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2 INTRODUCTION

achieve complete determination undermines the social movements 3§
issue; on the contrary, that incompleteness is essential to the project of
hegemony itself. No social movement can, in fact, enjoy its status as an
open-ended, democratic political articulation without presuming ang
operationalizing the negativity at the heart of identity.

The theoretical category which attempted to understand this failure;
negativity, gap or incompleteness was that of *antagonism’ as formulated
_3 _:,: 3:._,:._. :.:.7.. .I.:T....,__.:;:__,. _.%._;:, _.,m_._,.:::::..r 10 J::::.. _1:7
self in the Gramscian tradition, elaborated the category of ‘dislocation’
drawing his tools from an intellectual spectrum from Derrida and Lacan
to Wittgenstein. Whereas ZiZzek most emphatically makes use of
Lacanian theory to address this issue, especially through recourse to
‘the Real’, he also makes use of Hegel, and offers reasons for eschewing

the Derridan framework. Butler may be said to make use of a different
Hegel, emphasizing the possibilities of negation in his work, along with
Foucault and some Derrida, to consider what remains unrealizable in
the discursive constitution of the subject.

There are significant differences among us on the question of thé
‘subject’, and this comes through as we each attempt to take account of
what constitutes or conditions the failure of any claim to identity t0
achieve final or full determination. What remains true, however, is that

we each value this ‘failure’ as a condition of democratic contestation

itself. Where we differ is how to conceive of the subject — whether it1s
foundational, Cartesian; whether it is structured by sexual difference;
and through what means the definition of that sexual difference 18

secured. We

tity as a structural or necessary feature of all identity-constitution, and

so disagree on whether to understand the failure of iden=

how to take account of that structure and necessity,. Whereas Butler 18

::E:.L with a _:..::,:.___‘/ variable account of /:?T._._..::i::::: (a

Foucauldian line), ZiZek bases his claims about the founding negativity of
identity in the work of Lacan and Laclau in an approach which, without

being strictly Lacanian, has several points of convergence with the

.
Lacanian Real.

One of the arguments made against Hegemony and Socialist Strategy
and, indeed, against structuralist and poststructuralist interventions 1

political theory — 1s that it either fails to take account of the concept of

INTRODUCTION 8

iversality or erodes its force by questioning its foundational status.
universality /

All three of us, however, maintain that universality is not a static pre-
sumptior
understood as a process or

hate modes of appearance. Whereas we sometimes differ on how the
ate

not an a priori given, and that it ought instead to be

condition irreducible to any of its determi-

T &is 1s to be made, we each offer accounts of universality which
emphasis 1s )

assume that the negative condition of all political articulation is ‘uni-

versall (Zizek), that the contestatory process determines forms of

universality which are brought into a productive and ultimately irre-

* that there is a process of

solvable conflict with each other (Laclau), or
translation by which the repudiated within universality is readmitted

into the term in the process ol _..,_:;T;ﬁ it (Butler).

Along the way, we each consider different ideological deployments of

universality, and caution against both substantial and procedural
approaches to the question. We thus differentiate ourselves (already
mternally differentiated) from the Habermasian effort to discover or
gonjure a pre-established universality as the presupposition of the speech
act, a universality which is said to pertain to a rational feature of ‘man’,
a Substantive conception of universality which equates it with a know-
able and predictable determination, and a procedural form which
presumes that the political field is constituted by rational actors.

Of ,::_::,_.:: e throughout these essays is the strategic question of
hegemony: of how the political field is constituted, of what possibilities
€merge from an approach to the political field that inquires into condi-
ons of its possibility and articulation. Significantly, Laclau detects a
movement of Marxist :?._:.1 from the postu

ation of a ‘universal class’

whic i imi iti b .
bich would ultimately eliminate political mediation and relations of
Fepresentation,

» a *hegemonic’ universality which makes the political

Consty S48 ~ : : : w2 = e
sututive of the social link. The poststructuralism of his approach is

thus aligned i iti o ’
Salimed with the critique of totalitarianism and, specifically, the
tope of a ‘knowing’

articulate

vanguard subject who ‘is’ all the social relations he

and mobilizes. Whereas Laclau associates Hegel with the
Metaphysics

m: Zﬂ

of closure, ZiZzek understands him as a theorist of reflexiv-

. :,_::.::_,_::z with the Real, and Butlex
Mquire into ]
ity. Lac|

makes use of him to

necessary limits of formalism in any account of social-
au makes cle:

the anti-totalitarianism of a logical and linguisti
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14 JUDITH BUTLER

vie with one another for control of policy questions, hegemony ems

sizes the ways in which power of

rates to form our everyg
understanding of social relations, and to orchestrate the ways in Wi

we consent to (and re _:.._L::. those tacit

and covert relations of’ POws

Power is not stable or static, but is remade at various junctures wi

everyday life; it constitutes our tenuous sense of common sense, and

ensconced as the Pre /._,_::J ( _:/__,::_; of a culture ‘/HZI._;.:‘. SOCK
transformation occurs not merely by rallying mass numbers in favou

a cause, but precisely through the ways in which daily social relations’

rearticulated, and new conceptual horizons

*d up by anomalou§i
subversive practices.

['he theory of performativity is not far from the theory of hegemoms

mphasize the way in which the social worldi
made and new social T:z/:_:,:.r., emerge at

:_ h_:z :1_:__” _::_.

various levels of sogidl

action through a collaborative relation with power. ]
| _L._j to approac h these L_.__/_::T through two different routes, The

first will be to consider the problem of constitutive exclusion from withif§
a Hegelian perspective by focusing on the “Terror’ and its relation to pé

tulates of universality in The Phenomenalog)

pirit. The second will be't@
illustrate how the notion of universality, as elaborated by Laclau, mighi

be further restaged in terms of cultural translation. I hope to be able @l

clarify further, in my subsequent contributions to this volume, howl

understand the relationship between psychoanalysis, social theory, and
the project of hegemony. Although I am critical of certain approprias
tions of psychoanalysis for thinking about the

limits of t:_::ﬁ_
self-identification, I will hope to make clear

in my next contribution thé

centrality of psychoanalysis to any project that seeks to understand

emand :::..: _:‘..7.. s _: T.____ ::.w_ Psyc f: L__; SO( _:_ dimensions.

[ focus on the topic of universality because it

1s one of the most con=
tested topics within recent social theory. Indeed, many have voiced theé

ear that constructivist and poststructuralist accounts of universality fail

to offer a strong substantive or procedural account of what is common
to all __:\.,:}:_..T,. ts within tl

domai

of TCU:: al re presentation.

['here are still some political theorists who want to know what politically

relevant features of human be

ngs might be extended to all human
beings (desire, speech, deliberation, dependency), and then to base thei
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whether transcendental in the garden-variety or ‘quasi-" mode, which

purports to be significantly different from the concrete formulations it
receives within the horizon of historical ::.,:::ﬂ When the claim is
made that sexual difference at this most fundamental level i1s merely
formal (Shepherdson®) or empty (Zizek), we are in the same quandary as
we were in with ostensibly formal concepts such as universality: is it
fundamentally formal, or does it become formal, become available to a
formalization on the condition that certain kinds of exclusions are per-

formed which enable that very formalization in its putatively

transcendental mode?

I'his becomes an important consideration when we recognize that the
/_,_:.:J of ;;..::C, which \w\..,f attributes to :i. ;.::T:_mﬁ. ,.mi.._. the
structures that govern symbolizability — are also structural features of the
analysis, not contingent norms that have become rarefied as psychic

ideals. Sexual difference is, thus, in his view, (1) non-symbolizable; (2) the

occasion for contesting interpretations of what it is; (3) symbolizable in

ideal terms, where the ideality of the ideal carries with it the original
non-symbolizability of sexual difference itself. Here again the disagree-

able. Do we want to aflirm that there is an ideal big

IMent seems 1nev

Other, or an ideal small other, which is more fundamental than any of

its social formulations? Or do we want to question whether any ideality

that pertains to sexual difference is ever not constituted by actively repro-

duced gender norms that pass their ideality off as essential to a

and ineffable sexual difference?

pre-socia

Of course, the reply from even my most progressive Lacanian friends
is that I have no need to worry about this unnamable sexual difference
that we nevertheless name, since it has no content but 1s T_:..f :.::.._.
forever empty. But here I would refer back to the point made so tren-
chantly by Hegel against Kantian formalisms: the empty and formal

structure is established precisely through the not fully successful subli-

nation of content as form. It is not adequate to claim that the formal

icture of sexual difference is first and foremost without content, but

that it comes to be “filled in’ with content by a subsequent and anterior

act. That formulation not only sustains a fully external relation between

form and content, but works to impede the reading that might show us

inds of formalisms are generated by a process ol

how certain
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abstraction that is never fully free from the remainder of the content it

refuses. The formal character of this originary, pre-social sexual differ-

ence in its ostensible emptiness 1

accomplished precisely through the

reification by which a certain idealized and necessary dimorphism takes

which formalism needs to erase, but which

hold. The trace or remainde
is the sien of its foundation in that which is anterior to itself, often oper-

5

act that claims such as ‘cultural

s the clue to its unravelling. The

ates

intelligibility requires sexual difference’ or ‘there is no culture without
sexual difference’ circulate within the Lacanian discourse intimates
something of the constraining normativity that fuels this transcendental

turn, a normativity secured from criticism precisely because it officially

announces itsell’ as prior to and untainted by any given social operation
of sexual difference. If ZiZek can write, as he does: ‘the ultimate question

is: which specific content has to be excluded so that the very empty form

of universality emerges as the “batilefield” for hegemony?’ (SZ, p. 110),

then he can certainly entertain the question: ‘which specific content has
to be excluded so that the very empty form of sexual difference emerges as
a battlefield for hegemony?

I

ask: who posits the original and final ineffability of sexual difference, and

Of course, as with any purely speculative position, one might we

what aims does such a positing achieve? This most unverifiable of con-

, and we are faced

ity itsel

cepts 1s offered as the condition of verifiabi
with a choice between an uncritical theological affirmation or a critical
social inquiry: do we accept this descr iption of the fundamental ground

of ::;_E;::,.ﬁ or do we begin to ask what kinds of foreclosures such a

positing achieves, and at what expense?

If we were to acc pt this position, we could argue that sexual differ-

ence has a transcendental status even when sexed bodies emerge that do

- _,. L T . v 1 /
not fit i_:;_;/ within ide :_r:,_:_.,_.L:._::._L:/_:. We could neverthe
explain intersexua

(]

. lity by claiming that the ideal is still there, but the
) S 11 Sty 4 : : -
dies in fueston — contingent, historically formed — do not conform to

the id d it 1 i ‘ , .

_.m_. al, and it is their nonconformity that is the essential relation to
the ideal at hand, [t woul
Instantiated in living

| not matter whether sexual difference is

, biological bodies, for the ineffability and non-
symbol; ili s > :
) olizability ol this most hallowed of difference :::_;,_1_:;:_::__2

Instantiati T : =y, ;
stdiiiation to be true. Or, indeed, we could, in trying to think about



146 JUDITH BUTLER

transsexuality, follow the pathologizing discourse of Catherine Millot,”

stence of sexual difference in the

who insists upon the

those hives wh

71:77___. _7_______

regressive political

4% » ['héry and inCco1se :..:i_._.

emporary French efforts to extend legally sanctioned

to non-married individuals.”™ Agacinski notes that precisely

because no culture can eme rge without the pre ,_::i:..: of sexual dif-

1 legislation must

ference (as its ground and condition and occasion

the _,:7:__._7.;

be oppost d.

tself. Hér argun erspective of

culture

lorts to counter nature in

Lévi-Straussian anthropology, arguing that ¢

this regard will produce psychotic consequences Indeed, this claim

was made so successfully that the version of the law that finally won

approval in the French National Assembly explicitly denies the rights of

Iren produced and raised

> chi

aring that tl

nd lesbians to ,_;._T_‘

ild be

iter to nature and culture alike, we

circumstances, co

led mto PSY¢ h

symbolic’ that underlies all cultural

Héritier cited the notion of the

intellig

4

ibility in the work of Lévi-Strauss. And Jacques-Alain Miller also

joined in, writing that whereas it is certain that homosexuals should be

granted acknowledgement of their relationships, it would not be possi-

ble to extend

lity for any conj oal pair 1s secured by t

- the principle

-like legal arrangeme

1ne presence ,

ucial anchor in thei relationships.

n .;._u_:::m/ lack this &1

,::_ gay n
:_:,__:,u.f_,:.__.:r_.:.__.:::i.,/;:::,_:__:r,.:_:7:_::; ,L:.__

make use of the doctrine of sexual difference some of which are

derived fre

1 Lévi-Strauss, and some from Lacan — are inappropriate

if sexual difference were sale-

it could not be m_..::_.:,._

1al difference,

empty and

wven social formulations.

it 1t 1s, ever the con

eptual

But we have seen above how diffic
level, to _,.,_‘__ the transcendental and the social apart. For even if the

claim 1s that sexual difference cannot be identified with any of its con-
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Sed

[t is supposed to be (quasi-jtrar

zable

definition. Indeed, it is the non-

condition

nlity, ,T:._ﬁ_,:id to those who

symboliz

symbolizable condition o

accept this view.
./7 _:_::. __.;,. VErI, 1S __7__ o T, 1:. ransc .,:ﬁ_.,:_.: C( :_:_Z: ol w:.,.

of sexual difference is also to be,

sibility for

precisely, the sine g

ormulations, the con

o mtelligibility. The ‘qu 1s1- that Pred edes tl

which they cannot com
transcendental is meant to ameliorate the harshness of this effect, but it
also sidesteps the question: what sense of transcendental is in use here?
In the Kantian vei

which nothing can appear. But it can also mean: the regulatory and
Pl

‘transcendental’ can mean: the condition without

constitutive conditions of :_.,L_ e ol any E,/____L_ ct. The latter
sense 1s the one in which the condition 1s it external to the yject 1t
occasions, but is its constitutive condition and the principle of its devel-

I

; 1y
is affers the crilental conditions
1eld

city that 1s, is not considered to be a

opment and appearance. The transcendents

he emergence of the thematizable. And if this transcendental

that constrain

1S not considered to have a histor

shifting episteme whi

I

red and revisec

h might be :

LITI( T;:. o1

can fruitfully have for :

* what |
mony that seeks to sustain and promote a more radically democratic

formulation of sex and sexual difference

If sexual diffe | status, then all

nce enjoys this quasi-transcendent

the concrete formulations ol
sexual diffi

sexual difference (second-order forms of

Nnee

icitly refer back to the more originary
I .:::__:_:: but

d by this

VETY expression, constrain n-

__:.:_;:\_:,__, normative condition. ‘T

1l difference in the more

. SEX1

Orig 3 : 1
MIgINary sense operates as a radically mnce

testable principle or crite-
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lon that establishes intell; :A

h foreclosure « ed, through

gibility thro

yat o1 - . . s A
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AS non-the : b N
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nation, vet it 1s

neces : .
Sary and essential: a truly felicitous instrument ol power. §i

condition’ of intelligibility, then there w

| be certain forms tha
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the t,.fn_.m_.i of a viable life within the sociohis-

ribility, threate:

torical world. Sexual difference thus functions not n

ely as a ground

a defining condition that must be instituted and safeguarded

intersexuality, transsexuality, lesbian

idermine it

._:.._:_;/ o
and gay partnership, to name but a few

Hence it is not merely a poor use of Lacan or of the symbolic ore
when intellectu:

grounds that they are inimical to the «

s argue against non-normative sexual practices on the

ditions of culture itself

Precisely because the transcendental does not and cannot ke p its sepa-

because sexual

ipe within the

1eibility but that horizon as well, it

and normatively | will not

transcen-

, sexual be rigorously opposed by anvone

that would prescribe in advance

who wants to guard against a tl

what kinds of sexual arrangements will and will not be permitted in

ntelligible culture. The inevitable vacillation between the transcenden-

I func

_;_ and soci

of the term makes its prescriptive function

mnevitable

Foreclosure

is position 1s clear, but that does not mean that

PSV( hoanalysis or, Z:_in.L, some forms of Lacanian

[ assume

[ oppe

v about the

ed parental st

it fail to

loreclosure. _ f.:___m S

the stat
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social. but that foreclosure 1s a way
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objects that can and
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this horizon,

because I am c
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I continue to regard this horizon as a historically variable schema or

emergence of the non-

episteme, one that is transformed by 1

tate 1tself
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by virtue of the radical challe

Simpossible’ figures at the borders ai
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The value of psychoan

eration of how identification

of hegemony. I believe that Lac

1alysis comes

salience of psychoa

that those who

I't ,;._

to be invested in that oppression, and how, in

tion becomes bound up with the terms by which

re of cultural life. In some ways,
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this is the ag
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-0ld problem

r that identifications may be multiple,
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that one can identify with
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point on which I believe Zizek. Laclau and 1

tricky territory to sug
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oppression will ¢«

= 1
oppressed,
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c Ol a _7/.

[-prese

i seems

galvanize a mmority rejection of

purposes in

|, i

1N

,__%.

by which we

ar _jim not avow.

approximate

uncon-

1s. It can

ce a bind of paralysis for those who cannot, for whatever
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) a situation

St

_/_;.;:_. r don the ;_:.;:CH_

v what an individua i hie

psyche
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101§ are

ical field,

ip within that political
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within the

blessing of
interpellation

ces of this sud-

s and, T..,.

sort ol

ge. It does this, however, only ide: [ly, for

) guarantee that a t dissonance will

in the diree=

itically avai

able for iden-=

tification restrict in advance the play of hegemony, dissonance and

that a psyche invests 1n 1ts oppression, but

ion. It is not SImp
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srms that bri

that the very te
trate the :h:_., torv ol K

n 2 ,i_ become, with

n

disidentificatory resistance [ believe that this formulation fairly
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7,,.__::_;,_, held by my co-a ithors here.

..;u_:.:x::.:.; a view th

In the intersection of Fo

theory ol agency [

powel and _7?._:_ reality. And this project, |
Poychic Life of Power,'” is motivated by the inadequacy of the Foucauldian

s upon either a beh

theory ol the f:_;..,_ to the extent that it reli

ur or a sof __;, 1Cal

jourist motion of mechanically reproc

instabilities

1 does not appreciate tl

notion of ‘internalization’ whic
that inhere in identificatory practices.
The fantasy in the norm

In & Foucauldian perspective, one question is whether the very regime of
| | | 5
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that we are all al
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101 I«
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takes. What it does mean,
embracing the subject
n.:,...._f of _..K_L

not to think that by

T:,:_:;, _,, that we oug

s a ground « ncy, we will have countered the

1al

atory power. T1

,n:,n_,:,. S Cri

ys1s of Psyc hic

_:.:.. _r., duse n_: SO

' 1al norms that work on the subi
desires an(

to pri luce
_./:‘T_.:;:_:;

wion do not operate unilaterally. They are not

10sed and internalized in
Operate on ;

simply 1m
! I given form. Indeed, no norm can

subject without the act vation

1C: -
cally, the phantasmati
Psychic. Psyc}

where

attac __: ent to

1analysis enters Foucaul nalysi precisely at the pomt
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yhantasmatic dimension of social
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standing fantas thing

as son



JUDITH BUTLER

s something thag

IMOVeES (

takes _;;. ( 0 not answep

the interrelation between the two processes or, _‘_:_:.&

the question

how social normativity is not finally thinkable «

side the psychie reals

Imstrument and source ﬁ..A j,

ity which 1s t
Norms are not «

ment is itself a mode of interpretation, not always conscious, which

ontinuing effectivigy

1 has argued, but embadi=

ily embodied, as Bourdi

3
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the heart of psychic life one finds'a

nately as material

. has nothing 1o do

kernel 1s not composed of sot .:—_
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| not, strictly speaks
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theological venture is the desire for the itself, one that not all of us

share. Indeed, what seems more poignant here for psychoanalysis as

both theory and cl what transformations social

iical practice is to s

norms undergo as they assume various forms within the psyche, what

specific forms of suffering they induce, what clues for relief they alse,
inadvertently, give.
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although it is impossible, this philosophical stance is simultaneously
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I 1 n

historicist thesis that the entire Aristotelian ontology based on the ten

modes of being is an effect/expression of Greek grammar: the problem

18 that this reduct: grammar

,}I ,.:,.,_?....:_C; a certamn nolion (( fween

grammar and ontological concepts which is itself

We should always bear in mind this delicate Derridan stance on

account of avoids the twin pitfalls of naive realism as well as of

.T_:_Z,_;_T: al foundation’ to

foundationalism:

ecessar although all

hat we perceive;

1ied by a horizon of

pre-understanding, this horizon itself’ remains ultimat impenetrable.

Derrida is thus a kind of metatranscendentalist, in search of the condi=

tions of possibility of philosop

mcal discourse itsell if we miss this

precise point, that Derrida undermines philosophical discourse from

we

e ‘deconstruction one more naive historicist _,ﬂ_n

ativism. Thus Derrida’s position here is the opposite of that of Foucault

who, In answer to a cr

L1C181

that he spoke from a position whose possi=

bility is not accounted for within the framework of his theory, retorted

cheerfully: “T'hese kinds of questions do not concern me: they belong to

the T:___T discourse with its files constructing the s __;_;.f identity!’

words, the ultimate

1s to be that

one cannot postpone the o

ques

1S tO say
what is deeply symptomatic in Derrida is his oscil

ation between, on the

one hand, the hyper-self-reflective approach which denounces the quess

tion of ‘how things really are’ in advance, and limits itself to third-level

deconstructive comments on the inconsistencies of philosopher Bs read-

ing of philosopher A, and, on the other, direct ‘ontological assertions
about how differance and archi-trace designate the structure of all living
things and are, as such, already operative in animal nature. One should
not miss the paradoxical interconnection of these two levels here: the
very feature which forever prevents us from grasping our intended object
directly (the fact that our grasping is always refracted, ‘mediated’, by @
decentred otherness) is the feature which connects us with the basi€

_:,::_.:_::_:;: al structure of the universe. . . .

.constructionism involves two prohibitions: 1t prohibits the

rial in quest

151 .LJ:_::__ let us

1
,/: u, ,7 ,__i_,.f no

neralize hypotl
structure of the

scal metaphysical theses :

= : sl
And it is interesting to note how the recent cognitivist ba klash

st deconstructionist Cultural Studies violates precisely these two

On the one hand, cognitivism rehabilitates

CMPITi ist

_:.._:;. 10118,
Ire

the kero

group | films without havir .

_n__.:h . On the other hand, what indicates the t,,L ent
guantum p wysics popularizers and other _:._u_._..__.j._,. of the s
[hird Culture if not a violent and aggressive It habilitation ot ti

lundai _,:,; 1€ .:;;L. .,_;_:;._ mns (what

? Thi ,,/_; Cl

is a version of TOI - the endeavour to disc

of the structure of our universe that one could print and wear on a I-

for a human being, the genome that identifies what I objectively

clear contrast to the strict ( ultural Studies prohibiton ol

reality; t

old dream — which die

how life emereed:; etc.) undaunted — ¢

.,L:_ the demise ol :...J:.j;:_;___ ol a broad svnthesis ol met: _L? 1CS

grounded 1 exact

1-

V._:T;_ theory ol

ne alive again. . . .

is circular n

tionism proper n political

Philosophy. Hannah Arendt'” articul

Power, authority and violence: Power propeil
1Zation §

distinctions between

1 Oorgan-

s at work neither

bv an order of command

1S 1 by .,i..:;:_,?_.:_: thority 1
that does not re Iy solitically grounded authority: the Ax the
A._:_t__ the schoo ct reign of viole
terror). Her W I %_.:__,,_.,._: tween

Politi al power and pre ;:._:W. al viole

e is one of mutual implication:

Not

: ' : Very
Only is (political) power alwavs-already at the root ol eve




234 Sl

AVO] ZIZEK
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All the preceding consideratic how clearl itv. fi
Al g s 1 s show clearly why universality, fe
J ¥s :._._m.

"i_:,:_:f._i__:/:_._:_,:;:/,1__;::._.:.::.::7_:};__,r, universgal

ity is the one constructed through an equivalential chain. The mggg
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any particularisti
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ly empty character of the
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'mpty, but one which 1s only
With t
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TZI. ( .:_;_.T
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insists on referring to the opposition between the universal ;
y I al and the p:
ar-

?:_:__:ﬁnw__
he par: lox of the partic-
versality itself a

ticular, betwe

1 the transcendental and the contingent/
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Kantian sense of tl
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operate only through this phantasmic suppc

‘ t, but the fantasy thag Sus-
he less to be disavowed, excluded from the publj
domain. It is on this level that I find Hannah Arendt’s notion of :an
‘banality of Evil’ problematic: to ;i

tains it had none

anslate it somewhat crudely into
m is that the ideal Nazi executor subject (like
hmann) was a pure subject the signifie
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public domain. Even the very opposition between state and civil /.:.:.J.

is thoroughly ambivalent today: no wonder the Moral Majority presents
itself (and is in effect organized as) local civil society’s resistance againgg

the ‘progressive’ regulatory interventions of the liberal state.
‘/_:::_.f,__ __:__?._ T ,.Z,: aware of ____ S :_,Z._Lf. _:;. _:.7; ___, m‘m_.mn._i

lity’, I am tempted to claim that it is heg

notion ol ‘conct

basic acceptance of the F

1( “:_w_:_

n notion of power which explains heg

failure fully to develop the consequences of the notion of

concrete _._:T
Vel :;:;. for the notion of PoOwer, .:_L ( __;_l/ to locate the ,_u: _:.:,..E.S

‘official’ universality and its spectral undi

side within the hegemonie
power discourse itself, as its own obscene .,:_;: ment. So when Butler

es critically that, in my work

ictive position within the chain of sig=

chain and is one link in the chamn:

0ccasions

ink the vacillation between these two ::.;_:_ﬁ ,::_ are

they always distinct, given that the

ranscendental is the eround, and

historical? ( JB,

aming condition for wh:

_:_Z/_ it 15 the basic s __:_:_,.__

my answer is tha

T,__,_.T_/ ol

think the v:

t indicates ‘how [we are| to

:2,.7, was T_._:..i.n_ T:_R
€n ,;;._T d _um_ Marx; it is the concept ol ,_;;:_/T

g
in the subchapter on identity in his Greater Logic. In the course of the

i Ao Y s
‘.:f, ?:. _m:, ‘,.:?.I__\.:

tional ¢

which Hegel introduces
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‘ctical Process, the unmive

tional determination’, that is, as one of its own species (whi

1s why for

Hegel, paradoxically, each genus has ultimately two specie

itsell” and

the Species as such). Marx refers to tl

it twice: first in the

Introduction

ipt, when he emphasizes the
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1e artict

ated totality of pro-

duction, ;_L:_::T;. ﬁ/hf,_:_rt. and n:_,..,:_:_:w:__ T?_;_::Z: 18

simultaneously the encompassing universal element, the structuring

principle of this totality, and one of its particular elements); then in

Capital, when he posits that, among the 1

_?:_ )_:.Tf.__ H”;_L_;”. ,_.:.
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m

___.. same goes 101 the _f;:f._m ;:_T:,:: r._,_//.,..__ __: .._:A_

Right: they do not simply disagree — the very political opposition

light appears in a different view perceived from the

between Left and Ri
[t o1 from the _,.._.'.._:, T his is __n.l:._.r ‘concrete :_:_._T.;:/.“ ;.::.H.
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