at least deceived on a specificaily L
Aftet what we have said about the Hegelian distinction be
substasice and subject, we should not be surprised to find thar the diff
ence between habieual ‘real socialism’ and Yugoslav self-uianagenis

o anci

G Al

¢

=2

WHICH SUBJECT OF THE REAL? 1o9

i There is a well-kiowi ,Hy:mcu_x:“ wcﬁir&
Lo :

O, o

DRI | wiead
oL IUYS WLlkL i

geinnnl U prodis A4l ,:c.c,s.n gaust dnniig

the ‘alienared’ sutiul power (the
. not unly a foreign force opposed to

i 10 . ! dhus ¢ PR
Lt hioself i 0.5 and thus ‘reconcile
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‘Not Only as Sulstunce, but Also
as Subject’

The Logic of Sublinsity

In his essay on “The Religion ol Sub

5" (Yovel, 1982), SHS:_E Yovel
has poluied vut a cerwin :Ro:w_#e:n% in Tn.m_ri syt
religions, an EBEEEQ which does not resule direcddy from the very
principle of Hegels philosopliy bur expresses rather a contingent,
eipiiicad prejudice of Hegels as an dedividual, and cen therefore be
rectibed by conseyuent use cm Hopel's oW iLrEFE TBSL:E. This

incomnsisiciiny coiice

s the p »\.?:\f Crrr;;n\p Eapectis vish and wuu‘«

ancient Greek religion: in Hegel's hDu.E.: on the i

Christiauity is iminediately proveded cV dire
spirittal iuilviduadiey”s the Jewbh religion cm.

Greek religion of mi::; and the Donwn sddigion of C::E.ﬁ&:r:m
i Ti this suocesshon the J?n: Lowwest ,.&. I Fr_ns:x:

- B T R L S
Bl - ..MRF 15, o 7 F.LW?;» 18 Ll

Wl rpmuirp urumvr s .JT.C _,:oi
m,élo?dq:ﬁ than the Jewish religion. Acco Yovel, Hegel has
here given way o Lis puso .,u ant mn Jdice, because o be
logic ol d ; feds undoubioadly dhe

.?Sﬂwwr H.m.mmmc: W :.L. V_L{, TR
Dlespite some reservations about the %\E: of Yovel's ur
fundamental ?E: seems to hit the mark: the Greek,
Christian religions do a2 kind of viad which cones
to the triad of reflection { :E. i, extermal wid Jolosindisate an),
to this elementary wsaiis of the &E_mnmnm_ _,.zdnnmm Greek religion
s the mivinent of ?E:zw reflecdon’ dn it the plurality of

m@mnmﬁ.—mm fadi q.:“::"u HW.CC& i bl rr“.« TCaKrK ad ,:.f T:r; 5§
esserive: of the waild, The H?Smr religion itreduces the moment of
‘external reflection’ — all positivicy is abolished by reference to the

201
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sppaanlally casindent God, &fu Sradute Master, ﬂrm One of
. [ N ol B . N 1 N i
.?.mu,.i.:\.: VY aill hl?z? 2 % Eiidil

_::.q AR RV (v I S E LS S0 1 SiE e

1OE 25 [h;.fw,:-,o exrernal to God _,Eﬂ as a ‘reflective deterinhinagion of

God L. _:_)A,: ihe figise of Christ, God hiuserf becomes man’).
It is won.::::m of a mystery why Yovel does not mention the crucial

il fi ? favour. the very ::Sf: nectton of the norions of

Beanry” and < L Greek woligion s, AFEEEQ i Hegel, ¢ _
.

iihgghoi of Beauty and § Juwish E:WE: that of Sublimity, it is clear that

e_#\ very Mow? om the ;

soiival process compely us to conclude that
i .h:‘w,:% Cr;r;w Decains it s the mucwww of s breal s,
, of its sclfereferential negaiiviiy, T usdng the couple
5 Fegel relies, of couise, on Kant's Critigae of Judyiis
Beauty and Subliuly are opposed slong the semantic aves
sty shopdealiipelue, bonnded-boundlios: Beauty calms
excites and agitates Beaury' is the sentiment
a.:w:..,;r,:u_:&ﬂ _L SR ] w:.‘..h:.,, in ﬁ_wn :ﬂ%mﬁ.mr SUiiiiiiiy
En,n_:: in it harionious Formation - a seutiment of immediate
faiiiviay beoween Idea ,Em the sensuous rmuaterial & ity expression; wihile

the %:E::: of Sul :;; is ﬁS&_Q._ to chuotic, terrifying Himicless

A

ik

H‘
of its suediaiiy
o 11
SSubl

and 8:;2? bl
_d..(:..cu/r [k} af_?f._. nw._

_”.ur.n.:r Liaira fHC_._:C s, ~.OPF% LR 8

Above all, _E:ZE Reunty and Sublimity are opposed along the axis
pleasuie-Jisplaacis a view of Buswy offiis us pleasare, while “the
chS is received as subliine wirh a pleasure thacis anky possible ::c:vr
S ﬁi_. 1L, 1964, p. Ecv fn shorr, the Sulblinseis
*heyond :F w;, asiiie principld, it is a pasisdenivad pleasure procuted by
r:utr...:u.:ﬁn iisedf {the exaer Jefinitdon — vic ol ihe Lacanian definivions -
rhie samne time that the relation
coincides with the reladon of immediacy to
.:na._nm”:\.: — ::.,rw:uw M:CCm iab E:« me::::w 1Hust ﬁ:_n L__wr::rw as a muﬁ.;
of syt wy. On closer examination, in what doces this
inidiution @.c.mi.. to the Sublime consist? Lec us quote the Kantian
delinition of die Sublime:

.

=ry L

<

of Ecur.. [T Y c_

‘* .,\r:_?w [EE I

i of 168 i

s may vw ,m,,#:r& E HZ.,, way: [t ds an objece {of nature) the

o siidaind to regard &:u el

Pt

wtivee of

oy O swddi (daaid

1964, p. :3

—a e__in:rwc: which, so to speak, anticipates Lacan’s determination of
the suliine bject i his Sersinas ou The Ethic of s

<

:‘an obiect

Y

L2

THOT ONLY A9 SUBS LANCE BUT ALSO AS 5 .t.l..f.; '

sible-real} Thing' That is w ,:.Q. ,Ea

Yo

it

mised to the level of } ?j
Kant the 5
SenRions :éc? I
::rﬁt::; Th 5 Licitvis The prafinon, CM ihe Glin s
pleciply the gap sty cha :
ence fromn the h:“:@ ity

Aty p_:: L ,

H

L O the tans ?::C:. {r: :34:;:::_:E:
-

s lclowain

i

b of experi-
- thar Iy, no emypirical

M

of i can ,“:r.:_ i

:d_v,w_.:.n“ 0o tepea hiledion T .
| ¢ Thing {the suprase
object in wli.

fathure of the repre PR ;
che very fatlove of wepic L we ean have 8 ooniiog L of the e
,}EL This is also why an object

ﬁ Tt
Is an

L

tiine :i:: cm the

T
fecling of Sul :
W: e us . A".?,ﬁn_.:u.f. Gw “nm w.m,t.— F.nb:n:.{. x4 m.rﬂﬂ
1 H - a ¥
w.;,ﬁa\._m#.m(‘ _.MI EN S TR iy

e, INcotija

DRIV

Hurn_ﬂr,:u:. .d:

sl b there

fore

of the Q¢ onee i

5 VEry ju
C_ SUie Cn_:t il nh.rr:.hm with ideas of 5.

(,i
A s fa
wwoﬁ T wichets o Chel® 1o but b & 1w,

i

Dy ol

Wi can now sce %5 irds preciesly Lae ity i
) T
stowhich is Lt guatified w swaken inus dhe fecllng

Twhias :‘.Lw

of the c::_ s bere, whete the s

urmost, where all fnice doictom
appears ar irs puscst.
o . - ' Tl
The Sulline is dhercfue e punados of an cijoor wiidil, in the very

. -4

15 nicaiied to s
i

v»»»:.U: ER AN

the Gaidure

, . . . ‘ ....m_.
EOE of J.b:n EINEY oa ovaowg, 1L 3 Defauve vy, o The dilaen-
11

sion of whar is G eprusvialin 1018 a wisigue le.:, i Bands system, a

podnt Br o : oo and Thing-m-
frself) is vl Guiiv way, brusdes it il mzf Sitsbds very
1 1 G

.!.n Tar ick
iisedf - or, as Kant puts it, ‘even if the Ideas cm_?:c; can E,
N 3 H 1

senl Uis ....r::wu EIERE R ...\ is friseribed b the :: Foetiie il
w Do Cﬁm«%
they can rn
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this successful presentation 3 means of failure, of the inadequacy itself

ot L. R
= WG nmhy—:_mr:u:&v

Tod

wohed by the Sublime from fandful

i1 visl BE -_ew Sl pﬁ:n Vil
aicly see or grasp what lies beyond all bounds of wc:mucm:@
Sisiaiin mann?mm, all positive w:}@:E:c: Enthusiasm is an
exainple of purely negative presentation - that is, the subline ubjeu
evokes v_muﬁ:J in a purely negative way: the place of the Thing is indi-
cated thisigh the very failure of its represeniation. Kant himself poiued
out the connecdon berween such a notion of Sublimiry and the Jewish
religion:

can i
while ¢

N [ ~
W have b rowoi to fear
abstracemiuide uf pros
i For theigh die

=l
schsibic wuild i SLHF: 10 cai .;v tC?:,i,;__ this it ::,U
ST oo .

RS QR AR WL Ui
" n

taboi of the ifluie.

b the P..::r c* m_F f..E::F wisd suffer from au
B 1 Bl

passage in :.iﬁz:r Law _.ru: the conua

unto thee any graven bage, of any ey of any tidig Qats in heavel o
1,

on earch, or under m.pn 82? and so forth. :5 Cortiiadizen? can alone

| N . i
! of people in their moral period, felt

thetselves with others. . .. (Kant, 1964,

b

E
for their 23@5: s\_wo: ottt
p- 127)

In what consists, then, the Hegelian criticism of this Kantian notien of
the Sublime? From Kant’s point of view, Hegel's dialectics appears, of
coarse, as a repeated fall, as a retarn o the Sdiwiriere of wradicional
wiaphysics which fails o ke inte account the abyss separating
phenomens from the Idea and prerends o mediate che Idea with
phenomena (as with the .?Ezr ?:vr to 3_:9 CE,#EEQ appears as

iui of God in a :.:u:rhn

Lsiin and the fucan

of man-like figures)

I Hegel’s defence, it is not enough S point out how in his &ammaa
none of the determinare, purtivular phencmiena represents adey
e Ldea — thar is, how the Idea is the very taoveians of
sublation [A/d m,“ — the famous | wondedt, liguidizing’ — of all
particular determivativis. The Hegelian eriticism is much more radical:
it does not afficm, in oppesition o Kaoe, the possibility of some kind of
‘reconcifiaton’-madia berween ldea and phenomens, the possi-

.n.rr..v

the sUpTuscin

=
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" : R TP TR e 21
bility of surmuindiy tic gap which suparates il

. 1 1
radical !

¢

HRRTI]

othernesy, the rudical negacive it
E#no:#:m. :&ucf ?T,{(t of Kane (znd ac the same time of fewish

Nl J;M 1 L E P 1 oo . 3y

pa

Prcizely wlhion we
s‘,,_:mnm:mﬁ; su i Jowhae can berep
on the basis of the field of E_:ﬁrg;.n..,v? starting from i, witliiir irs
v_:v wetton of God as radical Other-

: it

horizon, as its negative tmiis dhe Jew
ness, as Eﬁ%%mgsv?. seill rermains the extreme point of the logic of
“,,ﬂﬁﬂnvﬂ:?.?.;:ﬂ,

But here again, this Hegelian approach can give way to misunder-
standing if we read it as ai: ssitiun to Bant, whoe
tries to reach ﬁr,m Tt ::w w:ﬁocm_p the very breakdows of the feld of
of represeutation to i UOMOsSt — in
. 10, fram iteelf, as
e lsd

GoLsdly

s wcz,r:r the Kantian

b, MMDQDT;S

[ i S

phicnotuci, by daviag
dialectical speculation, we
icis in it paiic Doy
to the field of wep

dialectics w (sﬁ. cffeerd regress!

ww%ﬁnw alming at an imuediate approach © thie
is in facr ‘more Kantian than Kant himself” — it iq_.w :on_x:m to the
Kandan notion of the Sublime; it merely takes icmare .
limsell
mnmm_ of couse, ﬁ.@z:.a the basic &m_mﬂan& H
1 1.

e rfr(...mu:

2 mela-

R, bb w_:! C.:u

1 1 i a ‘e
wseat it The real problem Lo elsoaliere m,..:iw stil

appropiste way o prosit il
.

presupposes thac the Thing-in- ~itself C:VE a5 .Eﬁa::;m

beyond the ficld of TT_,{.:.:.EF ol ey ok

ciia, i for b

m. within  the mo_ﬁﬁﬁ of

n of dhie Thisg which persists

w:n:c;?::wa«

nal velleciion,
T.»F:C:...!:L
in irself beyuid ¢

Hegel's position s,

beyond

contrast, thar there s

phenomenality, _cf:\é:w mﬁ mL, of an@?uﬂ:_ tiom The erience of
: s T

radical nEgaiiviey, of e n Tden,

~ e

the experivice of the :E?L e s

already Idea itself as ‘pure’ _
still dealing only with a negative presciation of the ﬂ::w. we are
already in the midst of the Thing-in-itself — for this Thing-in-izself"is
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i ; ]
WS e A SOl Ll (..rmivnc

Ermmrm: speculative twist — the negative expeicice of the Thing must
change into the experience of &:u ﬁ:sw ~in-itself as radical pegadivity,
The Q%SF:Q of the s thie satuet all we have to do
is 1o subiat it :.,E%n:ﬁ_n:.m presuppusition — the presupposicion thac
this expericace individes, in 4 Begative way, some ranscendent Thing-
inwdtself persisting in its positivicy beyoid it It shost, we muse linie
oursclves 1o whar is V,EQ_« immanent to this experience, to pure nega-
tivity, to the pegative selferclutivuship of i representauon,

H CLFECWCEW fre) :@mwﬁm _.waccﬁhﬂtr.tc: Om. Lhn nrm. PiCiics
dearth of the pagan god aind the deadh of Christ (the frse being merely the
death of %n terresttial nmg_,._on:ﬁasﬁ of the rerrestrial represe
mmzﬁ. of God, while w deaih of Christ it is God of beyond, God as
a posiive, transcendent, unattainable mzn:,% which dies} we could say
that what Kant fails to tuke lito account is the Er_% the expericiice of the
:.SEJ«« Qﬁ.. wmﬁ wr....«_;i,c,:r.v\ om mrm m\,.rr..,.?.\,:..::,.s., QOHE Om h‘c—:.nud:r::i,
which befalls us in the sentiment of the Sublime, means at the same time
the nullity, the nonexistence of the trmuscendent Thing-in-itself as a
positive entiry.,

That Is to say, the limit of the logic of representation is not to ‘reduce
alt contents to represc ¥

1

swiween the

il

stions’, to what can be represe ented, but, on the
contrary, in the Very picsuppusition of some positive entiey (Thing-in-
itse _3 ,S.\::: %: : depies i We uveiconic H::.CCCF:.MLQ Lot
by F;E::w beyond it, but by che qyfn:r:,c of how there i nothing
T L

beyend it - how irs beyond is precisely this MNuididug of absolute nega-
tivity, of the cunost inadeguacy of the appearance to its notion. "The

]

suprasensible essciie is thie APPCATANCE i apPratisiice’ — thac is, it is not
enough to say that the appearince is never adequace _G essence, we
musc also add thar fhis ‘esserce’ ifself is os I the o of the
t itself, to its notvin ?:u%man&« éEn_.w miakes it ‘[just}

Thus the status of the soblime object is displaced almost imper-
ceptibly, but none the less n_mﬁw:a:n the Sublime is no longer an
{ernpirical] indicating dwough its very tmadequacy the dirension
of a transcendent Thing-in-itself ?r:_v but an objecr which cocupies the
place, re ; ar the cply place of e i::w as the void, as the
pure Moting of absolute neyativity — the Sublime is an object whose
positive body is just an embodiment of Muidiiig, This logic of an object
which, r% its very inadequacy, ‘gives body’ to the absolute negativity of
the Idea, is articulated in Hegel in the form of the so-called “Lifiice
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g:n_vn:#:ﬁ 5:502505 in which EEmS and ?F%Sﬁ are radically

by r‘i( fo_m,. &gﬁv

e 0 s orre

iicuilipa parables ‘ilic Spirit is a bone’,
Stage is God iy Chrsi”,

In Kant, the m.c::m uf dhe c::_:. i¢ 5 evobed by sut Hess, terri-
fying i r:w:u:.@ 1.;:: sl (i suh:m iatire, and so osv, while in Hegel

We ate Crpz:wmu wich 4 miser able ‘nde T:}r uf tie R - Ll MT:; I l:\,

inert, dead skull; the subject’s Self i this small ?m% of metal that ¥ am

g&:ﬁ inmy ,éa the State as the ruivaal srganizaion ifc, Al life fs

1 1l

1.,

[RINTRYS

the idiutic ccr; uf die ﬁc:.:c.: sd wihio coeated tie waddd i Jesus, this
miserable fdividual crucified wgeiior widh ... Herein lies
the ast secred of dialeciica) speculiduin net in dhe dialectical

. ! . .
all contingent, eripinival :bi_J‘_ not in the

medi

H e

1O aki L4 1y H\.WCZ# t

deddicti
dvity, but in the fact that this very negativity, to ateain it &&:m;mc?
itself’, must ewibody ftse!f uguin i iy cont

& iGN IEOVe el of absoluie Negd-

self ugaits fn soine miserable, radically contingchi
rcrw)\nnun Fh Lrver,
“The Spirit is a Bone’

At the immediate level, that of ‘undesstanding, of ,Ewﬁ.ﬁc:aacm
~&

Lasubise, au gl exine
of aﬁ_md materialism; n&:ﬂsw the spiri, the m:w(_nﬁ Mx:d :nm,ﬁ_ﬂ?
the most mobile zid subide cleiient, an ever-escaping fox’, w a rigid,

fixed, dead object, to rotal inertia, to an 4l
presence, Consugueindy, wo ieact o i€ fike thie shiucked Soviet
in the Rublnoviech joke we are starded, it is absurd and nonsensical; the
it s a boue provokes in us 2y of radical,
unbearable conaadiction; it offors an image of grotesque discord, of an
mxnmw_ﬁc_« :nmim. ¢ ML.;“c:ur% .
Hawever, as iu the case of Rabinoviech, it is ch{zcﬁ thiiss ﬂwﬁ we
produce its mw?:”.::u sruth, Because
! ) 1 7 - ; M ie e sh
F ARG TS the iy

.ﬁu_ the C::Ci -— ﬂ_._\;. 18, mn_»!wm»w

n fo s N I
SUH F("w .;CS.;&.MLGF tial

Auclat

AL

seit and ‘palp-

ow .J.:E.

what Ecmm_ nu_ s the ,vwnrc?:g m:cwcu_:c: LA T:.; Suiiion Winise wrins

.1
! Liout coinnom messure, As Hegel points ouz in the

are invoinipaiible, w
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Preface to the 7/« il o grasp the true meaning of sucha
propasition we must go back and read ir over again, because this e
meaning arises from the very fuilure of the Best, inunediare reading,

Loes not the propositon ‘the Spirit is a bone’ — this equaiivi of cwo
absoluiely H:?:E,_mzzm terms, pure negative miwveens of the m_:Ewnq
anxd tie toral lierta ofa ;w& oErQ - offer us something like 2 Hegelian
version of the rmﬁ_:mz fanula of fantasy: B0a? To convinee ourselves
that it does, it is cusugh to place this mum;:\. ition in its proper s
the passage from 13
Spirit.

Physiognomy — the langnage of the body, the expression of the
subject’s interior in his spontaizoaus gestuies ad grimaces — siill belougs
to the level of language, of signifying representation: a certain corporcal
element (2 gesmuze, a gritiace) represents, signifies, the :o:;nom.wo_.wu_
interior o??\ subject. The final result ommr\f_cv:c:; i des uttel fuilui
every uww_ ian ‘betays’ the .wﬁgn o, it perverts, deforms
what 1t is supposed o :éf: there is no ‘proper’ signifier of the subject.
And the passage from ?Q.ccv vty to phrenology fuictions as the
change of level from to preseice; in opposition to gestures
and grimaces, the skull is not a sign expressing an interios i represents
noiding dtis Em: ity very inertia — the fmediate preseuce of the Spiric

,.Z.

T pliy

Spirit is supposed to be known in its vivw ouger dspect, asin
2 being whidi is the wierance of Spiric — the visible invisitilicy of i
essence, . .. in the j

waton yet to be considered,
aspect is Jastly a wli

Loy sign bur, separated fron slfvuss i
own account and is a mere Thing, {Fegel, 1977, p. 193)

wwuver, the outer

1ts itself on its

pre

The bone, the skall, is thus an object which, by means of its prosence fills

out the void, the impossibility of e sigaifying ETEH:H::._ of the
subject. In Lacanian terms it is the objectification of a certin lack: a
Thing occupies the place where the signifier is lacking; the fantasy-
object fills out the lack in the Ocher (il signifier's order). The inerc
OQQS of phre wo_ow% A%w skullboie) 15 nothing but a positive form of
certain failure: it euiboddies, lirerally ¢ mEnm vs&w to, the ultimate [ailure
of the signifying represcustion of the sulject It is therefore correlative
to the subject in 50 far a3 - in Lacanian theory — the subject is nohiny lut
the impossibificy of its own signifylig represeotation — the empty place
opened up in the big Other by the failure of this representaiion. We can

r
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WNOTONLY AS SLBS NG

now see roé BS:E%@@@ i the :m:& reproach ;nnoﬁ%sm w %&Fr
N i

tmplies, on thie

¢

cotivation, obs

H 1 o] .
lefroves auna? g ilic chicle o

i L“p_r.u

The :nmrts». ideatist wag

. N R o

Lick of the signifier inio the &mErﬁ. of the lack; fom H&SEME

e oo Yo oap he o wlich
Ll ds M ¥ b ;yrrr\qx Gial i

1

:U_r,W a5 uCr: i 5y

last surprise in the Hegeil

wists, rather, in dhe conversion of

o UHLH..
o

1, stk TE:E. And — here we encounter the

i1
GG,

text ~ at the end of div secdon on pliven-

'
ulogy, Hegel himself evokes the phallic metaphor to dexign: the
s teved of readi ition nrm wm::ﬁ
2 and

is 2 bone” the usual reading, thut of ‘repiesew

the spec ulative Ghe

the Emr and i low »
3 3 1 T Loed e
when it combines the organ of its highest fultilinent, the vigan of g
ablie
ation, with the organ om urination, The Em::n ] &mr:_a:: gua il
) £,
wonld be the {u

N o Aot

B R — vl T
the :E_,_..?L:,.mf:t: hag remadis at die ke

7, p. 210)

s

1t beiier
Lft.m DL, 1

Lgy of Spbisy we encaunter 3 certain. ‘figure of
comticusues’, the question o ask is whways: Whete does this mmzmn
repeat isell — that is, where do we find a r;mﬂ richer, more ‘concrete’
s, offers us, perhaps, the an is]

When, in the fhens

:w.L

fignre which, by veps
its trie meaniug? Conceriing the passage from lysioguoiiy € §
ology, we do not have to lock far: it is resumed in the chapter on the

Selfoaticuated Spiaid, in e form of 2 prszage ot Tanguage of flattery’

to Wealth.

B




210 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY

w7 1Y

.:F f:w:mwa of mp:ﬁﬁv is 2 middle term in the wiad Nolde-o0
. Noble-minded coien i

oo %:wm i pusi s aliehaiiu it pusics all its contents in LE
common Good embodied in the Stare — noble-minded coisiuiisios
serves the State with toal and sincers Jdovotiun, artested by s ace It
does not speake its Liguiage is limited to ‘counsels’ n@:raﬂzzw the
uon Good. This Good funcdens here 4s an entirely FHR
entity, wherens with che passage to the next stage of dialectical develop-
mEnt it wsiiics the form of subjectiviry: insiend of the subatiaiiil State,
we ohiain the Mowadh who s able o say Yhear, Cest moi’. This sub-
%Q_S:o: of the State entails a tadical cliaiige in the mode of serviag in
The ot of silent service becomes the ferviim of f1 aitery” {Hegel, 1977,

poS 3 :wv .:F Hﬁhm.?::w Om. gﬁuﬁmw ..r;ﬁ L% Coiincivtinisss 15 1o gl ey,

1 ¥ 1
it is now kinguuge, fatrery addressed o the person of the M ,_F..w, who

©
n._.tkccrrrj ﬁ:a State,
It is not &:;:: 5 detect the historical r;LnSoEa of mE w:;ﬁw.“...

the wasfonnation of medieval »SEEGE with its ruotions of honot

Beclute Moiaicly. Boc Wr:w we are far from a

service, and 50 on, into 4l
simple corrupton or degenetativi of silent and devoted service into
Lypocritical flarcery. The paradoxical syntagm “heroism of flatcery’ s not
to be wken g5 an ironic coijunctivn of two otherwise opposed nutioin;
here we ate concerned with heroism in che full sense of the word. The
isin of flactery’ is a wwdivi m_;ﬂ aioﬂ#; w be 55?&%@ on Ec
same level as that of “woli
L how can ,.aE ¢
activiiy pur cuclline as a rentidation of die ethical seance i puisiiic of
i _:E:wFL, interests of gain and pleasuce, obtain a properly ethical
status, the status of an ubilgation whuse wiat diaws s ‘beyond die
1?2_? w::s.w:.r_.
Accordlg Trmo the key o il cailgiaa s the role Ep%nnﬁ in it by
;tw:zmr _A:,m:smuc is, of course, the EuJ\ medium of the ¢ &E:ﬁ v of

1
s’ 1N Flanosiione 1 IO suck a TCZ: that it woudd be o RS

3t
<,

to define every stage Om this journey, every ‘fGgure of comddousiey’, by a
specific s tugy; even 1o its very beginning, in the ‘sense-
cextalingy”, the dialectical moveinent is activated by the discord berween
what the cotiscivisucss ‘tneans to say’ and what it effectively says. In this
series, the ‘language of flattery” none vhe less presencs an excepticn: only
here is Lunguage not reduced to 2 medium of the dislectical process but
becuntes #s such, W its very form, what is at V.E_ﬁw in the stiuggle it has
for its content the form ieself, che form which language ieself is, and is

NOT GMLY AS SN

BUT ALSOAS SUBJECT iy

1 .

performs puibvrzd
This is why 2 By nwl to be cunedivad a

in the sense &

itself brere Lo raihias

it ds the very {oiis ol c

of speech, as that which
7

p 308)

A

S enddid RSGTRCA .s

noble~indod ol so ik sincerity of dis inrernal con-
FICTION a8 sou . is T0 50y, a5 SO0 25 WE ST Szmﬁm“

wruch is on the side of mi m.:::t..w of _:_:; we are ‘ellecUvely saying,
s ity ‘patho-

and the Ssinceriey’ of oui huseiiont feelings
& 1

Gl it o sudid

logical’ in the K
thical nature, s
principle.

Al i
o the Joinaii uf the pléasuLe

i

Em, winartibaiilii bl U

ro do i L L i) shiae “,c;,.wi._c._e. ,r.w.f: i a:
i 1 [ o

c s wlivady the victhe ol b e ?&E:a

LI Rl P 1 .

SLidl g T.:fFJ

for his huciaost cunvictivie 15 sl bl i nancizziznl vandey of his

nuldl subjoctivicy — or, in modern padaiice &n ‘rruth’ of what we are

saying depends on mﬁ é,d aur %r?v wasistiliniee _actwm Loaid, on s
performative &

1« R
don. The “hercism of
1

a%

N i "
soon as he pretends w

, . “
his oe place is ont mxx._c i e Chipty aaieri
iy

Clioity Ll i i T,CZ..F:: T ,:.F:ZJ ol var inten~
carries this TE:L:/, W IS extcivc 68
ictely my inner-
1§ ruer

flessagre 180 Aty

Fiis saylisg «
. I U TR S . e
tE.,»vL:.s\C::Cﬁv:.::hr.

HIOST Cuiavin 5
than my mc_:w:r 2 and in this sense Tm sneere i my eagerness ©

FENOUNCE Iy Jolivic iz
HT& is roﬁ« Datier

SUELD GBIV,

- ‘externaliz

o .

of our

we ?5:8:% wivtinie whal is most precious in us, our ‘sense of

! d

sz, otir moral E:qu:ﬁ: ULl e _W?%ncw The Hatery ach
radical vollince of c,,.“u i ,Ec:,_;:, 3 wdial Irinains bs the ciapcy foim of
the wsgoﬁ - e subjoct s it apty foviu,

o logle o dhe passage of the

ICVOS a4

talin
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addressed to the Leader, to the sulject pusl
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suniily tie E,;L::EEQ power. Here too, the properly beiuic J

of this flattery consists in the fact that in the name of our Fdclity

Cause we are ready to sacilfice our clementary sincetiry, livn
litinan decetisy w with the :_E:E ; )

M...Hmv u.M:.m;p._ i :;w_ﬂ..c

il

an .::_..n:

miﬁu—.% which hlds ¢ gl

s

i The wgw::ﬂ :23_ the i
the communiry, rthe nentral voice, (s
freed of all ‘psychological’ remnants, which proncunces the ‘conlias
in the staged polidcal pirovesses « they realize, in the purest foriu w
a disncosion whicl s prolably

need to revert to the pre-Suciatic
o:w:_w Cm E..m:mmp: che Hi

il

Wlivie can the subjeet who is thus “ciupiied® find his objecidve cotie-
lative? The Hegelan answer is: in Wealdy, in money b
exchange for mu:ﬁ&m The proposidon “Wealth is the Self” repeats ar this
level the proj cix ‘The Spirit is a bone™ in both cases we are dealiny
with a proposition which is ar first sight absurd, nonsensical, with an
equation the terms of which are H,:Sﬁ?_s.ﬂf in both cases we
cicuunier thesame logical stz

1wk passage: the s E,mnnr SEE lose in

the medinm om_,_:mﬁ:mn {language of g gestures and grimaces; Lu
Taciory), By Lis ol .rrr:r Colerpare i the ineitia of 3 non-la

/ a_._F Tk VQ

,H he puradus, the patent nonsense of money — this inerr, external,
S, | 1.

ot

i it we can bold in onr hauds snd rianijaidate — serving as
the immediate embodiment of Self, : no more difficuir to accepr than
the propusicion dac the skull enbodics dae inunediate effecivity of the
Spirir. The difference between the cwe propusitions is determined solely
by the difference in the starting point of the respective dialectical move-
ment: if we start from Luguage rediced w ‘gestuies and grinaces of die
body, ¢ E objective counterpare to the subject is Srﬁ at this level
Ppresaiads i C ¢ tutal 1 1i3CE (1 = the .LA:_ Vorﬂ _u:n _m we concelve E:Mu.._..vr @8
the medium of the social relations of donidiatioi, its objective connice
part is of course wealth as the ermbudinieie, as the materializa
social power.

; - .
seittial w0 langiage as such, There is o
if we want o ‘peiictiate the

v dh BUT ALSC AS SUBJECT” 23
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nzal Daterminate Refleciion

TRiER,

‘ir“ _.,J, /.%r.:r LS

h“:...».r.:,,, Lia

4
it i Eruf

H L

‘exrernal’ to ‘determinate
I NN
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1. 0

i w::munw. itoy K,.I tisat
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Ll U,.iw inanc

n of the Jw:pml: an:. w that is, ﬁrm
Thing is =
To CRULIp i

.03

Piily EIOVULLICHNY Om. feisd

i ot — namely the triad of
ai :‘mn_v ivos), let us take
¢ roflec-

- CE
positisiyg, external and deteriisiiate el

. -
Lot of

N 1
the eternal hermeneutical 4 . , A
tion’ corr mm\i.% to a naive reading claiming immediate access to the
true meaning of the wxt we know, we pretend to grasp immed .E,Q

:nh A Leal says. M?O T.;CT:L i a:Sru: Dm CuiIse, Wikl ch < dng 8 C—.::.?A

sy 1o the (tus o
claims? :mﬁﬁ_iw
v e ‘essence’,

safita

ioaildl

r_.C. (i e

do we choose berween %Qs how ﬁ_o we %:_ww the

1
reflecton’ provides 2

feoera
it

| A

o Cfu

L Ll L

the “tiue ticauing of 4 texe
transcendent “Thing-in-i eself”, All that
are %mﬁo:?_ reflections, partial aspects deforued by wur subjective
ciives the Trudhein-itself, the true meaning of the text, is lost for

1.1 Cocaliecig
..F.r.c sible to 118, LILE »lLjOuEs,

ciial o ‘deteriinate’ reflection is

All we have to do @ pa:

to become aware how iy ey ol

ations of the ‘essence’ {the seties of EE?FL E tinl mmmcw

. N
inesdibiigg L £ the tex 1..h i3 ::TT.._

‘essence’ is &Ewn: iwsell ‘deceuied’, how the ‘essence’ of s essence

_wmm: (RS SR TEA FI
To make this sui

the ease of vonflicting i

yone, for examp

neaning: ‘A : ‘

s a garmae of Liscorical lnterpieiationy conditioned

and other eontexts: “We Juirt kiow what Sophodles

immediate tzuth about

ativi Clearer, let us ke
— Anti-

claims 4 direct appe ,:L*

Hn. Pu

1t, the

filter of
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historical distance, all that is wichin our grasp is the succession of
Listorical nflucace of the text what (5 facait in the Reimisdice,
to Hélderlin and Goethe, in the ninciweiidh century, o Heldegger, o
Lacan. ..’ And to accomplish die ‘deweriiinute refleciion’, we have only
to experience how this probleas of thc ‘true’, ‘original’ meaning of Anti-

,|.:-:mm:, indepondens of the
string of its histurical mmmSQ — is ultimacely a pseudo-problem: to
resume the fundamiendal principle of Gadamer’s hermeneutics, there is
more truch in che later mESQ of 4 wexy, in Mr@ series of its subsequent

PRIV [
W\(L(!-PM fh—mububr.; huh(::.—.’»

The ‘true’ BSEum of . - is not to be mo:%: in the obscure
origins of what Sophocles reul éﬁ:om to say’, it is constituted by this
very series of sulsvquent readiugs — thatis, it is constitured Lficiiids
hrough a certain struce ally necessary debup, We achieve the ‘determi-
nate reflection’ when we become awate of the fact that s mLé is
Itilnanes ::ﬁ:& to the “Thing-in-iisel £ the Thing-ta-itselis foand
Truth ihaough il loss of its In other words, whar appears, w©
‘external reflecdon’, as an : Yittoie of
access to Truth: the Truth of 2 thing emerges becanse the thing s not
accessible to us in its immediate self-identiiy.

Yer what we have just said is insufficicut inasmuch as ic scill leaves
room for a ce misunderstanding: if we grasp the plurali ity of

Tri 1d ki

gone — chat 1s, nrc status of A
1

:u:._.:muuu thaiy i its 5

mr
1
1

i

is in face a pusitfic o

G‘

al Jeterini 5 which 2t fiese slght blocked oor s :S:,\:(: E
the ‘essence’ as 50 many mn_m determinations of this very ‘essence’ — if we
:,“E%omm the fissure separating the appearance from essence into the

11 1.
interia, Ossure of the easanice itedf v could 1 be sald diacin chis wWay
—through "Jereriuinace rellecdun’ — the appearance is uldmarely reduced

o the self-deterruiusaon of dic essence, sublated” in its selfrmovenici,
.1,

internalized, conceived as a subordinate momient of selfmucdiadon of e
1

essence, We have yet 10 add the decisive cmphasis it is npt only thar die.

appearance, the Assure between appearance and essence, is a fissai
imieid w the essence irself; che crucial point | ; chat, :EQJQ%, essetice’
itself 1 nivilid i bl

in otlwer words, ﬂ__a fissure betweesr appeu
to the appearance itself; it must be reflected in the very &
appearance ~ this is wlhat Immm.ow calls ‘deternyinate reflection’. The b
feature of Hegelian reflection is thus the structural, conceptual socis:|
of its redlo i
late its inner truth in a muldiplicity of deteuinations (s being vl
the commonplaces of Hegelian commenrary: “the esserice is only as ds

e O,
P0C ARG CnsCoe I indeiis

(s 1t is not ondy that the csseiie Duist appear, IS aI
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as it is broad’); the poine is char it must p%cﬁg@? e gppeaniie felf— as
essence 10 its 0 appe s, in the form of a phenomenon

P ST EURUL I )
which, «SE:::S.:: 3 biieiia A8 such,

ey budy o the nulliy

; o
This redoubiling clueucterizes dhe movemene of eflecy

at all levels of the Spirit, from the State © refigion. The world, the

nniverse, is of course the maniestadon of Jivisity, the reflection of

God's infinite crvativig; o B .C,L 8 become ellictive Le must again

reveal himself co his Qmﬁ,._o; ciisbudy himsell in o particular person

(Churist). The State is, of cotiise, & taiiuaal twtalicy; buriis ¢
a5 an nmon:s.. Lation cm m: mmgns_uﬂ contents only by

1 1 .
C:ccc?;@ iscll agalin i ;of the Mo
jon’, and

This reduubling
3G die vely

YT

1.1
stablisdics Tusell

vch.

the element which en which sive

W ALLCLL m_p(.(o

rusiivity, is what Hegel calls &

movenent Rive
deterni

What we must grasp is the intdmate coniecdon, even identity,
between this 1 om:. of reflection @cm_mmm external, determinate reflec-
don) and the Fegelian nutun of dhe ‘sbsolute’ subject - om arn mmEﬁ.ﬁ
ch is no longer attached o i
bue posits its own v:_x:::& 1?&%&.65:5. H.;.
that wl or the Mo

Ll Wilal _u r
1

it ©

f
1.

Lo Lid nu n:t:rr r.uun:.\( [
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hv.bLh\:ufi i e —va.rfb-bﬂ: Felic s,

L Nectd

Positing the Presuppositions

,
I us take one

BN L PR el . Py
Lol pPoaklilig ,_.,ro ﬁ»cu:wicu :c:u

s i Ter _,..:.

s beaudful soul’, of this

Oy lugiag, suilsillve IO Cm J:rc (MR ._J
'

SSLERN | LF W F?@l

:Lm:r from irs safe posiilui s Iitocial obsegver
wiys of % world? The T_w:% of LE ‘heauriful soul Hes vor in its

¥ :\HCLQ Cm.
¢ way the ‘beautifal

see so that ivis able wo

e ¢t

> Ll .C.Q!rr:ﬁ uCr::

11

lia I GG

; ._. ...

ng, to play ikt the wole of the fragile, inocent and passive victim,
L o] .

iy, then, ALl ginind —ﬂ;u(,?. A)L.—C: we dre achive, S_Mﬁ»: we

, _ . . .
sprvese in the workd througli a pardeular act, the real act is nor this
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?EE_ ar, empirical, HnEL interventon (or non-intervention); the real
actis of a ﬁﬁ:nm% &E bolic sature, 1t conslor i the very mode in which
we suciure the world, onr perception of i, in advance, in order ro make
OUY i it pussibile, in order ro owa: i it the space for our acdviry
{or EEﬂSJV The real act thus prvele b (puricolar-fcudya

ﬁ.(n,lff. 3.. nrﬁ Hua.ﬂ;aﬂeﬂm w.ﬁwm_wﬁ\.ﬁhn—u_&.mum Cw our w%u._‘wworﬁ BRIV OEED _.SﬂD
whichs vt {Tactual, particular) ace will be Lol

To make this clear, ler us mke the care of che suffering mother as the
‘pillar of the T_E&. sall other members of the family — her busband, her
children — exploit her mercilessly; she does all the domestic work and
she is of course continually grozning, complaining of how her life &s
nuthiiiz, but mate suffering, sacrifice withour reward, The poing,
Ligwvar, is that this ‘silent sacrifice’ s her tmaginary identification: it
gives congistency to her self-identiey -- if we take this incessant sacri-
ficing from her, nothing renaius ste lterally loses g @9.5%

This is a perfect case of Lacanian commuuication {by which the
speaker gets back from rthe recipicin his own message in irs inverred —
that is, rrae — meaning), The meaning of the mother’s incessint givaidng
is a demand. ‘Keep on méoxﬁq me! My sacrifice is all thar gives wean-
ing 1o my lifel, so that by eapluliig her mertilosly, other members of
the family remgrn to ker the true meaning of her own message. In other
words, the true meaning of the :.cz:i s no_dmrz ntis Tm ready ro give
ap, to sacrifics everyhing .. cuo bust the sacrifiee ieofft What the

poor mother must do, if wyr wants to Hiberate herself effecdvely ?2.: rhis
r

LCLvLE

i
Uy, 1

domestic enstuvenient, is 2 : ;
even actvely susiaining e social necwork (of the family) which confers
on her the role of expluiied victim,

The mother's fault is therefore ot simply in her inactivity’ in silentdy
cudithiyg the :;n of ﬁ%:;: J wictim, but in actively sustuiidig the
social- j:::c;n network in which she is reduced o @m&;sq Erv a role.
, we conld also refer to the distinction berween ‘consiituting’ and
,.a,unx._,.@% identification — between the ideal ego and %n ego-ideal.
On the level of the ideal-imaginary ego, the ‘beaudful soul’ sees hevsell
as a fragile, pasive vicdmys she identifies with dhis role; in it she likes
herself’, she ippeuss to herself likeable; this role gives her a narcissistic
pleasure; bur her real idenefiadion is with the formal stucture of the
mgersubjective feld which enables her to assume this role. In other
words, this structurng of the intersubjectdve space (the family netwoik]
is the poine of her sy H:_uo_ﬁ identification, the point from ﬁ._zz T she
observes herself so tharshe appears to herselflikeable in her imagivary role

EIRNN _ :«Wv Wi

.cv‘umﬁ“_uw.nv.” the debate Letweels Saviie .:_L the Troich: Loioiiibis
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We conld also formulate all this in terms of the Hepelian diadecides of
r,:.nz_inoaﬁmmfﬁm,.rc.azw..;m:.a cmr::,.,..n. .Em.

i T% R d IS
fa T R R o I;

oL a T:.:Lw sribbadl ad, lue Godudiiig ucr: STALCILIeS L Social rea H? in
advance in such a way that it can assume the role of passive vietim;

IR T T R | - IR 1
Vladud by thae Dadinadng wountont (e :ra:& of the rale of ;:%:mm

vieti :v the subjoct wvarooks L or ber formal v i858 (o the given
state of things. To tiis potivn of form, _ﬁ us take a historical
[

1

i

by ik

diarely after the Second World War (the so-called “existentialism

¢ .Tu:nv he ﬁ,r;:.:r Ll m.n.“::umr ta m...,:_..; s&v as mcmf_._a? _d\

:._E_a::i RS, M h_ deiiiiiitiaiivn E‘ sotne pre- w::& ‘easece’,

. Whar remained, Lowever, was the
. sy _k the
Tast and tmost difficult task: 1o ?_r: this very moﬂﬁ of 1 butirgeols indi-
vidualistic J:&Fcié and m:\m W:E{wrﬁ up to the waling dass

ﬁ. 1. 5

siinof wuddiiin dhls arguaceni is not the

Tr:g;%on of so-called c(fU,,.: r_cr::. fair tadieadivin precisely in the

way i ??n:n Sa:mﬁsm of all L

T_x:wnc: ucérrﬁfé in :<r:{<_.L:m i fact dhai the real Source of

evil' 35 not the positive conient Bt chis form iself L s Jialecie of form
1 1 'y

and contene is the | E,(:JE o our widentanding of the following

Despite dis u::_EL,? dagvizag

P

g T 1o
ma&_ cohiteind allivus the form of

CRIZINAGS

i " o
e FC_: :rmnm S

T

Action gow aciualioadon ds &Em mx, pure form of will - the gmple con-
1t 1

SRR :F»ré 15 inka 8 Hm»rg Lwﬁ FJ: %3 Dc:_ actias, wrc
_(Cmu.r LED L.,ﬁ o% HLLLN

ooy, {Hegel, 1977, p. 383)

version of 2 rz

R THINEI p:_mﬁ w....’_:, rr_ C\. Lerlined

ACt, we rnuast

RIS |
LAl

Before we 5:.:;._:. in HSE% g means of a pid

il OF COTVeILG] Neai Ty A sdaBllig

rectively m::: 58 rea rQ a8 :.,aQ::Q as EQF:; produced,
‘posiced’ by the falsoad 7 1o make
ns see this gap bt

the level of pusiiive coiinin sl ds

JE

ere ihie linterest of the be

uTrr,E .OM e SHELG :r‘@_ On
ve viotdin, but her inactviey is
;:o&v located in a field of effectivity, of social WS__J ‘that results from.
action’ — in the field couiined T,. the “conversion” of the ‘objective’
reality into effectiviey. For che E,%Q €0 appear to us as the field of our
oW activiey (or SLQ_SJV 5.@ 1St 8:::&; in ET_ ance as ‘converted
— ST e

e D A0S AC_. Twig
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Here we finally encounter the problein of posited presuppositions: in

his particular-empirical activity, the subject of course presupposes the
F presupy

‘world’, the objectivity on which he _u:;o::g his »n:ﬁ? as something

given in advalice, as a positive cainditon of his actrvicy; buc his positive-

empirical acdvity is possible only if he souciuzes his perception of the

world in advance in a way that opuiis the space for his intervention — in

other words, vl if he retrouctively posits the very presuppositions of bis
activity, of his ‘positing’. This ‘act before act’ by means of which the
subject posits the very presuppositions of his activiey is of 1 suicdy
formal nature; iris 2 ?:2_« formal ‘conversion’ transforming reality into
somtliiing poiveived, assumed as a resulr of our activiry,

The cracial momens is this previousness of the act of formal con-
version in relation to positive-factual interventions, wherehy Hegcl
differs radically from Marxian dialectics: in Marx, the (collective} subject
first eruuslorans e giveu objectivicy by means of che effective-material
process of production; he firsc gives it ‘human form’, and thereupon,
reflecting the results of his activity, he [usially perceives himself as the
.m:ﬁron of its world’, while i Hegel the order is reversed - before the
subject ‘actually’ intervenes in the world, he muse formally grasp himself

Ny

Lle Lurie

Iz ordinary | laigiiagy, the subject ‘doesn’c really do anyrhing’, ke anly
assumes the mE_THSTE:: iy for the given saare of things — %ﬁ 15, he
accepts ic as ‘his own work’ by a purely formal ace what was a ronicu
ago perceived as sabscandal po ?9@5 that merely i) is suddenly
perceived as resuidng from his own activicy (reality as something
produced by consciousness’). ‘In the beghiiig’ is thus not an active
intervention but a pussdusicad act of Gmiader, of * pretending” che
subject prefeinds ihac the realicy which is given o Lim in its positiviry -
which he encounters in its factual :_T,&:E:Q ~ is his own work. The
first *act’ of this kind, the act Jofui iug the very cine ergence of man, is the
funeral ricuzl; Hegel develops this in a forn
Polynices’ burial inz A

1

1l eapilcic way apropos of

This vuive iy which the dndividuad ssswch aviss is g beiiy deaifi tisa
state which has been reached Ty in the course of Natwre, not the
result of an action ceiscivindy die The duty of the member of a Eamily is on
that actouis w0 add this aspet, in order duat the individual’s ulimaice being,
100, shall not Tn_c:w solely to Namure and wﬁz‘:z UCEC::& Irracional, bur
shall be soimdiig dune, and the right of .

be asserted i it. .
Blood-relatiombip supplements, ﬂrn: the m_uv:mﬁ natural process _é
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i to it Q.;w Lhovediieiit ﬁ.m [
Rl i1 k) 1

Nature and resculing tie biod-
1 PeY
desrruction is sogs t dic g

takes on iself the act of doestuciivi {Fugel 1977, pp. N.S 71)

The crucial dimension of the fune
quoted: the passuge into pure _%
something that happeiis aliyway, 2:3 Lucvitld : Y
means of the funeral rite the m:w._o: takes upon m:azmrq this process o

Heally repeais i he pretends that this

y N . [ ST
proce resuired from lis vwa fee

Of course, w.om: a Foidepearian pensp
fil<y

QL te..r.

¢ we can here reproach

I e

Ul waalily

I
i S wliject wants o
Hegel with biitgiug o:._é?::u,; o its exticiuu tho subject .
o .

%%o% fre J ever g ol

. act. However, the Lacanian
M.ﬁ:.::m.“ the
means of a

.
{
%m:c“:\? o_vw:w up ﬂ.rr pos:
m:EE_ EP ?nm encs an act of >

!

L

(SN
Imm& »Eoc;ﬂ,m ;F summic Line of diought in a more general way in

! CB 5 of thie

b o

S Detyween

fikiabl atile

1 Eyil enist

.
isin ﬁm_m Enon&:, in a state &omo_@ the F ,_m — st puili 2 e
only when we have m‘o&og free choice, the subject. mﬁ ~ and this is
the crucial point — it wo -

original innocence ¢ of human nacice, that we can sim; &

f il fven to L, forw!
man the parto natare — which was given ,

of fiee spiic — a Fé: of his

ctivity, Haman nature Hn ksl — in its
ced novent’, but s socit as the form

ita Cr y—r:r( Chruhicullld o wd

-
ti

quently not i
free choice, &E product of his a
absiraceivit frois cultuie — is

of spirit hegins to reigh,

.._.:
?553 and tustinces, C::c.?“
n nos?_uzm onit %58,: foetin hunian o

in reladun

it is put
GHRent

. Ty
WY ALAL W

Tyil In o_.TS

ago spomfaneots difwwcie botuties ¢ by b w
words, as soon as the universef form ow the Spizit 58@5? E:_MH

.
contents, the subject is formally n for it even if it is materially
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something which he simply el tho subject is ereated as if, by means of
an eweroally past, pilinondial acr, he rd&% chase his own natural-
i Lo, Tr s chis fousual s Liliy, ehis Fssure berween the
spiritual form and the given content, which drives the subject to mees-
sant activicy (Hegel, oa&

Tris thus not diffiealt o reablze dhe connection herween this gesture of
‘choosing what is given’, this act of formal conversiow by means omé_:x
the subject assames — determines as his own work — the given objec-
uvicy and the jrissage from exrernal w dererminare reflection accom-
plished when the positing-producing  subject posis  the  very
presuppositivis of his activity, of his ‘positng: what is ‘positing of
pre " if not that very gesture of formal conversion by means
of which we ‘posit” as our own work what is given to us?

Tr is Kkewisc not difficuls to recognize the conncetion berween all s
and the findauwinial Hegelian thesis thar the substance is w be
conceived as vt If we do not wans © miss the erucial peint of diis
Hegelian conception of substance as subject, we have o mke into
account the hreak that separates the Hegelian ‘absolute” subjece from die
Kansian-Fiioan, sill finiee” subjecs: che later is the subject of practical
activity, the ‘positing’ subject, the subjece which actively interveinvs in the
world, r.::w:, il U,::.r“:;.:c the g T:R: objective reality; he is conse-
quently bowiil to this presupposed reality. Tn other words, the Kanrian-
Fichtean W:T._Qm is the subject of the woik-pivcess, the subject of the
productive relativiship o reality. 1?9&% foor this reason he can never
envirely ‘wdisie’ the g w:: n obiectivity, be is abways bound ro some tran-
scendent presupposivon (T _:swlmn_?a_w upon which he ,C&Q ms
activity, even if chis presuppiton is reduced to the mere .:. :
fAnstof]" of our practical aciiy

The Hegelian subject is, however, ‘absolute” he is no longer a *finite’
subject bouad o, Budted, condidoucd Ly suine glvein prouppositiois he
himself posics these very prosup pusiions — how? Precisely through the
act of ‘cliscaing what is already given’ — that is, through the symbolic
act, mentioned above, of a purely formal wouversion; by pretending diac
the given realicy is alieady his work; by assuming responsibilivy for it.

The current notion actoiding to which che Hegelian subject is ‘even
more active’ than the Fichtean subject in 5o far as he succeeds where the
?mrﬂ?g; subject still fails - that ds, in ‘devouring’
dic whole effecivity withous any leftover — is entrely
wrong: what we must add to the Fichtean “finite’ subject to arrive at the

@ subject is just some purely foruwal, empry gesture —

=

¥

‘:E_r_ﬂ.,:h.ms

Hegelian ‘aliso
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in common parlance: an ace of pure ??,E:m by means of which the

subject prewends o be r.mv_n, for what is M_A_Eér.:_ vy, without

et 4 I 1o

taking part in e oy s he iy Dabotane beauio selien s whou, by means
of an empry gesture, i ,E,c.mcrr E“Fo apon ddnesell dhe leltover which
eludes his active inteive This cz%mw gest ure’ receives from Lacan
its prope:
of syuiibo
In this way, it s also clear how we conuect the Hegelian coiscept of
aiwe a8 subjot with the fudanienal featiiee of che %&?SQW
?anﬂ? i ;:m ?,2 ess, we call say that in a sense -
ppcinady alb e iy EEE; golug il is a pure Lﬁsmc of £ fotin ﬁrmosm__
ér?r we Lahe wotwe of dee Dt thiat what we arrived -
been. For example, in the dialectial provess the fssure .5. not
being actively overcoiie: all we have o do is to state forin!
This vﬁ%nzm in the Iubiuoviech joke, where the bureaucrar’s
LA IS 1 Arsfﬁﬁ PCLbibe u_ _:v. H.:_‘c
arguments; ail sovitch hs o do is W scvomplish a puiely forsal ace
of convendon by silaply stuttiy m:: %n bureaucrat’s very counter-
. .

it iy effocdvaly aiatguineni in L Favoar,
1

T rn:u 15 10 coidiacicton boetween this fatalisde’ 3?,2 of Hegelian
dialectics — the idea that we are » iph ly .EF:W aote of wht s already
happened - and bis claim to couceive substance as subject, Both really
aim at the same conjunction, because the ‘subject is precisely a name for
ihis ‘empty gestore’ which cliaiges nothing at the level of positive
content { at this Jevel, everything hag already Tapp
theless be added for the ‘content’ itself w achieve its full effecdvely.

This pusdoi is the susie a3 that of the st grain of sand w0 be added
before we have a _.HS@. we can nevet be sure which grali is rhe last ouy
the only po HEa Jolnidon of %n heap is that even if we tike away one
grain, it wii ’ i of sand’ s ] by Jefinition
fluous, but none the F& Loy — it constitutes a ‘heap” by its ﬁi&
supe _,::m.w 125 :ﬁmnbmrmnm the umo:&\ of the mﬂmu
i t:r,_. .c:r,,: S;Er:

tURICS _.t_r Crv:.c?

Cact

v.“ i

10 .

Afaiid

shlated 3

Ao
7 Ladad BB AR

LOEC acctirales

i

i), we age even tempred to say
that this _mmw supecthious grain represes the subject for mﬁ m:@ other
graivs in the heap. It is the m,.@.:a: Muoarch émznr enibodics this
T.t,?uc:m.r.n_n _H.,,:“,:rr“..:.f ab i

seill be wrdor — e :mc::.rr represents the mo:ﬁ of irs
subjectivaiion — barw!

urest. T he State wichout the Moinia i would

1
iy 1§ :J ms::rCCEJ h

(Hegel, 1965b, par. 280} in a formal gesture of eaking upon Jiundli {by
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putting his signature on them) the decrees proposed to him by his
ministers mzm nozs&_onm — of making them an Q?ﬁﬁoa of his

personial 4 ig the ivity, of ‘It is cur will

', to the o_d.mnaé coiiceint of deciees and laws, The Eo:E ch is thus a
subject par cvuellenice, but nly buso far as Lie Basds Lieself o die

GL ool ]

e alls ar
as soor as he concerns himself with questions of positive coutent, he
crosses the line s ,ﬁu ;::w _:E from his councillors, and the Stare

regresses to the |

We can now return to the paradox of the mruEn m._mswm er: i so far as,
according to Lacan, the M:S::, is a ‘pure aigaifier, 1t is precisely a ﬁm:
nifier of this act of furiial conversion by means of which the subjet
assoines e given, substantial realicy as his own work, This is why we
could Jetenuine the basic ‘phaliic expericiied as a cerrain ‘everything
depends on e, but for all that I can do nothing’. Let us exemplify it by
reference to rwo cases which should be read rogether: the theory of the

Toos ol
phatius fouud sy and a coriain woll-ko
AN 4 [ S

ﬂr.?m.um.»..._r:vﬂ.
[

G iih ning

s ; IR ,
St Audglsbue Jovaloped Lds :F(J Ol Seaiiaily i ol

none the _Sw crucial texts, De 2 :.%:a ef fia. His reasouing is
extremely iutereging bewatise ac its very outsct it differs from what 1s
coinmvily regarded as 9@ basic premises of the Christian nuden of
sexuality: far from rﬁ:m the sin wlbch caused nuan’s Fall, s¢ ELn& is oit
the conerary, the g i - for the sin. Original sin lies in
mat’s srrogance aisd pride; ic was comiuinied wheu Adam ate from the
Tree of Kiowledp gy wai 1 1 !
1

o ¢l &5 and
@ rrcr,ir Luself maseer of all creadon God subsequently puaished

».»W GO wivate w»»- Lscii U0 el Givid
R |
1.1

man — .ﬂ.fr.n: _ ﬁ.« L:T:»::.;U il :.L; a Pﬂhe:w: _nmw,iru — me seadar Anive
1

— which serikes out, which cannot be npﬁ%ir: with other drives
{hunger, thirst, NEm s0 on); a drive w ly exceeds its organic
:LJ ,;,,LE SME.: Hﬁmnsmc_r(n.

m:anaos ﬁ ;E
of this :ome:.L Gl ¢ be mastered, tamed. In other
_

words, if Adam aind Eve had stayed in the Garden of Eden they woukl
have r& sexual intercourse, bue they would rmqn accomphished the
uﬂ.fL?r At it LF NALC Way as _p_:uw TN C:;\;,_;mn_ i O&H@H :.S,.ytﬁ..nt?nw
acts %czwr:.w sowiiyg ... This mwnovm:a non-functional, consti-

mmevely porvense ¢ \M::;r er of huisian seauatity represenis God's pusish-

clisracicn,

ment for man’s pride and ks want of power.
How can we derect, where can we locate dhis siconiroilable chaiacter
of sexgulicy? Tris at this point that St Augustine proposes his dheory ol dic
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Jd selfec

phallus: i man has a sorong will

LBy

-y 4 series of
extreme cases: an Ludian fakir who is able Deating of Liy licart
for a moment, aud 50 uing all parts of tche vo&\ are thus in principle
i owidh, dhedr unconuoilabilivies subsisiliyg only in the

Iy N . T S 13 i3] e
:rm?n [S14 s.r,:w» 55 DK PUAWEE Ol dkadi s Wikl — i paiis r;rrh? ony;

a paies of his wcp“« {

seiple nan's free will, This'is

the erectivi of the plallus socapes |
therefore accordi S A £

1 AR
S LG ::L:::m Ol e

part of mis budy which escapes Lis contial, the polisd at which man's
own body takes Edmzmu on him for his false pride. Someone with a
strong enough will can s
delicions mocn_ but if a naked vis

o deach in die uuddie of a room full of
in passes-his way, the erectivn of his
_ur,:_:u i 11 T ::.« ,wem_r?:r b Gl e s .ir:.wrt af Tis Wil ...

This, L idie piaalis puzadon i reverse is
dadicaied by a weli-kuowa iid :_:._Ewr. “What is the lightest o_ﬁ.nnw on

_ 1, 1 T

itis thoe ¥ ool tal cadl e clevated Oy

VL, [T :ww uiie side of

nmz_wu — Th Pridiilil, Uuidil
f

Aud w obialn die i :FEE:W Qm,.n Lallus’, we have to
read both Qm:x&cm Smﬁrﬁ. *phailus’ desigoates the Juaclure at which

. T PR U
the radical s:::;:; of die Doy ay bzdupeindeiit c.ncE wil, as :&;:;r

our will, juins puse .:F.E:Q of Lur dhought,

of the short n:C.:m whereby i a

mere ,:C:Mu..;.

allable .f.;mwwrsﬂf ow the body
ing bouud @ pare inteiloey of ['thought’
¢ poitis at which the gt assumes
i our free will u;c use the tra-

siitonal Hegellan terms, E::cm is ﬁra wc:; of LK :E.Q of ommovﬁnw

not 4 ‘ialeciicd ,Q:C»ru_.., T.: b iod of ina thiul
bug the i st of wue n.»:rEr info its Gppusite, as in Inma_m
C::%F where &F, lowest, most vulgar £
the :::.. siils

ltist

LAY R

do i

and, in conrrasy,

features of souw strange ¢

Lctiun of tiluation pesses 1o

uiey ihe ﬁ:.::x mxﬁon:n:om
HE:L of the dddle —
— the puinc Om St Augnstine’s theory, ?& from here —
frowmn this i of the EE:E a» plsation between ail’ and ‘nothing’ —
we can mo:nﬁé m:, phaific’ dimeusion of e act of
of 1 :r,;.i g ity s posited This act is plullic’ b so far as e
matks the point of woincideing between o potcree {feverything
depends on me”s che subject posits all reality as bis work) and total
impotence A._umﬂ for all that 1 can do nothing the subject can formally
assume only what is given to Ling). It is in this sense dhat the phallus is a

‘trans-

o

|-
Liid CUlivgEsion

‘aiscondental siguiliec: if ?,::S_:m Adorne, we define as
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the inversion by incans of which the subject experiences r;
SQRL Msiidtarivi (the facr that he is condiind to the limirs of 1

RNV

. R (e a priori icowath of categories seructuring
his puicepsion of realioy).

one crucial weakness in what we have just acdeulared:
our prosciiaiivis of the process of reflections was wversincplifled 2t a
decisive point which concerns the passage from positing to externa)

Hnmnn:oz The wsual i :;,:\::::5 cm &:w passage, which we have

aceepiud autunaithually, s as follows pesiting relleciiun s the activity of
the evsence (pure movement om :ﬁhrmmoi which posits the ﬁ%f;;:ﬁ

— it is the :omu:.ﬁn. mevement subliilig every given inuuediwy and
positing it as ‘mere op; ’

iy = but this reflexive sublation of the
::E.r..n::(.. this pusitlag of It as ‘mere appearance’, 1s in iwelf bo
the workd of dppeasaie 1t meeds appearance as something &?»3 given,
as the basis tpon which o perform its negative mediadon activity. In
short, reflection proippoer dic pusitive would of appearance as the start-
ing ﬁaﬁ: of its ; ,_n:SQ of mediating i, of positing it as ‘mere appear-
ance’,

To exemplify this ?C:wwczwa fee us rake the cla

cal proce edare o

1
the ‘criticism of ideu gy s 1his procedure ‘immasks” a cerrain thesisiical,
religiuus, or other edifice by cuabilug us to see through iv, by ik us

see in it u.m.._mﬁ an fidevlugical] appesrance’, an expression-effect of some
conveted nicchainng this @ﬂonc&:.e conststs thus i a w:.:wm; negacive
mevinactt whivh prosppees a ‘spontaneous’, ‘non-reflected ideological

experience in irs mém:r:::?@._ﬁ positivity. To accomplish the passage

g to exterina reflociion, the movement of reflection has only
to take note of how it is always bound to some given, external pre-
tisis which are m:_vwﬂmﬁ:_% medizedwsublated  divougl in
negative »ESQ in short, the activiry of Tc:::m has ro take note of its

il 1o the muovaisent of velection are precisely is

ol _\ L

1L
t thits curte

w view, Dieter Heinrich, in his excellent sudy
on Hegel's m:mﬁ c_. reflection ﬁZ:w:nr 197 : demonstrated w@ﬁ.. the
P f. N ! 4 .

k.\w\ .\ .Tr

% Ler us refer to T&E as a philosopher Om_ucis:q reflection
by means of his productive activity, the subject ‘posits’,

NOT ONLY A

LANCE, BV ALSO AS SUBJECT

s the given pusitisly of
i the given P

s; he trans-
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Prositivery gIven
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ourselves in eaciel refocton when the essouce — the oy vetent Om

ahsolure swodiution piise, self-referential Logativiiy — ?.}:w%c?u

ITSELE in che form of an Duiey wdsting i iself, eacluded from the
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226 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEQLOGY

This is the decisive bur usually overlooked lesson of Hegel's cheory of

reflection: we can speak of the difference, the fissure separating the

essence {rom appearance, only in so far as the essence ig itself split in the

i
way desiaibiod b

— wily, that is, in so far as che essence presupposes
itself as suniethiig alien, as its own Other. If the essence is not in fwself
split; if — in the movemene of extreme alicuation — it does not percelve
itself as an alien Entity, then the very duality essence/appearance cannot
wstabilisl sl This self-fissure of the essence means that the esence s Subjet’
and not only * st to express this in a simplified way, “substance’ is
the essence in so Far as i reflects itself in the world of appearance, in

N - 1oLt
T.:ﬂ?.{.;“?.-:,:c

jectivity; 1t ds the movement of mediadon-sablation-

positng of this abjectiviey, and the subject” is substance in so far as it is

irself split and expericnces itself as some alien, positively given Entity.

We could say, paradoxically, that the subject is e precsedy in so
Jarasit Y !

m\ A
Endry, ool

hUY i

{as sume alien, given, external, positive
g i dwself) “subject’ is soting but the name for this inper
distance of Substance’ rowards itself, the name for chis empry place from
which the snbstance can percetve igself as something ‘alier’, Wichout this
self-fissure of the essence, chere can be no place distingnished fram
essence in which essence can dfipear as distinet from isell — that is, as
mere appearance’ essence can appear only in so far as it is aircady exter-
nal o itself, *

What, then, is the nature of the passage from external w Jetinl
reflection? 1f we remain on the level of the conon rerpictatioin of the
logic of rellection, i whicl the passage of positing into external reflec-
ton coincides wich thae of positing into p suppusitig, things are, of
course, clear. To accomplish che passage i1 question, we simply have o
take note of the fact that the VEry prestippositivin are already posited -
thus we find ourselves alicady in determinate reflection: in the reflexive
movement which retroactively posirs its own presuppositions, To refer
again to the active-proJuciig subject which mediates-pegates-forms the
presupposad obivcdvicy: all he has o do is o experience how the onto-
logical status of chis Presupposed objectivity s ! g but the pre-
supposiilon of his activity, how it exises, how it is here only for him to
use, o peifuiis on it his mediating avtivity: how, then, it is itself retro-
actively ‘posited’ thicugh his actvity, ‘Natare', the presupposed Gljeu of
activiry, is so to speak alveady by its own nacure’, in itsel?, che object, the
material for the subject’s activiry; irg ontological status is determined by
the hurizon of the process of prodi
mmm:nwE%m:.m_a::.:.

on, In shorr, it s in advance posited

noof suljeciive positng,

INOT ONLY AS SUBSTANCE, BUT ALSG AS SUBFECT” 227

If, Luwever, sxteiiad ref : by the
face chat positing is « oy if, to ".mumnw
external reflection, essence must presuppose iiself ns its other, things
become a little complivewd. Ac Sust sighy dhey are sdll dear vio
smR?wumb:aHrnﬂnmn_.rmnr._u:EEWV.LU cwh.r..,.m.c.&

i cuiiot be sy
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not the passayge fom external « i :
the face that man has to recognize in ‘God’, in this external, superior,
1 esseice
iiacion” of
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5, the reflesive ¢
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alien Endry, the inverse sofllccdon of
in che form of vilicrizess, i
its own essence? And
arniss with idsia cobl .

Tao explain it, we have to return o the very s of reflecion. The
key for the proper undemianding of the passage r.cmﬂ r,..ﬁaﬁ.,:m qu deter-
minate reflecdon is given by dre double meaniug of he st of "Hnmwn-
don’ in Hegel — by the fact that in Hegel's logic of reflecdion, reflection
is always on two levels:

207 What 1§

5 : 1 ead o .
{1y in the first place, ‘reflection” designates che simple reladon berween
essence and appearance, where the appearance ‘reflects’ the v mn:nnm,
: cut o

— that is to say, where the essence is the negadhve
mediaton which sublaces
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ind at the saae tine posits the world of
g, Here we wie sull dwelling within che circle of positing
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ance’ and at the same dnie prosupp
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{2} as soon as we pass from |
encouttier quite auuiier Mid ol'z
designates the roladonslip b
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negativity, as the nrovanent o

; : fself i ihe inverse-alicnaced T of somie
in 5o far as it presupposes ivself la the inverse-alicnated fonn of s
O : moreme ey Doy }
substantial imuucdiacy, as some dussoondent ent
: . : 1 1 1 LY 5 ain
movement of reflection {whicl: Is why reflecdon is here ‘external?

. 10
external reflecting which does not concern the essence iwseif).
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At this level, we pass from ex
expetiencing the relut :
movement of self-mediation, self-referental negaciviy ewselice as
substanilal-posicive endty eacdduded feomn the wemor of weflection — as
that of refleciion: by expesicucing how this image of the sulszant
immediate, positively given essence is wuill/
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228 THE SUBLIME OBJECT OQF IDEOLOGY

reflection of the casence as pure movement of self~referendal aegaiivity,

Strivily speakiiig, it is only this scoond reflection which is ‘reflection-

Inco-itself” of the essence, reflecrion in which the essence iodualiles il

and thus reflects irself in itself, :oﬁ oi% in appearance. This is why this
i

focdon on the level of ‘clementary’

SHEEM 88 F A

second reflection is
reflection, retlection in sense (1), essence is shiply opj

ased to AP puadsdine

as the power of alisulute negaiivily which, Wv\ e
positing every posirie lnuidliy, nides it ‘mere appeacaiice’; while uon
the level of the redouliled rveflection, reflection in sense (2), essence
reflects iselfin the form of its own presup i of a givat
substance, Reflecrion of the essence into itself is an immediacy whicli is
not ‘mere appearance’ but en hivoiov=uliciaied huuge of the very essen
essence itself in the form of its otherness, in omrﬁ. words, a pre w:_%o-

sition sSFT is not simply posited by dhe essence: in it, esener

SEIITEsE

i

As we have mr.npﬁq indicated, the relationship between these two
reflecdons is tor diat of a sinple succussiviy the first, elementary reflec-
tion (1) is not siaply followed by ¢ the second, ﬂn@oz—u ed reflection (2).
is, strictly speaking, the of dic flist — 1t is
only the teduubling of the essence, the reflecton of the essence into
itself, which openg the space for the ,—Eﬁ,im:nc in which the hidden
essence can reflectitself. By taking inio consideration dis sucessity of the
e what is amiss with the

i

VT

:.cc:c?,.._ ﬁ@Dar:r:f wWe Call u_mo mn_:.c».
Feacibuchian isoded of surpasing the extened refllection,

This model, in which the subject wveiconics alienation by recog
nizing, in the alienated subsrandal By, the inverse image of his own
essviitiar potcutiul, implies a notion of refigion that corresponds to the
n::ww:r;:i s TEEF of the Jewish religion (abmighty God as an
inverse Lusage of man's puwcilesinos, and so on); what escapes ﬁ?r an
sndessiziding is the lagic bebind dhe fundameneal modf of Ch i
God's . The Fouoibucliia e of recoginzing thiat Oc: us
an alien essence-is nod 8 but the alienated i tmage of man’s creadve
wc?::m_ does not take inio account the necessivy for this reflexive

ci God and man to reflect itself info God [y
other sE:y it does not suftice to ascertain that ‘man is the ruth of God’,

that the subject is the aruth of the alienated substaniial Eniry. o is not

widind i

HGFEEC.:.!KT Ct .

enough for the subject to recosnize-reflect _:::mmE n_ﬁm Entity as in his
j &

inverse image; the crucial point is that this sulntani] Bntry nust isell
split and ‘engender” the subject (chat is, ‘God hinuself must become man’)
As regards the dialectics of posidng and presupposing, chis necessity
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means that it 1§ not gomwr to affirm ﬁrﬁ the u:&r& pusics :m OWTL
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pist

E@ om_w of we:z:m _.dzrn:o:_ what o

reflectioi Hm

P

us EWo %@ two us saiedt abd Clivlse. T the imme-
dincy of their rﬁy m.:Ecn? as cirizens are, of course, cZ::, J o the
stibstandial Srate whick visey the commrere nevwork of dieir soctal
relations. How do they overcomne this alienated cluracrer, this irredu-
cible otherness of the Seate as the substantial presupposition of the
subjects” activity-"positing’?

The classical Marxist answer would be, of course, that the State a5 an
iated Toree must Swither aw &_, rmmxu c::ugamw must be dissolved in
e wralippaiciicy of nul-ulics s The He
15, on the congrary, m.:: it lase ECo0It, silijoets wali e
as ‘their vwi 2:.“/, c:& cw :.: r..ﬂ,m frew ?E,_(rLLJ. int the very Stace
ar the point of the c:Ec:. thiat S to ?Q E\ H;cvc_%c.;:m i the State
irself — as its n_r::w.cw PrOfL, a8 3 PGl Wi cc:HrZ its effeer ¥ - the
point of free subje ; rn point of the Mo
gesture “This is my will .. .

From this dialectic, we can very neatly deduce the necessity behind
the duibile meaning ol du woid subject iA Ya persuis -
cal rule; (2) a free agent, instigator of ies activity — w:Eon: can “8_:&

themselves as free wgeists Siddy Uy dueatis of sedoubling |

in 5o far as they ‘project’, transpose, the pure foans of thvis
the very heart of the substance oppuscd to dhem; i
subject-1i
subjects only in so far as they presappuse that the social sul
jppuscd o dein in the form of the Stare, is already in iself a subject
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of wlbd Sl Ljuet, is noc shmply dispersed mmong
nwiliiiude of subjects and & EL: ?cwﬁ to each. ow ﬂroE in the same
manner; it is always cenied  puliit of excey ¢ Oug, the
individual who takes upon hifiseld tie idiviic mandare of performing
enpty. gestuze of = Yestiadon of . uting the given,
y thie forn: of :E_ is my wiil’. This is honologons

with 252 the wulijects overcone the Otherness, the stringenos, of the
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230 THE SUBLIME QRJECT OF IDEOLOGY

Jewish God not by immediately proclaining him dreir own creature but
by Gun—\m%wnm in God hinsell the w:.:: of ‘incarnatioty, the poine at
which Gud becornes man. This is che siga i of Christ's arrival, of
his ‘It is ms_m:&_,. for mno&oﬁ ro rake w?nm (as our me&n:mv it must
wlready lave wakeit place in God as his incarnadon — without i, subjects

¢, canghtin the web of

il

would reinain for ever b
their presuppusitions.
The necessicy of this redoubling explains perfectly why the strangest

:::ma:cw o free ?QSQ was procured 3 Protestantism — Ew religion
1. il

putting so ek emplisis o prodestioatiu, v the faci tha everyihing -

is already decidid in advance’. And now, finally, we can also give 3
precise formuladon o the szmn from external to deiernninate mqmn?

ton: the condirien of our subjeciive freedom, of our Tb:.:w , 18 %

nust be reflecred i advance into the substatce tsell] as it own ‘reflexive
deteris
QHEE_EQ form a wiad of reflecdon: in Greek Frm_c:. &SEQ is
iply pusited in the nilitude of beautiful appearance {which is «
for Hegel, Greek religion was religion of the work of art)y in Je

s

chmm.w(a
scendent, external, ::E::aca power; while in Christtaniry, L
foedoin s h?:t concelved as a ‘reflexive determiiation’ of this st
substance (God) itself.

The Sm:_mmu,soo of these at first ﬁmra puzely %nn:_,;:a rumtind
for the psychio Fid be d. W

o ?.r,:cm.u.« Catiisul be overestiti
is QF CB@Q mizﬁm, by means of ::H__» the _u_.En mn.,:v&nmm H&_Q

Em:. J operation, e &:Ecrn i of the Re .W, it

ful wialiny, its inscripdon into dhe big Other? We can liter

say chat this ¢ empty maﬁ:»o _c&:.., the big Other, makes it exist: the | puts

formal conversion which coustitates ilids gesture is shoply the co

of the pre-symbolic Real into the symboliced reality — into the I

caught in the web of the siguifice’s network. I other words, thiough this

‘ernpty gesture’ the mﬂEmQ h_\,:(:i\:f s.; ,...z.«.

Now, perhaps we are able w0 locate chat radical Lirmr s..:rr ur
ing w runmz_ defines the final stage of the psyclivazal yide process: su
,?mﬂﬁ. de ?m??c:. What is at stake in chis ‘destitution’ s w:vn_ﬁ.,_«
m.mnm jiiat ific 5t .\ i 1 ,% _u: HISHyT »\t
this he aniuls, so to spak, ..sro pmmnnv of the act ommc:zu_ conversicin s
other words, he assumes nos the existence bue the nunexisizace of die by
Other; he accepts the Real in its ntter, ghess fdioey; he keeps op

nalon’, For thar reason, Greek Ho:mﬁc? Jewish religion mnm.

.u,:Enr..H perceives its own essence in the form of a tran-"
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the gap between the Real and its &\EUER&E_ LT Th _:.Fm to be paid for
this i that by the same ace he also 4 etiise — and
this would be Ficgel's lase lesson — th

he prosap dute o
reflection,
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