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Introduction: Between the
Two Revolutions

Slavoy Zizek

The first public reaction o the idea of reactualizing Lenin is, of course, an
outburst of sarcastic laughter, Marx is OK - oday, even on Wall Sereer,
there are people who still love him: Marx the poert of commoedities, who
provided perfect descriptions of the capitalist dvoamic; Marx of Culwural
Studies, who portrayved the alicnation and rethcanion of our daily hives, Bur
Lenin — no, vou can’t be serious! Doesn’t Lenin stand precisely for the
failere to put Marxism into practice, for the big catastrophe which lelr its
mark on the whole of twenticth-century waorld polinics, for the Real Socialist
experiment which culminated in an cconomically inethcient dictatorship?
S0, it there 15 a consensus among (whatever remains ot} today’s radical Lefr,
1t 1s that, in order to resuscitate the radical poliocal project, we should leave
the Lenimist lepacy behind: the ruthless focusing on the class struggle, the
Partv as the privileged tform of orgamzaoon, the vielent revolutionary

[

scizure of power, the ensuing “dictatorship of the proletariac™ ... are all

thoese ot "3'n‘.r.|'-||'-L':1.r'u1'p'r-c“ rey he abandoned if che Left 15 o have any
chance in the conditions of “post-industrial™ late capitalism?

lhe problem with this apparently convincing argument is that it endorses
all too casily the inhented image of Lenin the wise revolutionary Leader
who, after I-!.!'.r|'||'.|..|:.|i:'1!_: the basic co-ordinates of his thought and practice in
What Is to Be Done?, simply ruthlessly pursued them thereafrer. What if
there 15 another story to be whd about Lening It is true thar woday's Left is
underpoing the shatrering experience of the end of an entire epoch for the
progressive movement, an expernience which compels it to reinvent the very
basic co-ordinates of its project — however, it was an exactly homologous
expenence that gave tirth to Lemmism, Recall Lemin's shock when, in
autumn 1914, all European Social Democratic parties (with the honourable
CNCCpPEIan of the Russian Bolsheviks and che Sorb Social Democrats adopted

the “patrictic hne™ — Lenin even thought that the ssue of Voredres, the

.].ai|:.' newspaper of the German Socizl Democrats, which reported  how
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Social Democrats in the Reichstag voted tor military credits, was 3 Ii“EFI ¥

; ian secret police destined to deceive the Russian workers. In that
E:l[?; T:EI::_:‘Iﬁill':jrllit.ur}' c-LFu:r‘sif‘: that cut the European continent m halt, how
difficult it was to reject the notion that one should take sides in this conflicr,
and 1o fight against the ®patriotic tervour™ in one’s own country! How
many great minds (including Freud) succumbed to the nationalist remp-
l:miﬂrn, even if only for a couple of weeks!

This shock of 1914 was - to put it i Alain Badiou’s rerms — a desastre, a
catastrophe in which an entire world disappeared: not only the wdyllc
bourgeois faith in progress, but also the socialist movement which aceom
].'!-‘-hﬁc'd it. Lenin himself (the Lemin of Wear [s to Be Dores) lost the ground
under his feet = in his desperate reaction there s g satisfaction, no “1 told
vour 5017, This moment of Verzweiflrong, this catastrophe, cleared the ground
:r'nr the Leninist event, for breaking the evolutionary  historicism of the
Second International - and Lenin was the only one who realized this, the
only one who arriculated the Truth of the carastrophe. Through thas
I'ﬂi];nrﬂ.[ of despair, the Lemin who, via a close reading of Hegel's Logic,
was able o discern the unigue chance tor revolunion, was born,

It is crucial o emphasize this relevance of “high theory™ for the most
concrete political struggle today, when even such an engaged intellectual as
Noam Chomsky likes o underscore how unimporrane theoretical know-
ledge is tor progressive political struggle: of whar help s studying great
philosophical and social-theoretical texts in roday’s struggle agamse the
necliberal model of globalizanon? 15 10 nor that we are dealing either with
obvious facts (which simply have to be made public, as Chomsky 1s domng
in s numerous political texes), or with such an incomprehensible complex-
ity that we cannot understand anvthing? If we wish 1o argue against this
anti-theoretical temptation, it 15 not encugh o draw amention to numerous
theoretical presupposinons about freedom, power and society, which also
abound in Chomsky’s polincal texis; what s arguably more important 15
how, toeday, perhaps for the first time in the history of humankimnd, our
daily exXperience of ogenetics, I.'Ll.:‘..'.:l:‘-_',?- cvberspace and Virtual |=-'.l'.l|!1:."
compels all of us to confront basic plulosophical issues of the nature of
freedom and human wlentity, and so on

Back to Lemn: his Stare and Revolution is stictly relevane o that
shattering experience of 1914 - Lenin’s full subjective engagement o at s
clear trom this famous lerer o Kameney written i July 1917

' This pottipe draws on conversations  with bebasnan Budpgen  and Fustache

- I
Eouvilakas,
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Errre mowes: IE they kill me, 1 ask you o publish my notebaok “Marxism &
the Stare”™ {stuck in Stockhelm). It is bound 1 a blue cover. It is a2 collection
of all the quotations from Marx & Enpgels, likewise from Kaursky against
Papnckeck. There 15 0 series of remacks & notes, formuslations. 1 ;'_--,_|.||.; with a
week’s work it could be published. | consider il imp. for nor only Plekhanow

bur alza I"\...III."\{I{'!. got i WO Condition: all this s enre OGS

The existential engagement is extreme here, and the kernel of the Leninist
“utopia” arises from the ashes of the catastrophe of 1914, in his sertling of
the accounts with rhe Second Internanonal orthodoxy: the radical imperative
tor smash the bourgeois state, which means the state 2¢ swek. and to invent a
new communal social form without a standing army, police or bureaucracy,
in which all could rake part in che administration of social marters. For
Lenin, this was not a theeretical projece for some distant future - in October
I "_-J }'¢ E"H'.'i'ii'll med: *We can at once set in motion a state apparatus constituting,
of ten it not ewenty mullion people.™ This urge of the moment 15 the true
wtofaa, What we should stick o is the madness {in the serict Kaerkegaardian
RESe | of r|:|!~ Leninist iR — and. it ;!|r'|:,'|:!-||:'|:;rlI Sealindzm stands r..;'||' A returmn
to the realistic *common sense”™. It is impossible to overestimate the explosive
potential of The Stare and Revolwtion - in this book, “the vocabulary and
gramimar of the Western tradition of politics was abruptly dispensed wirth " A

What then followed can be called borrowing the title of Althusser's text
on Machiavelli = la solitude de Lénine: the time when he hasically stood
alone, struggling against che current in his own party. When, m his “April
Theses™ (1917), Lenin discerned the Augenblick, the unique chance for a
revolution, his proposals were first met with stupor or contempt by a larpe
majority of his party colleagues. No prominent leader within the Bulshevik
Parry supported his call to revolution, and Pravda ook the extraordinary
step of dissociating the Party, and the editorial board as a whole, from
Lenin’s “April Theses™ - Lenin was far from being an opportunist flattering
and exploiting the prevailling mood of the populace; his views were highlv
idiosyneratic. Boedanoy characterized the *A pril Theses™ as “the -;!l_'lir-iLn'n
of a madman™,* and Nadezhda Krupskayva herself concluded: “I am afraid
it looks as if Lenin has gone crazy, ™

=N L Lenin, Collecred Works, Moscow: Progress Publishers 1965, vol, 42, P&
'Quored from Neil Harding, Leweiser, Durham, NC: Deke Universite Press 1996,
[ :
pe 309,
bl p. 152

“Mid., p. §

% flnd




5 EEVOLUTION AT THE GATES

This 15 the Lenin trom whom we still have something to learn. The
greamess of Lenin was thar in this catastrophic situation, be weasn't afraid
to succeed — in contrast to the negative pathos discernible in Rosa Luxem-
burg and Adorno, for whom the uloimare authentic ace is the admission of
the failure which brings the truth of the situation to light. In 1917, instead
oF W .1'.Tir1_!'_ until the rime Was ri:'l-:," Lemn (lrg;.1:1|;-'_'-.,| a pre 4_-_-|;||1|_i-._|_- -,,1|-|L;_-1- mn
1920, as the leader of the parry of the working class with no working class
imost of 1t being decimarted in the aivil war), he went on organizing a state,
fully accepting the paradox of the party which has to organize — even re-
create = its own base, its working class.

Mowhere 15 this greatness more evident than in Lenin's writings which
cover the time span from February 1917, when the first revolution abolished
tsarism and mmstalled 2 democratic regime, to the second revolution in
Ocrober. The openmg text of the present volume [ “Lerters from Afar™
reveals Lemun's inivial grasp of the unigque revolutionary chance, while the
last text (the minutes of the “Meering of the Petrograd Soviet of Waorkers'
and Soldiers” Depuries™) declares the Bolshevik seizure of power. Evervthing
is here, from “Lenm the i.1;_',|;|'_i|,1|_.;_~. ||._"-.|,:-'_|_;‘_i|||'__g|':. strateeist” o " Lenm of the
enacted uropia™ [of the immediate a |'u;".||~1|‘1|:||!rI of the state a pparatuses), To
refer again to Kierkepaard: what we are allowed to perceive in these writings
15 Lenmm-in-beconming: not vet “Lenin the Soviet imstitution”™, but Lenin
thrown into an open situation. Are we, within our late capitalist closure of
the “end of history ™, still able to experience the shattering impact of such
an authentic historical opening?

In February 1917 Lenin was an almost anonvmous political emigrant,
stranded in Zurich, with no reliable conracts to Russia, maostly learning
abour the evenes from the Swiss press; in October 1917 he led the first
successful socialist revolution - so what happened in between? In February,
Lenin immediately percerved the revolurionary chance, the result of Lnigue
L"|.||:-'.i|.:|_|.'.,':.'.'|'. circumstances = of the moment was nol sered, the chance for the
revolution would be forfeited, perhaps for decades. In his stubborn insist
ence that one should rake the rsk anid Eir 0N [0 the next sTAge thar 15,
repeat the revolution he was alone, ridiculed v the majority of the
Central Commuttee members of his own party; this selection of his rexes
endeavours to provide a ghmpse into the obstinare, patwent — and often
frustrating — revolutionary work through which Lenin imposed his vision.
Indispensable as Lenin's personal mtervenoon was, however, we should not
change the story of the October Revolution into the story of the lone genius
confronted with the disorientared masses and pradually imposing his vision.

Lenin succeeded because his appeal, while bypassing the Party nomenkla
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tira, found an echo in what [ am tempted o call revolutionary micropol
itics: the meredible explosion of grass-roots democrac v, of ||||._.-||.|._'-:'|I'|'||r'|I1‘T-!_"I_'“§
sprouting up all around Russia’s g cities and, ignoring the authorie o
the “legtimate™ government, taking matters into their gwn hands. This is
the untold story of the Ocraber Revolution, the obverse af the myth of the
tiny group of ruthless dedicated revolurionaries which acce mplished a COH
d'état.

he first thing that strikes today's reader is how directly readable Lenin's
texts from 1217 are: there is no need for long explanatory notes - even if
the strange-sounding names are unknown o ug, we nnmediarely get whar
was at stake. From today's distance, the rexrs display an almost classical
clarity in tracing the contours of the struggle in which they parmcipate.
Lenin as fully aware of the paradox of the situation: in ‘:-[.'![I:I.l.'_ 1 217, abrer
the February Revoluuon which toppled the rsanst regime, I{:.wnin was the
most democratic country in the whole of Europe, with an unprecedented
degree of mass mobilization, freedom of orgamizanion and freedom of the
press = yet this freedom made the situation non-transparent, thoroughly
ambiguous. If there is a common thread runnmg through all Lenin's texes
written between the two revolutions ithe February one and the October
anc, it s his ansistence on the gap which separates the “explicic™ formal
contours of the polincal strugple berween the multitude of parties and other
political subjects from its acrual social stakes (mmediate peace, the distri
bution of land, and, of course, “all the power to the soviets™, thar is, the
dismanthng of the CXistng stare apparatus and its replacement with the new
commune-like forms of social management). This gap is the gap berween
revolution gea the imagimary explosion of freedom in sublime enthusiasm,
the magic moment of umiversal solidarity when “everything seems possible™,
and the hard work of social reconstruction which is to be percformed if this
enthusiastic explosion is to leave its traces In the incrria of the social edifice
irselt,

This gap — a repetition of the gap berween 1789 and 1793 in the French
Revolution — is the very space of Lenin's unique intervention: the fundamen
tal I-:_‘_"-ﬁ':ll': of revolutionary materialism is thar revolution must strike twice,
and for essential reasons. The £ap 15 not simply the gap between form and
content: what the “first revolution™ misses 15 ot the content, but the frrm
tself — v remains stuck i the old form, thinking that freedom and |;;:-.1|._L,-
can be accomplished if we simply put the CXISOINE stare apparatus and its
democrane mechamisms to use. What if the “good™ party wins the free

clections and “legally implements socialist rransformation? (The clearest

ENPICRSI0n o this I”II'\:-:'\-:|1 l"'i'l"JL'I'I!'I_I: on '-lik' f'ln.EIl’.lI.-l?ll_Ih, is Karl K autsky’s
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thesis, formulated in the 1920, thar the legcal political torm of the hrst
stape of socialism, of the passage from capitahsm to .-a:u"..1|'.w:n. 1 the
parliamentary coalinnon of bourgeais and proletarian partics.| Heere there 1
a perfect parallel with the era o carly I'||I.-u|L'I:I'.'.:-,. m which opposinon to
the Church ideological hegemony first arriculated itselt in the very torm of
anorther relipous ideology, as a beresy: along the same lines, the parusans
of the “first revolution” want to subvert capitalist domination in the very
polincal form of capitahst democracy. This s the Hegelian “neganon of
negation”™: first the old order is negated within its own wealogico-politcal
form; then this form itself has to be negared. Those who osallate, those
who are afraid to take the second step of overconung this form aself, are
those who (to repeat Robespicrre) want a “revolution without revolution”

and Lenin displays all the strength of his “hermeneurics of suspcon™ in
d:al.‘{'rn:n:.', the different forms of this recreat.

In his 1917 writings, Lenin saves his most acerbic irony for those who
engage in the endless search tor some kind of “cyarancee” h.n' the revolu
tion: this guarantee assumes two main forms: either the reihed notion of

o
{3

:.-:;..,_'i._'|_| H-:'..'u,'l-.-;i[} TS a,|'||:.':||_._|_ 1k :|h'-:_ i |'|:'-'.'|':|II'!II|I: (ERL#] -_":'|."|'!.': e Roas
wair for the right moment, when the nme is “ripe™ with repard to the laws
W |:|ix|_l._:-gi|___.'|'; |_:.|_".'|_'.!|,_||,":!‘;'|:_'|I1: “It 1% Lo :_',_|_|'i'_=' 1.1:! I:|'|'_ ?‘:-r:l_'l:'l:_i'\r [ ".l.!-:lt.‘illr'l._ I..:II.'
working class 15 not yer mature” ) or npormanve *democranc™ lesitimacy
“The majonty of the population are not on our side, so the revolution
would not really be democratic™) = as Lenin repeatedly purs it asf, betore
the revolutionary agent risks the seizure of state power, it should pet
permission from some hgure of the big Orcher (organize a referendum whach
will ascertain rhar the majority support the revolution). Wich Lemn, as with
Lacan, the point is that the revolunon me s’antorise que d'elle-meme: we
should venture the revolutionary act nor covered by the big Other — the fear
of taking power “prematurely”, the search for the guarantee, 1 the fear ol
the abyss of the act. That s the ultimate dimension of whar Lemin inces
santly denounces as “opportunism”, and his prennss 1s that “apportunism’

is a position which 1s in nsell, inherently, false, masking a fear of accom

plishing the act with the protective screen of “objecrive™ facts, laws or

norms, which 15 why the hrst step in combating it s to annornce 1l clearly:
“What, then, is to be done? We must aussprrechen weas ist, “state the faces’,
admit the truth that chere is a rendency, or an opinion, m our £ entral
Comnmuittee .. .77

Lenin's answer is not the reference to a different set of “objective facrs™,

ri:

'V, 1. Lenin, *The Cnsis Has Matured”, see the present volume, p, |39,
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riat |:|1;.- repetitice o the arguimient miade a decade AL l'-': Rosa ]..:.I'h;.'ll'll."'.:l;.'.
against Kautsky: those who wait tor the olyective conditioms of the revolu-
pion to areive will warr for ever = such a posinon of the objective observer
|:.|:|||._| ek Gl oan L‘rl;.1;L'{.E .1!.:-.'I'.I 15 I1*-l’.'||' 1}‘:{ miam l.:l|'-!-|:.1l.:||.' (n] T|‘.l.' rﬂ._'l.'l:l||,JI,i|.|I'|.
Lemin’s counterargument against the tormal-democratic cntics of the second
step 15 that this “puore democrance” option s iself utopian: m the concrete
Russian circumstances, the bourgems-demaocratic state has no chance of
survival — the only “realistic”™ way to protect the tree gaims of the February
H'R."'-":"]”“'-:” i',"r-_'l',]-:un orf l:-:!.:l.'.r1l'.-'.1!j|ll': ancl the pross, (5 ol | i5 fo mMoye afl oo
the Sociahst revolution, otherwse the ssarist reacnionaries will win,

The basic lesson of the psveheanalvue notion of temporality s that there
arc things one has to do in order o leamn thar chey are superfluous; in the
course of the treatment, one loses months on false moves before “ir chicks”
and one finds the nght formula - although they retroactively appear
supertuous, these detours were necessaty, And does the same not o also
for the revolution? Whate, then, happencd when, i his last yvears, Lenin
became f=.:||:=' aware of the limitations of Bolshevik power? It 1s here that we
should oppose Lemin and Stalimg trom Lenin’s very last writings, long aber
he renounced the utopia of lis State and Reveduetion, we can discern the

contours of a modest “realistic™ project of whar Bolshevik power should
di, Because of the economie -|_|r|.,|:_'|'k||._"|;_'||||"||||-i_':|: and cultural backwardness
of the Russian masses, there s no way for Russia to “pass directly to
Cocialsm™: all char Soveet POWET Can div st combine the moderane polines
of “state capitalism™ with the mtense cultural education of the inert peasant
masses — not “Commuomst propaganda™ bramwashing, simply a patient,
gradual imposition of developed civilized standards, Facrs and figures reveal
“what a vast amount of urgent spadework we still have 1o do to reach the
stancdard of an ordimary West Furopean civihized country. .. We must bear
i mind the serm-Asiatic ignorance from which we have not ver extncated
oursclves.™ %o Lemin warns repeatedly agamst any kind of dircet “implan

tation of Comamuimsm ™

Under no cireumstances must this be understood [in the sense] thar we should

immediately propagare purely in strictly communist wleas in the councryside
0 1 5 H | - | 120k T . i

As long as owr countryside lacks che marerial basis for comenunasm, i will be,

I ¥ - [ L, B - ¥ 1 & . i
I shomld say, harmedul, in fact, T should say, facal, for commumnism oo de so.

AL Lenin, "Pages froam a Dhiaew ™, in Coliscfed Works, Maoscow: Progress Publisher
[sife, vial, 33, p, il

“Ibid., o463,
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His recurrent theme 1s: “The most harmful .l'_1i11;_; here would be h.u.x-.l"l"'
Against this stance of “cultural revolution™, ralin opted for the thoroughly
anti-Leninist noton of
Does this mean, then
criticism of Bolshevik utopianism, their idea thar revo : .
SrAEes (it can ocour only once its marerial condinons
: [ enin's refined dialectical sense
main task of

"|ﬁ|u|c11n§{ Socialism 1 e srate’.
thar Lenin silently adopred the standard Menshevik
anon must follow the

preordained necessary !
are in place)r Ivis here that we can observe - :
ar work: he is fully aware that, now, m the early 19205, l';:u- : :
Bolshevik power 1s to execute the tasks of the progressive bourgeis reglime
(general education, etc.); however, the very fact l|‘.~..:1l it s a ':.':I-:'|'||I.:l'_‘.L'IJ:1
|-.._--.':~.-l1|rim1-.u'1_.' poOWET which is doing this changes the situation |'l.';!:|-.3|.1.l'.1l.'1'!7:1|||‘..'
_ there is a unigue chance that these “civihizing” measures w il be imple

mented in such a way that they will be deprived of ther limited bourgeos

i b M e eal sdacation
ideolopmical framework jgeneral educanon will be really general education
serving the people, not an idcological mask for propagating narrow bour
i, The properly dialectical paradax is thus that it 1

peois class interest, €1C.), ;
the very hopelessness of the Russian situation {the hackwardness that

-uun-p-n.-la the proletarian power 1o fulfil the bourgeols civilizing nussion)
which can be turned into a unue acdvantage:

| rho |I-|...---

What if the ._|'-|‘.'|i'||-.'l_-.' hopelessness of the sttuarion, by stanulatmg the o LTS

of the workers and peasants tenfold, offered us the opportunity 1o creare the

| A J . ol H e ..r.ll--"l.-ll

Fundamental reguisites of civilization im a different way Ifont that of the Wesy

Furopean countries?'’

Here we thi-Tn\-hlﬂi:dF]i.1\nn |n.W1n:p.u|b|c ngth.::[[nt'rctu1¢:J|M1:1|3-nL

who wait for the ripe releological moment of the final crisis when revolurion
will explode “av its own proper rme” according o the necessity ol the
historical evolution; and those who are aware that revolution has

revolutionary chance as SOmening

i

“proper me”, those who percenve the : sor .
that emerges and has to be seized in the very detours of “normal™ historical
r.'.m-e]rupm-:wu. [ enin is not a voluntarist “subjectivist” - what h:- insists o
is that the exception ithe extraordinary set of arcumstances, like those in
Russia in 1917} offers a way 1o undermine the norm itself. _
Is this line of argumentation, this fundamental stance, not More apposite
than ever today!? -L"rcw not we, also, live in an era when the state and its
Apparatuses, including its political agents, are simply less and less able 1
articulate the key issucs = as noene ather than John le Carre put it recently:

1Y 1, Lenin, “Berrer Fewer, hut foreer™, in Callected Works, vol. 33, p. 955,

UL Lenin, “Our Revaluthen™, i (ol ieeted Wrks, wol 4i_r_451_

IKTHODUDCTION: BETWELN THE TW O REVOLUTIONS .|.

apaliticians are ignonng the real problems of the world™ (by which he
meant ecology, deteriorating healthcare, poverty, the role of multinationals,
etc. ). Le Carre was not simply makmg a point abour the shortsightedness of
some polincians - il we take what he said seriously, the only logical
conclusion is that we urgently need a new form of politicization which will
directly “socialize”™ these crucial issues. The illusion of 19217 char the
pressing prablems which faced Russia (peace, land distribution, erc.) could
be solved through “legal™ parhamentary means 15 the same as oday's
illusion thar the ccological threat, for instance, could be avorded by expand-
ing the market logic to ecology Imaking polluters pay tor the damage they
cause).

“Lenin™ is not the nostalgic name for old dogmatie certainty; quite the
contrary. the Lenin who is to be retrieved 1% the Lenm whose undamental
experience was that of being thrown into a catastropluc new constellaton
in which the old co-ordinates proved vseless, and who was thus compelled
to reinvent Marxism — take hs acerbue remark apropos of some new
problem: *About this, Marx and Engels said not a word.” The dea 1s not
tor return to Lenin, but ro repeat him in the Kierkegaardian sense: to retrieve
the same impulse in roday's constellation. The retuen o Lenin aims oeither
at nustalgically re-enacting the “good old revolutionary nmes”, nor at an
opporrunistic-pragmatic adpustmient of the old programme o “new con-
ditions™, bur at repeating, in the present worldwide condimions, the Leninist
gesture of reinventing the revolutionary project m the condinions of impen-
alism and coloralism — more precisely: alier the polinco-ideclogical col-
lapse of the long era of progressivism in the catastrophe of 1914, Enc
Habshawm has dehned the concepr ot the rwenneth century as the time
between 1914, the end of the long peaceful expansion of capitahsm, and
1990, the emergence of the new torm of global capitalism atrer the collapse
of Reallv Existing Socialism, ' Whar Lenin did for 1914, we should do for
1990, *Lenin™ stands for the compelling freedom to suspend the stale
exisning |(post-lideological co-ordmartes, the debilitating Denbrerior (prohi-
hinten on thinking) in which we live = it simply means that we are allowed
o think again,

Sor what role should Lemn’s personaliey play in our assessment of his
contribution? Are we not, in fact, reducing him to a pure symbal of a
certain revoluticnary stance? In a lerrer to Engels wriceen on 30 July 1862,
Marx designated Ferdinand Lassalle = co-founder of German Social Democ-
racy, and his compentor for mtluence mm 1t - not only as “a greasy |ew

Sev Erm Huobalswn, Tiee Age « ¥ Extrmes. Mew York 1".!“._..':” 199¢,
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disguised under brilliantine and cheap jewels™, bur, even more brutally, as
“the Jewish Nigger™ “It is now perfectly clear to me that, as the shape of
hic head and the growth of his hair indicate, he is descended from the
Megroes who ioined in Moses™ flight from Lgypt tunless his mother or
grandmother on the father’s side was crossed with a nigger).™* Instead of
reading such statements as proo of the Furocentric bias of Marx's theory,
we should simply dismiss them as fundamentally errelevant; their only
positive significance is that they prevent us from indulging m any kind of
hagiography of Marx, since they clearly reveal the irreducible gap between
Marx as a person and his theory which, precisely, proy ides the rools for an
analysis and a criticism of such racist outbursts, And, ot course, the same
goes for Lenin: his alleged “ruthlessness” has exactly the same status as his
love of cars and little children in the Stalinist hagiography.

After the Hungarian rebellion of 1936 was crushed by the Russian tanks,
Georg Lukacs (who participated in the Imre Nagy government] was taken
prisoner; when a KGB officer asked him if he had a weapon, Lukacs calmly
reached into his pocker and handed over his pen. ' Does not the implicanon
of this gesture hold even more for Lemin’s texts collected here? It ever a pen
was a weapon, it was the pen which wrote Lenin's 1917 texts.

1 Marx-Enpels- Werke. Berlin (GDR): Dictz Verlag 1968, vol. XXX, p. 259
+ Arpad Kadarkay, Georg Lubdes, Oxford: Blackwell 1521, p. 454,
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Afterword: Lenin’s Choice

Slavoy Zizek

' i = % -

I academic politics roday, the idea of dealing with Lenin immediazely ZIves
rise (o two gualificanons: ves, why not, we live m a liberal democracy, there
15 freedom ot thought L provided that we ereat Lenin i an “objective,
critical and scienohc wav”™, not in an attitude of nostalgic wdolatry, and,
turthermare, from a perspective Birmly rooted i the democraric palitical

|

paintully through the experience of twentieth-century toralitanianism,

s = that is the lesson learned

order, within the honzon of human rig

Whar are we o say to this? The problem lies in the further implicit
qualithcations which can easily be discerned by a “concrete analvsis of the
concrete siuation”, as Lenin himself would have pue ic! “Fideliry 1o the
d.-:"n-'n'r'.'u:-_ CORsensgs” means aduepranc ||r- the prescmnl l!::'l"'-'l'I'J'-'Ih'-"-“"’
tary consensus, which precludes any serous questioning of the way this
liberal-democratic order s complicit in the phenomena w officially con-
demng, and, of course, any serious attempt t imagine a different sociopalit
wal order. In short, it means: sav and write whatever vau like — an condition
that yoa do not actually question or disturb the prevailing pohitical consen-
sus. Fvervthing s allowed, solicited even, as a crirical topic: the prospect of
a global ecological catastrophe; violations of human rights; sexism. homeo-
phaobia, anti-femimism; growing vialence not only in Faraway countrics. but
also in our vwn megalopolises; the gap between the First and the Third
World, berween rich and poar; the shattering impact of the digitalization of
our daily lives . . . roday, there is nothing easier than to ger international,

SEate or Corporate funds for a !I'I.-'|[.':.E.'x-_:ii'.:lll.,|':- research project on how o
hight new forms of ethnic, relinous or sexist violence. The problem is that
all this DUCLITS  AEannst the -.!.I..'In;_l':'llllq.l of a fundamienta Denkbverhor- 3
prohibition on thinking

Today's liberal-democranc hegemoeny s sustained by a kind of unwritten

Heniverbot similar to the infamous Bernfsverbot | prohibition on emploving

||':q||'l. duals with radical Lefr I"':-'"-:'i-“‘ in rhe state OFELIEs] m I.';.,':'|;|;1;|;|-.- 111 :!u;
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'!.I.l.-'-' [ Bls - 1||':.' ITIOITICTIL wWe h:'ll.!'-.'. E| I1'Il'i.'1l._l| RN G engaging in |'-..5.i|r||_-:|_|
projects which aim seriously to challenge the existing order, the answer is
immedhately: “Benevolenr as icis, this will inevitahlv end in 2 new Culag!™
The ideological function of constamt references to the Holocaust, the Culag,
and more recent Third Waorld catastrophes 1s thus o serve as the supprort of
this Dendperfor by constantly reminding us how thines conld have been
muech worse: * Just look around and see for voursell what will happen if we
tollow vour radical nonions!” What we encounrer here is the ulbimarte

example of what Anna Dinerstein and Mike Neary have called the Project
of drsutopia: “nor just the remporary absence of Uopia, bur the political
-:.l.:|l.'|1|.llil.!|1 -;.II 1|I-’.‘ L'I'Il.| (] § '-.In.l.ll Llr-:_'.ill"-."." .'I'I.I'Il.i rI-L |.1-:‘.'1!.1I1|.1 o "h._||_'||T|HC
objectivity” amounts to just another version of the same Denkoerbot: the
moment we seniously question the existing hiberal consensus, we are accused
of abandoning scientific objectivity for outdated idealogical positions. This
15 the *Lemmst™ point on which one cannor and should not concede: tercday,
actual freedom of thought means freedons to question the prrevailing fiberal-

democratic “post-ideological® consensus — or it means .'.'I'.-|:||l.'|'.|!I!|:,3

The Right to Truth

i:Tl'-k' perspective of the critique of ideology compels us 1o invert Wittgen-
stein’s “What one cannor speak abour, thereaf one should be silent™ into
“What one should not speak abour, thereol one cannor remain silent™. If
Vi Wang ro xi"':.'.l.li. about a social SYSLODT, Yol Cannol reiiam silent about its
repressed excess. The point s not to rell the whole Truth but, precisely, to
append to the (official) Whaole the uncasy supplement which denounces ies
falsity. As Max Horkheimer put it back in the 1930s: “If vou don’t want to
talk about capitalism, then you should keep silent abour Fascism,™ Fascism
15 the inherent Tsvimptom” the return of the repressed) of .\_,'|I"'_\-||;_h||:~\-'||,‘ the
key toats “rruth™, nor just an external contmeent deviation of s “normal™
logic. And the same goes for today’s sitwation: those who do not want o
subject hberal democracy amd the Haws of its multiculturalist rolerance to
critical analysis, should keep quiet abour the new Righrist violence and
mtolerance,
It we are to leave the opposiion between liberal-democrane aniversalism
and ethnicreligious fundamentalism behind, the first step s to acknowledge
the existence of liberal fundamentalism: the perverse pame of making a big

tuss when the rights of a serial killer or a suspected war crimmal are

violared, while IEIROCIHIE Olassive viclations of "'._;.|.'|||:_||:.‘“ I,._.UFL_.'!‘ ”.L:h".':‘"
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_1‘|.il:.|."l.' P rCCTs | - 5 [ETEE 1 | [T S
:|:|'|.~LI_|'_.n lrL~.Ic:aI;;I|T:I::1-|:-IJ~!.I_-1I-M1,-.I-|._I-:- :'.”.H.L -r.1.-1;..L- _h“:']}" :'-‘_h priverse economy
Lhron L oweeh e two extremes: either fascination witly the
victumzed other thelpless children, raped women .. L), or a focus on the
;‘3-.‘|||‘l|;'.|1.'|:‘:[:-.' other who, although crmminal, and so on, 1len -.il_"\«.l:'l'l::-;_': |_1|Irm-l-"-
Lo -:.;I s numan righes, becapse “roday it's him, tomaorrow ir’ll be ”._'.' . :.1
excellent example is Noam Chomel ¥'s defence of 2 French book adviog lll;-l '
the revisionist stance on the Holocaust), On a different level, 3 ~.|'1~|1||'|I|-'L
|.-|-L.|:||.:q- ul |i'1:_- perversity of Political Correctness occurs i []:u:u‘-ujL whv.n:
e ] WK IT 1 i . k1 . L } Ll ) '
j_-b:,'l tl:_H!::I-,:_L:;_;_II::.le.!: ‘u-_ leL- .1.1.|.|1: 'nlli.".‘I!.::lli' 5 .f':-:;ll":i-.'rl I:cT u[l:l.;-::-.pu-h[:._'ﬂ
t . i ammigrant workers from Third World countries — this
I':'n.r:. the final necessary stepoin ending their exelusion .
I.- lll.' :ul a:-',lu'. the era of what Habermas designared as die sene Ulrtihersichy-
ferRett 1the new opacity L our evervday oxperiomee ic roowe. . .
ever: modernization ‘-.’_':.'I';-L'J.I[L'ﬁ new --|'n~.1'}|||L-:'|I~.l.l.l:“.” h. I.L”.{ TS i
| . i antisms; the reduction of freedom
s presented to us as the dawn of new frecdoms, T he perceprion that we ljve
M socery of free cholces, which we AV Lo \ose WL ’ t
"natural™ fearures {ethnic or sexual n.lr-rirl: |~: 1l|:: ':E"'ith e ”1“‘.'
4t wdentiry |, e form ot appearance of
-_Il‘ P "I"|"-!:-:_-:|;-_- ::.' the absence of true chaojees, lhe recent tremd tor
..||r-:|:|.1:|_- reality ™ films, which present extsting reality as one of 4 ||1r.|||1u le
of ;'_m.n!hlr vutenmes, 1s symptomatic of a society in which choices |'-; |I|n|'~--:-:-
: cally matter, are trivialized. The lesson of the time-warp narratives is u':-n
bleaker, sinee i points towards a toral closure: the very ateempr to avoid
the predestined tourse of things not only leads us back to ir. but :1{|:-|-1.||1-
constitutes it - from Oedipus onwards, we want to avoid A i .i.
through our very derour the \orcalizes prself, N e
In these cire 5, We Id | ' |
ling rrl,nlj;_:l:-_l:,l_ll::::;.-?,”::r; -a“lk':ar}:lllgll r-ul}::l,;.l:ﬂ -._.|.'q-!uJ R B cnmfse e
should bear 1 oo fe0ie8Y which seems to dommate, Mare then ever, we
w.ulu d Dear in my I-.|."|-=. aleer Berjamin's reminder that it is not enongh to
Ask how a certain theary {or art) positions iself with regard o :.;u.-.l
struggles — we should also ask how | actually funcrions in these "1';";
I-ill'll!.'é!,l:.'.‘:-- In sex, the rrue hegemenic attitude is no patriarchal |'l.'|IIFI."-‘H-iliI;|.
::.Lllr ree rl:'.-:-JI]I"i,_?.Iil:-';, I aArt, provocanons in the style of the |:-::‘.q-1.'.-:1||-:
Sersation l.'?-:!'lll'llr!'."l'll- are the norm, the example of art tully integrared
mto the establishment, Avn Rand brought this logic i‘w..-u'||.|-1-~.|-e|n
u|!.;:~|1|;'|11;'r|ril1_i: it owith a kind of Hegelian twist, thar is r;;|-;1|-;'|:||:..~ tl
ithicia |. IIJI.'I\.:Ili,.IIH:I-.l["H-:.'I.‘ A5 IS 0WT Rreatese g AT PCSSION, A% _'1|: ['|Iv title -:' m]tl
ot her late non-fiction boolks: “Lapitalism, This Unknown [cdeal™, o j|-..=-, |
managers, America’s lase endangered Specics”, S
I|I.||1L|L"! d. since the “normal® lunctioning of capitalism involves some Kind
ob disavowal of the basic principle of its funcrioning {roday's model capiral
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151 18 somenne who, after ruchlessly generating prohr, then generously shareg
AL 4||. il_., EIVEE Larie q_:l-:_|I1,,|l:i||I'|:\. o IIIIJ'..'lIl.'h.._ victuns of ethoue of h;_'_‘-_[]_._]]
abuse, erc., posing as a humanmitanan), the ultimate act of [FAanNsSgression g
ree assere this principle directly, depriving it of ns humamrarian mask, 1 am
therefore tempted 1o reverse Marx’s Thesis 11: the first rask today i
nrecisely ot to succumb to the temptation to act, o intervene directly and
change things (which then inevitably ends in a cul-de-sac of debilitating
HNpOss] bilityv: *What can we do against j*_|n':'~.1| L'.1§1-LT.'L|?" 1, but o question
the hegemonic ideological co-ordinates, In short, our historical moment g

still that of Adorno:

[a the question “Whar should we do?” [ can most often truly answer only
with “1 don't know." 1 can only try to analyvse rigorously what theee 13, Here
cism, you are also obliged o say

I"\_'-E"_\El_' e ;1'{'-.11'“ ITHE: -l':ll:-:ill_r'l }':II_: |"i:.||_r.i‘-||' CEITE
lowwe one should make 0 berrer. To my nued, this s mcontroveroably a
hourgeois prejudice. Many rimes in history it so happened that the very works
which pursued purely theoretical goals rransformed consciousness, and thereby

I .
AN Sk I:II r|':1!|I'.

I, today, we follow a direct call to act, this ace wall not be performed in an
empty space — it will be an act within the |:c:1.1uu1:u:i..‘ inJ{'u‘.-::l:_;iq.'.L| LCihe
ordinates: those who “really want o do something ro help people” get
involved i fundog l:u‘.-;u“}' honourable) n_x|:|u|-'.h like Médeeins sans frontiéres,
{jri'rrl]w BL, :.l.'“.li].':l'\r .'Ir'II.J Anti-racist -...I'I]]'lli"]I'H '-".'il]l..'ll Ay .I” (§TR] |||'I|]|-
tolerated bur even ~.|.|'-1~-|rl-'.'x| by the media, even if the YOSCRTHE |1u| encroach
O cConoImic ber ]l1'i:II".-' '|li:IJ ExC lI!IFE-'I_ IJL'II.'::I'I.IlI-.II]Lh ..l'ILl |.'i:l'-l..|.5-[[ I:I"- l..l.ll'l'l ..'Il'lil.:ﬁ
which do not respect ecological conditions, or use child labour) - they are
lIZ":.l:'[.!l.l.!n'.:. .I.I'.l..: .‘\.'.I':!';ll.ll'l'..'d d% Il.:'!l!.'h cl® 'u:ll_':!- IJU [hiaf j-_’.'i.[ Likck Lll.l'h'..' Lid @l Certalll
limat.®

lhis kind of acuviry provides the perfect example of interpassivity:” of
o s than s 1l inn order to achieve ":-I..Il'nlL'll'.iEI_!_'., Bsuit [0 provedtt hlll!'ul:hlllE
trom really happening, really changing. All this treperic humanitanan,
*olitcally Correcr, etc., activiry hrs the tormuala of “Let’s go on changing
something all the tme so thar, globally, things will remain the same!”. [f
standard Cultural Stodies criticize capiralism, they do sooin the coded way
that exemplifies Hollywood liberal paranoia: the enemy is “the system™, the
hidden “organizacion™, the anti-demaocraric “conspiracy”, not simply ¢apit-
alism and state apparatuscs, The problem with this cntical stance 15 not
only thar it replaces concrete sacial analysis with a strupgple against abseract

paranoiac fantasies, bur that — i a tvpical paranoac gesture — if unneces-
sarily redoubles social reality, as if there were a secret Orgamzation I i
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the “visible™ capitalist and state argans. Whar we should accept is that
there s no necd for a secret “organizanion-within an-orgamzation”; the
conspiracy” 18 already i che *visible™ organization as such, in the capiral-
st system, in the way the political space and stare . apparatuses work,® g

Let us take one of the hotrest topics In todav's “radical® American
academia: postcolonial studies. The problem of postcolonialism is undoubr-
edly crucial; however, posteodonial studies tend o translate it into the
.'11'.I..|-’I-.'l:|ll1l'-1|l*-7 problematic of the colonized minorites’ “right 1o narrate”
their vICTumizIng experience, of the power mechanisms which repress “oth
erness ', so that, at the end of ol e day, we learn thar the root of posteolanial
exploitation s our intolerance towards the Creher, and, furthermaore, thar
this intolerance wself 15 rooted i our intolerance rowards the *Ser ranger in
Qurselves™, in our inability to confront what we have ro -pressed in 111.,| af
ourselves — the politico-cconomae st ruggle is thus imperceptibly transformed
1II'|-u a ',.!._'IJ|.||_| l.~|._.l\..'!ll.l.1l1.,|:.||-~h ..jl.-ll.ld i+t [||.: -\.Il'!l'|||'-'|.r I.III!"1|L' roy confront |:'-1
mner iraumas, . .. (Why pseudo psychoanalvtic? Because the true lesson of
psvchoanalysis is not that the external events which fascinate and/or disturh
us arc just projections of our inner repressed impulses. The unbearable face
of lite 15 that chere really are diseurhi ng events out there: there are other
human beings who expericnce meense sexual enid wment while we are half
imporent; there are people submutted to twerrifving torture, | | . Again, the
ultimare truth of psychoanalvsis is not thar of discovering our r|'|||_-. Lelf, but
that of the travmaric encounter with an unbearable Real.) The true COCTI-
bon of Amencan academia is not primarily financial, it is not onlv tha
niversities are able to buy many Furopean critical intellecruals (mvself
inchuded - up to a pointl, but conceptual: notions of “Furopean™ critical
[.llum'r are ampercepribly translared into the benign universe of Cultural
!'.5:m|:u~. chic. At a certain point, this chic becomes mdisringuishable from the
tamous Cinbank commercial in which scenes of Fast Asian, Luropean,
Black and American children rll-z'-.mﬂ s accompanicd by the voice-over:
“People who were once divided by a continent . ., are now uniced by an
economy’ at this concluding highpoinr, of course, the children are
replaced by the Citibank logo,:
_ he grear majority of today’s “radical™ academics silently count on che
long-term stability of the American capitalist model, with 3 secure renured
posiion as ther ultimate professional goal [a surprising number of them
Even play the stock market), If there 15 one thing they are genuinely afraid
ol 1t 1s a radical shattering of the (relatively) safe life-environment of the
“symbobic classes™ m developed Western socicties, Their excessive Peslicically
Lorrect zeal when they are dealing with sexism, racism. Third "'.‘l.'urh:I
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swearshops, and so on, 15 thus ulomarely a detence against their own
mnermost idenethcanon, a kind of compulsive rtoal whose lndden logic is;
“Let’s talk as much as possible abour the necessity of a radical change, to
make sure thar nothing will really change!™ The pournal Cictober 1s typical
of this: when you ask onc of the edivors whar the utle celers o, they half
confidentially indicare thar 1t %, of course, that Ocrober = in this way, vou
can indulge in jargonistic analvses of modern are, with the secrer asserance
that yvou are somchow retaimmg a hink with the radical revolutionary
past. ... With regard to this radical chic, our hrse gesture rowards Thired
Way ideologists and pracuitioners should be one of praise: ar least they play
their game straighe, amnd are honest e their acceptance of the global
capitalist co-ordimates — unlike pseudo-radical academic Lefuses who adope
an attitude of utter disdain towards the Third Way, while cheir own
radhicalism ulomately amounts to an empty gesture which obliges no one to
do anvthing definiee, 3

1:l'l—.a-n- 15, of course, a strict distinetion to be made here berween auchenric
social engagement on behalfl of exploited punoriies {tor example, orgamz
g illepally employed chicano held workers in Cahitormia) and the mulocul
turalist/postcolonial v plantations of no-risk, no-tault, knock-oft rebellion ™!
which prosper in “radical”™ American academia. [E, however, i contrast to
“corporate multiculturalism™, we dehne “crincal multculturalism™ as a
strategy of pomnng out that “there are commen forces of oppression,
common strategies of exclusion, stereotyping, and sngmanzing af oppressed
groups, and thus common enemies and targets of artack,”™"' | do nor see the
appropriateness of the cononuing use of the term “mulvuceltaralism™, since
the accent shitts here o the common struggle. In oits normal accepied
meaning, multculieralism pertectly hts the logic of the global marker,

Recently, the Hindus in India organized widespread demonstrations
against MclDonald's, afrer it became known that, betore freczng its potato
chips, McDonald's fricd them in oil of animal (becf) fat eriging once the
company had conceded the pomnt, guaranteeing that all potaco chips sold mn
India would be fried only in vegetable oil, the satshed Hindus happily
returmed to munching the chips, Far from undermining glabalization, this
protest agamst Ml ronald s, and the COMPpany’s |,,|=,1i|,,'l-: ATEWIET, |-11'.|1m|j-. the
Hindus® perfect imtegration into the diversificd global order. The point is not
only that the -r:|n}~.1| market thoves on the diversiheanon of demand, bur
that, on a purely formal level, the Hindus™ defence of therr tradinon s alreads
inscribed in the logic of modermity, that it s already a Yreflecred™ gesture:

the Hmdus have choser (to remaim faithful to] their roadinon, thereby

; ] ; - ey oy 5
Lranslhormung thas tracdhtion o one of the many orjrbrents avanhable o thest.
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A closer analvsis should take inte account the gap beeween the literal and
the I:i.'.'f.l|"|1'!-|".l_-I] dimension of the Hindu |""l.:fl"‘\1;_l:i;.1'll"-f Ml 1;1:1;1Id'x‘:'ltli[w:
It 1S clear thar thas prorest funcooned as a metaphorical stand-in for ;'||.~E‘-.1i
~I|:-...uuh:||l with Western cultural imperialism, We can thus il'r'|.1|_:z|1|: W0
further versions (not taking into sccount the third one: what if Mel .‘Jc:11:1|dl'~'.
were [ hie, continuing 10 use beef far, and the Hindus were to believe the
company? Is it not woe that in this case, evervbody would have |'|-:|_'||
sarished?): ‘

* What if, having obeained assurances that McDonald's had truly stopped
:|-r|.1_a;”|u|-r tar, the Hindus somehow felt frustrated? By -.u:upl:.- ng with
their lireral demand, McDaonald's prevented them from 1r‘_i~u3.1.||:1:¢, their
maore tundamental procest against Western cultural imperialism :

¢ What if, after McDonald’s had rruly stopped using beef fat, the Hindy

'.'-r~;-~.~:~I||.nJ continued to spread che lie thar rhis far was il iu-m.r-_- ma.

#ndd this e had trigeered o popular revole against culeyral ||1|;~:_:n4|nu|

:.'.I.II: sone |'L'-..5|!:r' emancipatory results? Is it nor rewe that in this case. a

:1i.1r.:|..| be would have served as che means of articulatmye a more global

truth? (Consider also The .Ll:.1||:u-:'.|h case of the Leial of an -"L‘|1'|.._;.-||

Amertcan murderer: even if he realls dhd comunir the crime, the sentence

1'~'.~i'1'-f'l‘-'.|1ll'-'-.' CWrong”, since it selves to sustain racist artieudes towards

African-Americans.

Medonald's “respect™ for the Hindus is thigs uncemitiingly patromznge, ke
our normal attirude cowards small children: although we do noe r.1L|_: them
sericusly, we “respect” their innocuous habits in order not rr sharter their
:|'|:.~»l=r'- world. When a visitor reaches a local village, with its local CLSIOS,
s there anvthing more racist than his clumsy Atremprs to demonstrate how
!'2-:' "||1.1-_||.'r=:.1 nds” these customs, and is able to follow them? Does nor such
behaviour reveal the same patroniang articude as the one displayed by
adults who adapt themselves w their small children by imitating their
pestures and their way of speaking? Are not local inhabitanes |I.':’|[!|~|"...'I|.|.'|'l.
ofended when the forcien intruder mimics their specchy The |.‘.Il.rl'|||5.i.-'i|::‘
talsity of the visitor does not reside merely in the Fact thar he s |-nil1.~'
pretending to be "one of us” — the ponnt is, rather, that we establish a real
contact with the locals only when they disclose to us the distance l.'iu:-.'
'.!IL'|:1'1:5" ves maintam towards the letter of their own customs.' There s
a well-known anecdote about Prince Perer Petrovic Miegos, an carly
inereenth-century Montencgrin ruler famous both for his barles apainsi
the Turks and for his epic poetry: when an English visitar o s ;;ml,

protoundly ¢ hed s | : =
! dly touched by a Jocal ritual, expressed his willingness to partake in
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i, Njegos cruelly rebuffed him: “Why should vou make a fool of vourself
too? Isn'o it bad enough for us to play these silly games?™ .04
fl’ll:'lh:'rrlm.‘t-, what about pracnces hke burnmg wives ahier ther hus-
band’s death, which is part of the same Hindo rradinen as sacred cows?
Should we (tolerant Western mulniculturalises) also respect these pracnees?
Here, the tolerant multiculiuralise is compelled to resort 1o a thoroughly
Furocentrist distinction, a distmetion that 15 totally foragn to Hinduoism:
the Other s tolerated with regard o customs which hurt no one — the
moment we come up against some (for ws) traumatic dimension, the
tolerance 15 over. In short, tolerance s tolerance of the Other imoso far as
this Other 15 not an “intolerant fundamentahist™ — which simply means: in
5o Far as it s not the real Other, Tolerance 15 “zero tolerance™ tor the real
(ther, the Ocher mthe substantal weighe of s fowrissance, We can see how
this liberal tolerance reproduces the elementary *postmodern”™ operation of
having access to the object deprived of s substance: we can emjoy coffee
withour caffeine, beer without alcohol, sex without direct bodily contact,
right up to Virtual Reality, that is, reahiey wself deprived of its imert material
subsrance = along the same lines, we even ger the ethme Other deprived of
the substance of s Otherness. . . .

In other words, the problem wich the hberal muloculouralist is that he or
she 15 unable to manrain a rrue indifference towards the Orther’s fonrssance

this jonissance bothers them, which 15 why their entire strategy 15 to keep
it at a proper distance. This inditference towards the Other's jonrssance, the
thorough absence of envy, 15 the key component of whar Lacan calls the
subjecnive position of a “saint”. Like the authenne “fundamentalises™ (say,
the Ammsh) who are indifferent, not bothered by the secret empoviment of
Orthers, true believers in a {universal) Cause, hke Saint Paul, are pomtedly
mdifferent to local customs and mores which simply do nor smatter. In
contrast, the multiculturalist liberal is a Rortvan “romst”, always keeping
his or her distance, alwavs displacing behiet on o Others = Others believe
tor them, in therr place. And although chey may appear ("for themselves™)
to reproach the believing Other for the particular content of lus or her
behief, what .1c_'ru.1||_1.' (™ itselt”) bothers them s the form of belief as swch.
Intolerance is intolerance towards the Real of a belief. These people in fact
behave like the proverbial husband who concedes in principle char his wife
may have a lover, only not that guy — that 15 to say, every parncular lover
15 unacceptable: the tolerant liberal concedes the right 1o belicve in principle,
whale rejecomg every determinate bebief as “rundamentalist™.'* The ultimare
joke of muloculturahst tolerance is, of course, the way class disuncrion is
inscribed mto e adding (ideological) insule to (politico-economic) injury,
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Along these same lines, Vet Harlan, the NMan film director, spoke desparr-
ingly 10 the 19505 about the Facr thar Jews in the USA did nor show any
comprehension of s defence for making The lew Siss, claiming thar no
American Jew could really understand his snuation in Naza Germany - far
from exoncrating him, this obscene (factual) truch s the ulomare e,
Furthermore, the facr thar the grearest plea for rolerance in the history
of cinema was made i a defence agamst “molerane™ attacks on an
advocate tor the Ko Klux Klan tells a lor about the extent 1o which - to use
today’s terms = the sigmfier “tolerance™ is very much a “floatng™ one. For
. W. Gnthth, Imtolerance was not a way to exculpate himselt tor the
aggressive racist message of The Btk of a Natios: quite the contrary, he
was smarting ar what he considered "mrolerance”™ on the part of proups
which attempted to have The Birth of a Nation banned because of s anti-
Black thrust. In shorr, when Griffith complaing about "intolerance™, he s
much closer to today’s fundamentalises deerying the *Polincally Correct™
defence of the universal rights of women as “intolerant™ rowards cher
spectiic way of hfe than to today’s mulnculuralist asserion of datfer ences.
fi.l:l:'-:vql'.unllj-s. Lenm's legacy, to be remvented today, 15 the polines of
truth. Both liberal-polincal democracy and “rotahirananism™ foreclose a
polites of rruth. Democracy, of course, 15 the reign of sophises: there are
only opimions; any reference by a polincal agent 1o some ulomarte truth s
denounced as “rotalitarian™. What "rotalitaranism”™ regimes impuose, how

ever, 15 also a mere semblance of reuth: an arbwerary Teaching whose
funcrien 15 simply o leginmize the pragmanc decisions of the Rulers.'" We
live in the *postmodern™ era, in which truth-claims as such are diseissed
as an expression of hidden power mechanisms as reborn preudo-
Nictzscheans like to emphasize, truth 15 a lie which s most efficient in
asserting our will to power. The very question “ls 1t true?”, apropos of
some statement. 15 supplanted by the guestion “Under what power con-
ditions can this statement be uttered 27,

What we get instead of the universal crurh s the mulotude of perspectives,
or — as it is fashionable to put it today - of “narratives™; as a result, the
twor philosophers of today’s global capitalism are the two grear Lefr-liberal
“progressives”, Richard Rorty and Peter Singer — both are honest in cheir
radical stance. Rorty defines the basic co-ordinates: the tundamental dimen
sion of a human being 15 the abilicy to suffer, to experience pain and
lwmiliation — therefare, since humans are symbolic animals, the fundamen-
tal mght 15 the righe to narrate one’s experience of suffering and humili-

ation.'* Singer then provides the Darwainian backeground: “speciesism™

||JI":'|'i|:'!HI':jf thr I"Il'.-l!'l.'ll'l S CHS ) 15 1108 -.:.i:.:.l.'l'l.'l'lr from racism alr |'lg'."x_'|'|'l'.illl':
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of & ditference berween humans and (other) animals is no less tlogical and
unethical than our fonmer percepuon of an ethical difference herween, say
men and women, or Blacks and Whares. ! | -
I'be problem with Singer s nor only the rather obvious face that while
Wi, l.~.'-.':|='lj':i|_'.1!_!:- COMISC IO S !IIIII'..I.I:n. S0 profocinmge |_'|'_q£.|,|::.';.:_-*;_1| amimal Se
cles, our ulomate goal with repard to oppressed and exploited human
BrOups is not just to “protect” them bot, above all. 1o empower them ro
take care of themselves and lead a free and autonomous Lfe, Wht eets lost
i this Darwoust narrativism s simply the dimension of rruth, wof “.;Ix|.~._-:iu-
truth™ as the nation of reality from a point of view which somebow tlivars
above the multrude of particular narratives. Wirhout 2 reference to this
universal duneosion of truth, we ultimately all remamn the “apes of a cold
God™(as Marx pur it in his 1841 poem™), even in MNECT' S PrOogressive
version of secial Darwimism, Lenin's prenuss — which toclavy, in .:-u.r era of
postmadern relativism, s more pertment than ever — is that universal TTHcn
.||:-L|. parnsanship, the gesture of taking sides, are not only not mutwally
exclusive, but condinon each other: the wnmersal reuth of a CONCTEre
situanian can be articulated only from a thoroughly partisan position; truch
15, by dehnition, one-sided.
. This, of course, poes apainst the prevaslng doxa of compromise, of
tinding a middle pach among the multitude of conflicting intereses. If we do
ot specity the criteria of the different, alternanve, narratvization. then this
endeavour runs the risk of endorsing, mn the Politically Lorrect mond,
nehicudons "narratives” ke the ones abour the -ull]":'l':1':.1._:'. ot some abori-
prnal holistic wisdom, of dismissing SCICICE A% juast .I,|!-:-:|:|.-r narrarive om A
par with premaodern supersntions. The Leninist answer 10 the postitodern
multiculturalise “right o narrare” should thus e an unashamed assertion
of the righe o truth, When, in the débacle of 1914, almost all the Eurapean
Social-Democratic parties succumbed 1o war fervour and voted for miliean
credies, Lenin's -..'::l!|'||,'l|:_':|_' rejection of rhe Tparneric hne”. in s very 1so ;-||:.;.-|.-|
From the prevailing mood, stood for the singular emereence of the trath of
the entire sitnaton. Against the cliche according to which politics tears
people apart, meroducing disunity into the social body, we -~|IHL:||.| clam
that the omily real wniversality 1s the peditrcal one: the universal link binding
together all those whoe experience a fundamental sohdariey, all those i
hecame aware that their struggles are part of the very strugple which cuts
Across the entire social edifice. ' T put i an Badiou's terms: uimiversality (of
the truth-procedure) can assert atself only in the guise of such a cut. of 3
radical division, ar the very heart of the social bodv. How didd De Gaulle

LY e R i - b
emerge as the symbol of untfied France? Through his “crary™ insistence in
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194400, atter the French defear, thar the war was not over, that the Aght must
e om — an insistence whose effects were deeply divisive,

In a closer analysis, we should show how rhe colmoral relatovism of the
“right-to-narrate™ orenianon contams its Own apparcnt opposite, a fixation
on the Real of some trauma which resists its narratvizaton — this properly
dialectical tension sustains 1odayv's academic “Holocaust mdustry™, The

postmodern logic of “evervthing 1s a discursive construction, there are no
dircet firm facts™ was never used 1o deflate the Holocaust: Holocaust
revisionists prefer to argue in the terms of empanical analysis. Ther claims
range from the “fact™ that there 15 no written document in which Hitler
ordered the Holocauwst to the werrd marthemancs of: “Taking inro account
the number of gas ovens in Auschwite, it was not possible to burn so many
corpses . . 7. In contrast to the revisionists, 10 s precisely the posrmaodern
discursive constructiomsts (like Lyvotard) who rend o elevare the Holocaust
mto the supreme ineffable metaphysical Evil = tor them the | lc-hl-q.‘ul'xl 15 the
untouchable-sacred Real, the neganve of conningent language games.*” The
problem with those who perceive every comparnson between the Flolocaust
and other concentration camps and mass political crimes as an inadmissible
relanvizarion of rhe Holocaust 1s thar chey miss the point and reveal their
own doubts: ves, the Holocaust reas unique, but the only way to establish
this urniqueness 15 1o compare it with other similar phenomena, and thus
demaonstrare the limit of this comparison. If, mstead of nisking this compari-
son, you prohlibit i, you ger caught in the "-.‘l.|71:.r,-;-mr|-||'.|.m parados of
prohibinng speech abour thar abour which we cannor speak: it we stick to
the prohibition of the comparison, the gnawing suspicion cmerges that if
we were o be allowed to compare the Hc:lm;.'r.lur with other Ii|r111|:1r CrITI S,

it would be deprived of its unigueness. . . .}

Matcrialism Revisited

[enin's truth s wliom ..il,l,l'-. that of sraderiadissn, and in fact, i the present
clhimate of New Apge obscurantism, it may appear artractive to reassert the
lesson of Lemin’s Materializmr and Fmpuriocriticisnn im todav's ]'-r:-?.n|:|1'
reading of guantum physics, as in Lenin's time, the doxa is that science
iselt fnally overcame maternialism — matter 5 supposed o ":i'n.lp]w.ar". 1o
dissolve i the immartenial waves of energy felds. 2! Tr s also rue (as Lucio
Colleter emphasized) that Lenm’s distinetion between the |'~.'1'.|u~.f.:|~]1'.-_.1'. and
the scientific notion of matter elimmates the very nonon of “dalecncs infot
nature”: the philosophical nonon of martter as reality existing independently
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v ll.h] procludes any intervention by ;‘|:|I-:'-nnp|jl.' into science, However
. - The I"'|-“-.|"..‘!_.-_-" - T I 4 " . .
. N VEr concerns the tact th; Al 1I.|,._J|.|_ Ficlismg and | RIfriacrIf-
cisrd, there as no place for dialecrics, for I|~-- |, Wha

thesis? A refusal Ly '
thes sal to reduce knowledee 1o |1!1:-rm|11-.-1|:1!i~;r OF pragmatic
mstrumentabism {i.e, the asserrion that, thro ugh ledas.

are Leoin’™s basic

scicntific knowledos, we
COUme f ] SOBS W
et kKnow the way things exist |u1-:-"-r|..|un'l'~' of our minds - the

mbamons “r J|

thamons hn-:_:r-. of retlection”™), coupled with an insistence on the precar)
vus nature of our knowledge u'].:h 15 always
reflects™ external realiey only

Does this noe sound Farmiliar? h it

limited, relative, and
the infnite process of approximation),
not, an the Anglo-Saxon tradition of

" - position of Karl ]’-:Jpp:r the archetypal
anti-Hegelan? In his shore arcicle “Lenin Pis

.|11.1|:Ll_q_.1|_ }.|J|I-::-5-_Jp|‘.'.'. the basic
and Popper™,2* Collern recalls
. | rm O calls

oy, $1N ] B ET ‘P on iV R | i

UWy i a private letter written i 19700, first published in Die Zeir, Poppe
wrore: “Lemin’s bial Y ER R L ) . o

22 “Len PUGE 0N CmPITRKTIOASIM 08, In my  opinion. e
excellent, B
Ihis hard material; .

s hard materialise sob Bmrpariocritie 1505 1 '
Note-Bouks i z.i core of Fmrgdriocriticiom persists o the | ":.-|'rj::¢Jrr;JLr-- il
Maofe-Books | 5 CR] cnint b

spite Lenin's rediscovery of Hepel = why? In his

.“H-Jr Ly
e-Books, Lenin s steuggling with the same problem as Adorno in his

e T .
‘neganve dialecrics™: how to combine Hegel's legacy of the critique of ev

Lry

all given ob
S . b v Jectivity, with .ht
mmmum o materialism thar Adorne calls the

objective™; this s

e T, R R Rl o o T S, 3
immediacy, of the subjective mediation of

| “predominance of the
k why Lenin stll clings 1o the “theary of retlection ™
HI R LIRS Cor Wl 1 l..'l |IIIr'|'I dan r|'||'||.._?|11‘ (1§ ] |. risfs |;;|_|1-|.;_-|_‘|','|_- re |_|||;|, I|
Here there are actually, |:I"|i'\-\.||"|."| -'J"v':' members: (1

. nmature; (2 1y :
COHIITION = rl-;. hurean Merader | - 1o LITLEDN

1
15 the h B Il.*-I: Jrri Lt of this sarme natwre | and

LA} [|||- II' I LI I [ = L2 e n ERRR {EETTIE] B I .|| T LaEaS]
rm Il ||- LlLare ¥l Lratare |' | LR TIETEEN ITesd T 5 I SISLS
L 1 5 e LS

s "'|‘i|| 1 N LT » Ll . LLR L i g | ] ke [ Sl 1l L (] L
I m l._l"" I Wy !.'Il'lll 0 I R TR '.'al 11 LIUITASD ikt :||-\.._I|{ It It [ |
e roe et L s = Mafy i = [N R L Thi 5, IT MM I:I o D T o Il '|

LIT + ik ST LR I L 1 I“ll' 5 5 | L [ L

. ! e - . he
LAl ONY eRerETY Conne o ORET Do s, oreats
115, I

I|*~I:-L.,I-.'|-. L0
e : »uncepls, laws, g
seunthe picture of the world, eec., ere. -

Borh Adorno and Lenin, |
dorne and Lenin, however, rake the wrong parh here: the Wiy

assert materialism s nor by clinging 1o tf
r 'l|"':|'."r |.|"": -||

Tis
1w mininum of objecrive reality
houpht's subjective mediation, bur by msisting on the absolure
mberence of the external ohstacle which prevents th u.m,ht from arrai nng
H:!” denty with itself. The MOMment we concede this ol Ll -1.;- - -I |

the Hhﬂ‘-.-.‘.'-.., Wo repress 1o the |‘:.LL.-.||r-' rohle |'|..||||, ||r'r|1| S T—

thougrhr RSV pPLo-
ically ||‘.-|‘~r|-m_h||~-i' the ever-elusive “ah ; -

lective reality”, never able L grasp it
s mfinite complexiey.?

Phe problem with Lenin's “theory of

reflection™ lies 1 irs implwci




180 KREVOLUTION AT LHE GATES

idealism: 1ts very compulsive insistence on the independent existence of
material realiey outside consciousness is to be read as a sympromatic
displacement, destined 1o conceal the key fact that conscionsness rtself 1s
implicitly posited as external to the reality it “reflects™, The very metapho
ot reflection infinitely approaching the way things really are, the objective
truth, betrave this idealhism: whar this metaphor leaves oat of consideration
is the fact that the partiality (distortion) of “subjective reflecrion™ occurs
precisely because the subpect 15 included 1n the process o reflecss — only a
conscrousness aobserving the universe trom the ourside wouald see the whole
aob reality “the wav it really 5™, that is, a totally adequate “peutral™
knowledge of reality would imply our ex-sistence, our exrernal status wich
regard to i, just as a mirror can reflect an object perfectly only if i is
external o it (so much tor Lemin's theory of cognition as “mirroring”
objective reality)* The point is not that there s independent reality out
there, ourside myself; the point is that I myselt am “our there™, parr of thar
reality.” S0 the question 15 not whether there 15 a realiey ourside and
independent of consciousness, but whether consciousness itsellf s outside
and independent of reality: so, instead of Lenin's {implicitly idealist] norion
of objective reality as existing “out there™, separated trom consciousness by
layers of illusions and distortions, and cognitively approachable only
through inhmte approximation, we should asserr thar “objective™ know-
ledge of reality is impossible precisely because we (consciousness) are
always-already part of 1t, in the midst of it — the thing thar separates us
Froom objective knowledge of reality 1s our very ontological inclusion in it

This, of course, in no way entails that the tracing of rhe difference
between idealism and materalism 1s not more crucial chan ever roday: but
we should be carcful o proceed in a truly Leninist way, discerning -
through the “concrete analysis of concrete circumstances™ — where chis line
of separation runs.®® The line of separation between idealism and matenal-
1sm runs even wathin the held of religion, where the singular poine of the
emergence of matenialism s signalled by Christ’s words on the cross:
“Father, why hast thou forsaken me?”™ — in this moment of total abandoen-
ment, the subject expenences and fully assumes the rouexistence of the big
Cither. More generally, the line of division s the one between the “idealise”
Socrapc-Gnoste tradition which claims thar the truth is within us, just
waiting to be (rejdiscovered through an mner journey, and the Judaen-
Christian *marenahst™ nooon thae truth can emeree only Trom an exrernal
rraumatic encounter which sharters the subject’s balance. *Truth™ reguires
a strugele in which we have to hghe our “spontaneous”™ rendency.

To put the same argument m a different way: the correct marerialise
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way it appears from our constramed, parnal perspecnive: this appearance
has more weight than the thing in sell, because it designates the way the
thing in gquestion s inscribed inte the nerwork of 1ts relanons with others,
In Marxism, “commadity fetishism™ provides the co-ordinares of the way
commaodities appear to subjects, and this appearance deternunes their
nbjective soctal status; o psychoanalysis, “ftantasy™ provides the trame
within which objects appear ro the desiring subject, and this frame consti-
tretes Hre co-ordinates of what the sulrfect experiences as “reality ™

In the properly Hegelian relanonship berween the Finite and the Inhnice,
we should not bepin with the Finte and then proceed to ask how we can go
on to the Infmite — the moment we do thas, the moment we starr wich (and
thus acknowledzel the Fimte, we already muss the true Infinite, which 1s not
something bevond the Finite, but nothing bat the lack-of-being of the Finoe
itself, 165 negative self-cancellation, That's the crucial poinr, in which Alain
Badiou goes wrong when he insists on a strwer fronoer berween the Polinical
and the Social (the domain of State, of hstory) - he concedes oo much:
namely, that society exists. Against this concession, we should endorse the
thesis, articulated by Laclaw and Mouffe,V that "society doesn't exast™
that society 15 not a posioive field, since the gap of the Pohinical 15 mscribed
inte its very foundanons [Marx"s name for the pohocal which traverses the
entire social body is “class struggle™). Badiou concedes roo much when he
accepts thar there 1s the order of Being, and then goes on o how an Event
is possible. Just as society doesn’t exist, we should formulate the basic
marertalist thesis thar *rhe world doesn’r exist™ {or, in Badion’s terms, that
there 15 no order of Being). The same goes for the relatonship between
Necessity and Freedom: we should not Arst assert the causal nerwork of
Mecessity, and then ask how a break in ir is possible, how Frecdom can

cimerge. Here we can also clearly locate Kant’s ambiguaty, his oscillation
berween materialism and idealism — not in the normal sense (transcendencal
constitution 1s idealist subjectivism: things-in-themselves are a remainder of
materialism], bur in the guise of the oscillation berween assernng, in a purely
immanent way, the nonexistence of the World as a Whole, and between the
idea of another noumenal demain of freedom behind phenomena.

From Arnstotle and Aquinas, idealism asserts the existence of onne objecrs
within the world, then posits God as its external LimitException which
guarantees its ontological consistency, As a result, the formula of marernal
ism 1% not to deny the Bevond. to claim that there is only the world of actual
fnite “real™ objects, but to ¢claim that this very “real™ object does not have
full ontological consistency — char from Ourside, conceived of as a Whole,

it i neothing. Azam, the formula of true atheism s not “God doesn’t exist™,
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but “The world doesn’ exist™. The existence of the world implics its
founding exceprion, which 15 God. Here, we should insist on the stricr
Hepelian determunation of existence as the g ppearance of a hidden Fssence:
the World doesn't exist means thar no hidden Ground-Essence appears inf
through it (In the same way, for Freud in his Moses and Monotheism. the
true formula of anti-anti-Seminsm s “ The Jew (Moses) doesn't exist .. ")
Here, the Lenin of Materialiss and Empiriocriticissm, with his inistence on
the existence of objects there ourside Conscioushess. is secretly idealist: chis
tully consntured world can emerge only through immaterial Consciousness
as its E:.'iu'c|:[LL=z|-

What, however, of we were to connect the idea of truth as cmerging from
an external encounter with Lenin's (inifamous notion, from What Is o Be
Done?, of how the working class cannot achieve its adequare class-con-
sciousness “spontancously”, through its own "organic” development - of
how this truch has 1o |'|-:_' intraduced mito 1t fromm cnrsle E"-:-.' |":'||'I."f. prate ] -
tuals)? In quoting Kaursky ar chis point, Lenin makes 2 significant change
i his paraphrase; while Kaursky speaks of how non-working-class intellec
tuals, who are ourside the class struggle, should introduce science | providims
abjective knowledge of history] o the working class, Lenin speaks of
consciousness wlhich should be inrroduced |'|'!,.' incellectuals whe are oureide
the cconomic struggle, not omside the class strugele! Here is the passage
from Kautsky which Lenin quotes approvimgly -

soctalisin and class struggle arse side by side and nor ane out of the ather;
CACH Afses under -L||rh‘:-.'|‘.| |l'II::\,i'I,"|'||";'\-\._ S -I--"-I-\.' '\,;.'l:||_f|_' il science i-\. Mt r|.|_-
N Mo Y - ;

prrodetarear, but the sabgreors pereiparentsed. | L [hos, socialist consciousness
s something intreduced into the proletarian class sreuggple from without aod

$TA]| Hl'.'ll'..:.llil!ﬁ '.|:.IZ Alasy '.'.'i;_||||' 11 :-\.I:|.||'|':;||||"|u_.|:-|'. o
.I.I'.".:. h'.'n' ik [.enm '*:1 I,'I_I.[_1i_1|:|'_l:-.l.' ur' it

all warship of the sponcaneity of the working-class movement, all belittling of
the role of "the conscious element”, of the role of Social-Democracy, -.-.-.-.-.u.-:_
jutte fndependently of whether he who belittles that role desires it or uot, a
strengtbenmg of the ifluence of bowrgeors ideolopy wpon workers. . . . the

ondy chowe s — either hourgenis or socialist idealogy, There is noo middle
1 [ el !I':' -\-ll"-.l.l.'[.l_l'i'_'l'fr;. I'I'I'-“.II"II‘I.“:".I:I' ] |.|'II.' I'Irl'::'l.l'llll_l.:"l.i-\.“""l (VT ETIE I'i.':'-'q.l"'\-
o its subordinanon oo |'~'*I|':.r_|.‘r'l"~ I-.'.l.'-l|'|1::-' . Tor the EPONTAMNEns '.'.'t-|'_-:i|'||*;

class movement is trade-unienism.

It may sound the same, bur it s not: [or [x;l.H*-.-L}. there 15 no room for

politics proper, just the combinanon of the social (the working class and its
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strugele, from which intellectuals are implicitly excluded) and the pure
neutral. classless, asubjective knowledge of these intellectuals. For Lenin, on
the contrary. “intellectuals™ themselves are caught in the conflict of 1deolo
:.:il_"‘;. I-i.-:'_ the il:lrl:-|-:'-:._!|i.'.1| class :~Ir|.:|.'._';.1':|ll‘|_ which s mevicable, (1t was r'-'|'lr"l:
whir made this pomt - from his '-.|,:-|,|['!'|., '-.4.|:l:_'l' he dreamt of the ity of
German Idealist philosophy and the French revolutionary masses, to his
insistence, i lacer years, that the leadership of the [neernational should
under no circumstances be left to the |!..|]!_'.|i‘:-|l workers: ~l|[51llli,|',ii they were
the most numerous and best -:1|':c:.1|1|;-'|_'::|. they = m contrast to Leerman
workers — lacked theoretical stringency.) So when Lenin mentions the
knowledee that intellectuals should deliver to the proletariar, it all depends
on rthe exact status of this knowledge,

Lacan distinguishes four main modalinies of knowledge: the servant’s
“know-how”, practical knowledge of the artian, farmer, and so on; the
“disinterested” theorta (Plato in Menon: the philosopher confronting a
slave) as the Master's reappropriation/transformation of knowledge which,
however, is not ver modern scientific knowledge, since i still rebes on the
imtatory relationship berween Master and his apprentice/pupil = as Plato
-;'r1||*h.1-i.r-;.'~.. this |~;|m1.w|-.'d;~ Presupposes thi ‘.mm.'l.'l'u‘nri.1| :I'L'|-1|!*-ﬂ1'|ihl1'!- ot
lowe: modern scientific knowledge, which 15 impersonal, not grounded n
the fgure of a Master, but existing in impersonal manuals and technical
equipment, in principle accessible to all there the subject 15 foreclosed, as
|acan put itk and bureaucratic knowledge, which is the process of registra-
tion, of “writing down™, filing, cataloguing all thar (should) exist(s).

Fwo interrelated paradoxes should be emphasized here, thar of scientific
knowledee and that of burcaucratic knowledge, When scientists tricd to
reconstruct the “sofrware™ for such a common activity as walking, they
were amazed ro learn how many complicated equations cur brain has to
solve cffartlessly = as an engineer put it: “The upright two-toorted locomo-
rion of the human being seems almost a recipe for disaster in selt, and
demands a remarkable contrel to make it practicable, ™™ A leg has to change
its point of support all at once, and the weight has ro be unloaded to do so.
Fhe motors controlling a leg have 1o alernate between keeping the foor on
the ground while it bears and propels the load, and taking the load off to
make the leg free to move, All the while they have 1o keep the besdv's centre
of gravity within the polygon defined by the feet, so that the bady docsn't
topple over, When we walk, we repearedly tip over, and break our fall in
the nick of time.** This complexity of instant spontancous caloulations, the

I\;:||,;'-.1.'||_-|;_:,5-_;.;_' the '|‘-|r;_1:. has to [rOsECSS in erder to be able o walk, s what

Lacan called “knowledge in the real™ — and, of course, what we should not
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rorget here 15 the basic hermeneutic pont: ic g only when we are aleeady
within the ._:-|:i|~|;1.|.‘.|-||=..=.| svientific honzon, when we observe a walking
hady fraom the enmneenng standpoint, teyving to explicate the equations
which allow this body 1o walk, that we are compelled to posit this kind of
“knowledge m the real™; within a more “naive”™ approach, we simply refer
to some inare or learned “dispositions™. In short, ths “kl'n:n.l.'l..-d-.u-.|;| the
real™ emerges once we adopt the attitude of the external data-processing
observer, and endeavour ro rranshare the engaged living bodily agent’s pre-
reflexive know-how mto the activiey regulated by following explicir rules.

As for burcaucrane knowledge, its pervasiveness gives birth to a cerrain
pap best exemplhed by rthe French “cernbicar d’existence” or by strange
stories, reported from ome to time, on how (wesually in [talv) some unform-
nate individual, when he asks a certain tavour from a state apparatus, s
informed chat, accord iyt the registers, he s |:-!£i.'|_1||:-.' dead or nopnexistent,
and that, i order to be able w claim. he must first produce official
documents which conhrm his exisrence = is this not the burcancratic version
of "m-berween the two deaths™ 2 A French businesswoman was recently
summuaoned to the Prefecture because = as the offcal letter of nvitation
chaiimed = she had lost her carte eatale ithe French health smarr card), In
tact, she had not lost i se when, after waiting for over two hours, she
got 1o the tront of the queoe and produced her card as proot that she
had ot lose i, the bureaucrar who was dealing with her said: “Bur the
coinputer sayvs vou've lost ir, so the one vou have now 5 no longer valid
vou ' ll have to hand 1t o be destroved, and then ask for a new one!™ [t
there was ever such a thing as an ethics of bureaucracy, this is an cxample
ot ir.

[he interrelatuonship between these two modes of knowledge hes mothe
tact that they are the obverse of cach other: “knowledge in the real™ stands
tor the immediacy of a knowledge directly inscribed into the Real of the
body msclf, bypassing symbolic medianon; while bureaveranie knowledee
brings home the absurd discord berween the Svmbolic and the Beal,

I these tour forms of knowledee we should, of course. add the parado-
wal status of (supposed] knowledge in psvchoanalysis: the analyst is sup-
posed o know the secret of the analvsand’s desire. And undoubtedly, the
I'|.-.:.I.‘Il.il.l'- .I.lﬁ.l:':”l"ll..!.!.:_'\.'. " o be mtroduced o the l.'..-llrLlllf_{ class from the
oatside by the Lemmst Party 15 of the same nature as the (supposed
knowledge i psvchoanalysis. The kev questoion thus concerns the exact
status of this externaliy: s it simply the externality of an impartial
“ohjecnive” sciennist whe, after studving history and estabhishing that, i the

[ " " .
LORRTEL TRI, the '|'-I.=I'LJI'.:-.-; class has a ereat future ahead, decides o o pige
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winming side? ho owhen Lemin save: “The Marxian theory s III."II':i]"!III.l'I!f
because 1t s true,™"” evervthing depends on how we understand “teurh”
nere: 15 1t neneral “objecnive knowledge”, or the rruth of an engaged
subject? [(One of the consequences of this notion of universal parnsan
truth concerns the stance we should adopt towards the populist New Righr:
we should guire “dogmarically” exelude them, rejecting any dialogue, not
accepting thetr “normalizanon™, their transformation meo a “normal”
pohtical subjecr-parmer. In short, we should fully accepr the paradaox: yes,
it s we, the Lettists, who should reject any dialogue, and ir is the Righeists
who {in the present hegemony of liberal democracy, at least) simply want
ter be accepred as “normal parmers moa dialogue™ . . L)L

The key to the status of this supposed knowledee in psvchoanalvas s the
paradoxical knowledge about the Other’s knowledge. Take the final reversal
i Edith Wharton's The Age of nocence, 10 which the hushand, who for
vears harboured an illicit passionate love for Countess Olenska, learns that
his voung wife knere abour his secret passion all the rime. Perhaps ths
could also offer a way of redeemmg the unfortunare Alm Bridoes of Madisom
Coarnty: if, at the end, the dying Francesca were to learn that her allegedly
naive, down-to-earth husband knew all the ttme abour her hriet passionate
attair with the National Geographic photographer, and how much this
meant to her, but kepr silent about it 10 order not to hurt her. That s the
enigma of knowledge: how is it possible thar the whole psvchic economy of
a situation radically changes not when the hero directly learns something
sOme I-;III:|'_-|'I.'.i1rl.'x|-;-:'|:| RCTET, hur ‘-.'-fhvr:, e I’j..l:“ll st r'.ll:_:_T il'.-rl|' afirer i'-.,n,-|-_-;-.-||- Hir
mustakenly regarded as ignorant) also krew it oll the time, and simply
|‘||'I.'H"I'Il:il."'.1 oot T know, o L'q._'|_-|‘i L appearances, [+ there ;'|;'|-.:_i|]'|'_--_:_-| [T
humifiaome than the situation of a hushand who, after a long secret love
affair, learns all of a sudden that his wife knew about it all the time, hur
L'l.'l"T silent abowr it out of |"-J|II.'-'|':u"i- or, ever worse, out ot love bor him?

Apropos of Haedlet, Lacan claims thar the presupposition that the Other
doesn’t koow mamtains the bar thar separates the Unconscious from the
Conscious™ = howr In The Age of Inrocence, the hero lives under the
illusion that his g desire is to be with the object of his passion: what he
does not know (what he FePresses m his UNCONSCIOns ), and whar he is torced
to face when he learns thar the Other (us wife) also knows., is the facr that
he does not really want to abandon his tanuly and live with his beloved
the true object of his desire was this entire situarion, in which he was able
to enjoy his passion only i seoret, Iv is not the object of passion that is

unvonscious, 1S the way 1 actually relare ro ir, the conditions under which

I was attached o this object, S0 it s precisely when | think that, deep inside

ATTERWORIN: LENING CHAOICE |87

myselt, | know [about my passion, about which the Other doesn't knowl,
that [ am duped abour the hineaments of rhis passion. When a married man
has a secret affair, and is convineed that he no longer loves his wife, how
often it happens thar when, for some reason (divorce; the wife's deathl, he
is finally in a posiaon o realize his desire, he breaks down. Or, cven more
sinply, when he learns that his wife knows about the affair, and she offers
to let him goy he is unable ro do o, L

The outstanding documentary The Tiin Blue [ ine quotes 4 memorable
staternent by an anonymous public prosecuton “An AVOrAEY prosceulor can
get a guilty person convicted: it takes a really good prosecutor to gET AN
mnowent person convicted.” The logic of this paradox is the same as that of
rhe motrto of the Naz henchmen formulared by Himmler: “It 15 casy to do
a nodrle thing tor vour country, even o give vour life for i rrue heroism,
however, consists in doing the necessary dirty job for it: to kill and torture
for your country, to take the burden of evil on vou!™ That s the secrer
seductive lure of cviecisme living in truth and goodness is boring: the only
authientic challenge 15 thar of Evil, thar is, the omly space for extraordinary
achievements is to be found in transgressive idiosynerasies. 1 short, as
Fernando Pessoa pur st “If you possess a teuth, keep it to vouself!™

Why should we nor, then, in contrast 1o this stance, rake the sk of
shamelessly and courageously endarsig the boring classic criticism aceord-
mg to which Marxism s a Ysecolarized religion™, with Lenin as the Messiah,
and so on? Yes, wking the proletarian standpomt s exacely like making 2
|l..|31 itf Faith and |"-|_'-'.|.'|Z1E'.I]f.‘1 r.llf|_':.' |,'1|:_;._|_:'.;.._'..| s {oause: Vs, thie “truth™ ._.;.|'
Marxism s |"l..'l'ul.'|"‘|l|"|l.' anly to those who .'||_-;'|::.:|'r:|'|||-;;-| this ||_‘-;|_|--1 e 76
neutral observers. What the externaliey means here is that this truth s none
the less universal, not qust the “poing of view” of a particular historical
subject: “external” intellecruals are needed because the working class cannot
wnmedhately perceive is own place within the social rotality, which enables
ot accomplish aes “mession”™ — this insighe has to be mediated through an
external element,

And why not link these two externaliries (thae of the traumaric expericnce
of the Divine Real, and thar of the Party) o the third one, that of the unalvst
in the psychoanalyric cure? In all three cases, we are dealing with the same
1|'IIF"!"~!'~I|‘-|.|I|‘- which bears wimess to a marerialist obstacle: it 15 ol ]"'||':|-\.|'\-||II'|||"
tor the believer w “discover God in himself ", through self-immersion, Iy
spontaneously realizing his or her own Self - God must intervene from
|.II..I-|l..|-'.', -.§I~GI|:|F|'I:I'i;': Or |'l..|.|:I!Iq_l:'; 10 15 THdsC F"'Ilw.h_l'lll' foor the -_-,n:'._-l.:|:'|!_1 Class 1o
actialize ats historical mussion spontancously - the Party must intervene
trom the outside, shaking w our of s self indulgent spontancity; ir is
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not passible for cthe patentfanalyst o analyse himselt — i contrast 1o
Gnostic self-immersion, in psychoanalysis there is no sell-analvsis proper;
analysis is possible only if a foreign kernel gives body to the obect-cause
of the subject™s desire, Why, then, this impossibilicy? Precisely because not
one of the three subjects (believer, proletarian, analyst) is a self-centred
agent of self-mediation — all are decentred agenrs strugghng with @ toregn
kernel.

In whar is for some the most problematic song in The Measure Taken, a
celebranion of the Party, Brecht proposes something that s much meore
unigue and precise than it may appear. That is to say, it seems thar Brecht
is simply elevaring the Party into the mcarnanon ot Absolute knowledge, a
historical agent which has complete and perfect msight wto the historcal
situation — a subject supposed to know it ever there was one: “You have
mwor eves, but the Party has thousand eves!” A close reading of this poem,
however, makes it clear thar something very different s going on: in
reprimanding the young Commumst, the Choros says thar the Party docs
not know all, that the voung Commumst may e right in s disagrecment

with the predominant Party line:

Show us the way which we should take, and we
shall follow 1t ke vouw, but

._irn g ‘..1L-:- Fh -":'.i"| WA '.'.'l.’|'|q.:-'|' Lis,

Withour us, this Wil i

the falsest one.

Dy nost separate :.-::|_|'-.{|I' Frosm us,

I'his means that the authority of the Parry is noc thar ot determinate posiove
knowledge, but that of the form of knowledge, of a new type of knowledpe
linked 1o a collecuve polineal subject. The only crucial point on which the
Chorus insists is thar if the voung comrade thinks thar he 1s righe, he should
fight for lus position withor the collective torm of the Party, not outside i
tor put at i a somewhat pathenic way: if the young comrade 1s nght, then
the Party needs ham even more than s other members, What the Party
demands is that we agree o ground our “I17 in the “we™ of the Party’s
collective identity: Aght with us, fight tor us, hght for vour truth against the
Party line — just don'’t do it alone, outside the Parey, Exactly as in Lacan's
tormula of the discourse ot the analyst, what 15 important about the Party's
knowledge is not its content, but the fact that it occupes the place of Truth.
God, Analyst, Party - the three forms of the “subject supposed to know™,

of the transterenoial object; this s why, moall three cases, we hear the claim

“Codithe ,-1I.:|~||:-.x|;,-",||u Party s .ll'-.'..i:n"k righe™: and, as 10 was clear oo
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:"“-:||'rl‘~:l'l:i'|-'||'l.|- the truth of this sraremens 1s alwavs s MeEArIve FIRGI 15
alwavs wrong. This external element does not stand for ohjective knowl-
cdge, thar is, its externality is strictly internal: the need for the Party stems
trom the fact thar the working class is never “fully mself”, So the ultimate
meaning of Lenin’s insistence on this externality is that “adeguate” class-
consciousness does not emerge “spontancously™, thae it does not correspond
[ a “spontaneoys !_|_'|IJ|;|'|-._:-. of the w orking class; on the conorary, what is
Tspontancous s the susperception of one's  social I'Il_:l"'\-!-|i|_||j_. s that
“adequare”™ class-consciousness has to be foupht oue through hard work,
Hlere, again, the situation is homologous to the ane in psychoanalvsis: as
Lacan |_-|'_|]1h_ni;r.c-~ agaim anda again, there 15 no ]‘r|r1:t'-|1|i.1| 1L'|."':5_~.;:.l_r.c.‘.l'r'.;""
idrive-tocknowledgel: the spontancous human armirude is thar of e n'en
verx rien savorr — [ don™ wane to know anvehing about i and, far from
realizing our nmermost rendency, the psychoanalytic trearmenr has o
proceed “against the grain™ .

We can make the same pe-inl N terms of the opposition berween plerfire-
tation and forsralization: the external agent (Party, God, Analvst) is not the
one whe “understands us beteer than we do ourselves™, who can provide the
true irerpretation of whar our acts and starements mean: rather. it stands
tor the form of our activity. Whar, then, is this Form? Let us take Frnse
Molte's “revisionist™ argument concerning the relationship between Nazism
and iSovier) Communisme reprehensible as it was, Nazism not only appeared
afrer Communisme it was also, with regard to s content, an cxcessive
reactied 10 the Communist threar. Furthermore, all the horrors committed
by Massm merely copy the horrors already committed by Sovier Commu-
mism: secret police, concentration camps, genocidal terror, .. Is this the
Form we are talking about? Is the wea that Communism and Nazism share
the same totalitarian Form, and that the difference Between them concerns
only the empincal agenrs which bl in the same structural places (% Jews”
mstead of “class enemy”, ere.? The usual liberal reaction o Nolte is a
moralistic outcry: Molte relarvizes Nazism, reducing it to a secondary echo
of the Communist Evil — how, however, can vou even compare Communism,
that thwarted attempt at liberation, with the radical Evil of Nagism?

In contrast to thas dismissal, we should fully concede Naloe's cenral
POInt: yos, Navsm owas i fact a reaction to the Communis threat; it merely
replaced the class struggle with the strupgle berween Arvans and Jews — the
problem lies, ||:|'.'|.l."-q.".| in this ""I'I-:'I:'::-.', which 15 by o means as mnocene
as b appears. We are dealing here with displacement | Verschéelung| in the
Freudian sense of the term: Nazism displaces class struggle on to racial

struggle, and therelw obluscates its rrue site, Whar changes in the Passape
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from Communism to Nazism is the Form, and it s 10 thas change of Form
that the Nari ideological mystificarion resides: the political struggle is
naruralized into the racial conflict, the (class) antagonism inherent to the
sovial edifice is reduced to the mvasion of a toreign (Jewish} body which
chisturbs the harmony of the Aryvan community, 5o while we should fully
adine that MNansm can B |_:‘.||..||_'|'-|.[|_:|l_!|_| |,:|'||:. 15 2 peacton Lo the threae of
(Sowier] Commumnism, as a displaced repetinion of the Communist ideological
universe. we should locate the Form which determines the concrete function
ine of Nazism not in the abstract neton of “toralitariansm™ which encom-
passes both Communism and Nazism as its owo particular cases, but in the
very displacement to which Nazism submirs the Commumst co ordinates.
This noton of Form s a properly dalecrical ones Form is not the neutral
rame of particular contents, but the very principle of concrerien, that s,
the *stranee attractor” which distorts, biases, confers a specihc colour on
every element of the totality,

ln other words, formalization is stnctly correlative to fiscusing on the Real
of an antagonism, In the Marxse perspective, “class struggle™ 15 not the last
harizon of meaning, the last signified of all social phenomena, but the formal
penerative matrix of the ditferent 1declogical horzons ol undersrancing.
.I hat is to say: we should not confuse this properly dialectical notion 0
Foorm with the liberal-muluculturalist nonon of Ferm as the neurral frame
work of the multitude of *narratives™ — nor only hterature, but also pohtics,
religion, science, are all ditterent narratives, stones we ar telling ourselves
about ourselves, and the ultimate goal ol ethics 15 to guaranree the neatral
space m which this multicude of narranves can coexist peacetully — m which
evervons, from ethinic to sexual nunorities, will have the right and oppor
wunity ta tell their story. Or, as Fernande Pessoa Formulared it sucomctly:
“the Whole, the rrue and the genmine one, s an illness of our thoughes™. | he
properly dialecuical notion of Form signals precisely the smprossibility of this
likeral notion ot Form: Form has nothing to do wath “tormalism™, with the
idea of a peutral Form, independent of its contingent parucular content; i
stands, rather, for the traumatic kernel of the Real, for the antagomsm which
“cotours” the entire ficld in question. [n this precise sense, class struggle i
the Form of the Social: every social phenomenon is overdetermined by it, so
that 1t 15 not possible to reman neutral towvards (it

I this precise sense, both Marx and Freud were the rwo great formalizers.
In his analysis of commaodhty tenshism, Marx asserts thar the mystery of the
commaoditv-torm  resides o this torm I'.*-.l.'l!1 not in the content hdden
beneath it, thereby echoing Freud's remark (in his masterpicce with the
musleading ticle The Interpretation of Dreams) that the specibaty of the

translate Marxist theory meo polinical practice
Marx by defining the |
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iy precise reason, Marx's deployment of the commodiny form in
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narrative, on the contrary
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ne anly way e save Jameson from this predicament is to insist thar here

Marxisim s noet the all-encompassing interpretative horizon. but the MAtrix
which enables us to accounc for io wencrare) the mulupl

. wiry of marratrves
andéor mterpreranons, I s

also here that we should introduce the kes

daaleceical distinction between the toundineg Rgure

: af a movement and the
ater fe : i e R - T . ; I
er ngure who tormalized this movement: Lenin did not just adequarely
cather, he “formalized™
arty as the polinical form of irs hastorical intervention
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st as Same Paul *tormalieed™ Christ, and Lacan tormalized”™ Freud.

The Inner Greatness of Stalinism

When, afrer Lenin's death, Marxism spht into ofhaal Sovier Marxism and

1
so-called Western Marsism., they borh misread chis externality of the Parey
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as designaning the posinon of neutral objective knowledge — in the steps of
Kautsky, Soviet Marxism simply adopted this position, while Western
Marxists rejected it as the theorerical legitimizanon of “totalitaran™ Parry
rule. Those few hbertarian Marxists who wanted o redeem Lemn
parually, at least tended 1o oppose the “bad"” Jacobim—chtist Lemin of
What s to Be Done?, relving on the Party as the protessional mtellectual
elite which enlightens the working class from outside, to the “pood™ Lenin
af State and Revolutron, who envisioned the prospect of abobshing the
state, of the broad masses directly taking the administration of public affairs
inte their own hands. This opposition, however, has its hirats: the key
premiss of State and Revolutton 1s that you cannor fully “democranze” the
Srate: that the State “as such™, in its very notion, is a diccatership of one
class over anather; the logical conclusion from this premiss 1 that, in so far
L :i.’u'.' .J'.'.:-;_qu' rJ_','fJ"fJI fhe domiain -:_.r fhe Seale we ane Ei‘l_'.'.lll1!JH'E ¥ entitled
to exercise full violent terroe, since, within this doman, every democracy 1s
a fake. So, since the State 15 an mstrument of oppression, it s nol worth
trving to improve its apparatuses, the protection of the legal order, clections,
laws guaranteeing personal freedom .., — all this becomes irrelevant. The
element of truth in this crticism is that you cannor separate the unique
constellation which cnabled the revolutionary takeover in October 1917
from its larer “Stahnise™ turn: the very constellanon thar made the revolu
tion possible (peasants” dissausfaction, a well-organized revolutionary ehite,
etc.) led to the “Stalinist™ turn m its afrermath — thar s rhe real Leminst
trapedy. Rosa Luxemburg’s famous aleernative “sovishism or barbarism™
ended up as the ultimate infinite judgement, asserting the speculative identicy
af the two opposed terms: “Really Existing Socialism™ s barbarism.
In the dianes of Georgl Dhmitr o, recent W |“.|2||'.*~i|l;-J in Ceermian, ™ we got

a unique glimpse into how Stalin was fully aware of whar brought fum 10
power, giving an unexpected twist 1o his well-known slogan “People
cadres} are our greatest wealth™, When, at a dinper in November 1937,
Dimitroff praises the “grear luck™ af the internanonal workers — that they
had such a genius as thewr leader, Stalin = Stalin answers: 7 do nor agree
with frim, He even expressed himselt in o non-Marxist way. ... Dectsive
are the middle cadres™ (7 November 19371, He puts it even more clearly a

paragraph earlier:

Why did we win over Trotsky and orhers? It s well known thar, ater Lemin,
Feosky was the mast popualar e o lamd. . . . Buat v bl 1he L PPROTT 1l the
middle cadres, and they explaned our grasp of the situanion 1 The masses . ..

| rivi ul.;-. ._'_|-_| [ Tal [EHE N ALTCERE R [uk Ll!;.'xl.' q.'.ll.!":'*-
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Here, Stahn spells our the secret of lus rise to power: as a rather anonymous
General Seerctary, he nominated ens of thousands of cadres who owed
thetr rise to him, . [his is why Stahin did nos yer want Lenim dead 1o the
carly 1922, rejecting his demand to be given posson o end his Life after his
debabitating stroke: if Lenin were to dic in carly 1922, the guestion of
succession would not ver be resalved in Stalin’s favour, smee Stalin, as
Ceeneral Seeretary, had not ver penetrated the Party apparaos sufficiently
with fs own appointees - he needed another year or two, so that when
Lenm actually dicd, he would be able vo count on the support of thousands
of mucl-level cadres, nominated by him, to win over the great old fgures of
the Bolshevik “aristocracy™

We should theretore stop the rdiculous game of opposing the Stalinst
terror for the “authentic™ Lemmist legacy betrayed by Stalinism: “Leninism™
15 a thoroughly Stalrest nonon. The gesture of back-projecring the emanci-
patory-utopian potential of Stalmsm, into a preceding time, thus indiwcates
aur mmds” mability o endure the “absolute conrradicnion™, the unbwearable
rension, mirinsic o the Stalimst project sself ' It s therefore crucial o
distinguish “Lemmism™ {as the authennie care of Stalinism) from the actual
polical practice and ideology of Lemn’s penod: the actual greamess of
Lenin s not the same as the Stalimse authentic myth of Leninism. So what
about the obvious counterargument thar exactly the same poes for every
weology - mcluding Nazism, which also, perceived from nh-lehn';‘ displays
an “mmer greatness” which seduced even such an outstanding philosopher
as Hendepger: The answer should be simply a resounding mo: the poinr s
precisely thar Nazism docs sod contain any authentic “inner greamess™.

I we want to see Staliniso arr ar s purest, one name 1s suthcient: Breche.
Badiou was night 1o claim char *Brecht was a Stalinist, it, as one should,
one understands Stalimism as the fusion of the politics and the philosopls
of dialecuical matenialism under the jurisdicnon of the lacter L, ler us H,gﬁj_
Beecht practised o Stalinized Platonism. ™™ This is what Brecht's “non-
Artstotehan™ theatre ultimately amounts to: a Platonist thearre in which the
aesthene charm is stnictly controlled, in order to transout the philosophico
polical Truth which s external to it Brechnan extrancation means that
“aesthenc semblance has wo distantiare aselt trom iselt, so that, in this gap,
the external objecuvity of the True s displayved”. " 5o when Badiou says
thar "exrraneation s n protocol of philosophical surveillance™, ™ we ~:|':-:|l:.|i.1
shamelessly confer on this term all its secrer-police connotations, So let us
stop our rihculous games of opposing some kind of “dissident™ Brechr o

Stalinise Commumisim: Brecht s che nliimare *Sealiniar™ artise: he was great

ot i spite of s Stalimsm, bat because of it Do we really need prool?




| =3 KWL Al THE GALTLES

loweards the end of the 1930s, Brechr shocked the puests ar a New York
party by clamming, about the accused in the Moscow show tnals: *The more
mnocent they are, the more they deserve to be shop, ™ his starement is o
be taken quite seriously, not just as perverse cockiness: s underlying
premiss is that ina conerete historical struggle, the atotode ot “innocence”
“1 don’t want to dirty my hands by gerting involved m the sceaggle, | just
want to lead a modest and honest lite™ 1 embaodies the ulomate goile, In ous
'.,l.';|r||',_' Gen g ,lr.';-.',lll:;_r;_;: 5 niol errbiy, i .'.‘.'I.".;‘,n'ri",' bhas a rrednig — il IMeans
saving “ves” to exsting relations of dominaton. This s why, apropos of
the Moscow trials, Breche while admitting that the methods of the
prosecution were not very gentle = asked himself: s it pw—;~.1|*|-;- [0 1Imagine
how an honest and smcere Communist who entertained doubts aboue
Sralin's policy of rapid industrialization ended up secking help from tareign
secret services and engaging in terrorist plots against the Srabimst leadership?
Flis answer was “ves™, and he proposed a detailed reconstruction of theur
reasoming.

No wonder, then, that when, on his wayv from his home to his theatre in
July 1953, Brecht passed a column of Soviet tanks rolling towards the
stalinallee to crush the workers' rebellion, he waved at them, and wrote in
his diary later that day thar ar that moment, be (never a Party member) was
|'1"'|'||'IT|:"'I.| tor the first nme in his lite to join the Communast Party* = 45 this
not an oustanding case of what Alain Badwou has called L passion du réel
which defines the rwentieth century? It was not that Brecht tolerared the
.-T|,|.-||?, ol the struggle in the hope that it would bring 3 prrosperous Turure:
the harshness of the violence as such was :."'i.'l'l-:'-.l"-"-:l-j and endorsed as a sign
af authenucity. For Brechr, rthe Sovier milisary intervention agamst the East
Herlin workers was aimed not at the workers, bur ar “orgamsed Fascist
clements” which exploited the workers” dissabisfacthion; tor this reason, he
claimed thar the Sovier intervention actually prevented a new world war

Even on a personal level, Brecht “had a real liking for Salin™, " and
he developed a line of argumentanon justifying the revalutionary neces-
sity of the dictatorship of a single mdividualy™ his reacoon to the “de-
Stalinization™ ar the Twentieth Congress of the Sovier Communist Party in
1936 was: “Withour a knowledpe of dialectics, passages like the one from
Stalin as the motor [of progress|] to Stalm as s brake cannor be under-
stond. ™ I shor, instead of FeNOUNCIngE Stah, Breche |"i.'l'-'li'k';- the peeticio-
dialecrical zame of “what was progressive before, i the 19305 and 19405,
has now (in the 19505) turned into an obstacle™, . . T am almost tempred
to read the moment of Brecht's death (autumn 1956, just after the Twentieth

tl |.IIIll.'|'-i '.l'.l..' merciiol release

Congress and before the Hlungarian aprising

s
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ol death treed him from having 1o confrone che  full pain of “de
sealimivarion™,

[t we want to see Brecht ar hus best, we should tocus on the grear German
Stalinsst musical wiad: Brecht (words), Hanns Eisler {music), Ernst Busch

ipertormance)™ It we need o convince ourselves of the authenne Ereatness
of the Stalinist project, it 1s enough to hsten 1o one of the su preme recordings
af the vwentieth century: Hanns Eisler's Historie Recordines, with (most of
thel waords by Brechr and (most of thel songs performed by Busch. In what
15 arguably their supreme achievent, the song “Te Sing in the Prison [Tm
Getangnis zu singen|™ teom Die Mutter ([ The Mother), the pap between the
svinbolic breakdown of the opponent and its acrual defear is directly alluded
to, when the imprisoned worker Pawel addresses those in power:

Yoo |'|-1".:" B RLY |"-.:-l'\-|~c-\. Al oy

Yuou have prisons and forcecsses . .

Youw have prisom-guards and judges

Whe aee well paid and ready te do anyibing.
Whart tors,

Juse |

Fore v -.||~.:|'|'.:n.'-|| and thar wil ||;|i:-p|_"'_ L3001

T

W ¥ 5 y bl . - = H
o will nonce that all this was af no nse o yvou,

You have newspupers and printing: howses

I crrder to fighr against us and Keep us quiet
You have pricsts and professors

Wohio are well pard and ready 1o do aovching,
Wohar torr?

Do veowe resally have oo bee s afrad of teuth?

Yo have ranks and guns

Fomumy gons and hand-prenades . . .

You have palicemen amd solders

Who are well paid and ready to do anvihing.

What torz?

[ Jes yeun realiy |'.|1;_' x':;-.'|| :]i:_',. K LI:'.I'.'.i'\.':"." ari

Someday = and thar will come soon

You will see chat all this s of no use to VL, .

||'|.._' .|-.-ru.~.| -.|l.'r|":17 it th CICmy 1% s |"\-','|_'|,_"|_'|;:,|_'|,:| '.1'. u.:,'|;|'|_:.::u,'||:|,' |_'|'._ .1!-;|_||,'|','|,'j|_1 a
sudden insight into how the scruggle s meaningless, and all the arms and
tools at its disposal serve we purpose, That s the ulumare premiss of the
democratie strupgle: tor a prion scrucmiral reasons, and not only owing to
some contingent miscaloulation, the enemy mispercerves the co-ordinates of
the global situation, and assembles the wrong kind of forces in the WO
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place. Two recent examples: what did the Shah’s repressive apparatus
amount to in 1979, when it was contronted by Khomeini's popular move
ment? It just collapsed. And of what vuse was the overblown network of
Stast agents and informers to the East German Communist sromrend latura
1989, when 1t was confronred by the growing mass proteses? Big appressive
FOEIMIeS are never defeared in a head-on confrontanon — at 4 certain poine,
when the “old mole” accomplishes its underground work of inner deolo
gical disintegration, they pust collapse.

Apart from the sublime masterpicce “In Praise of Communism” “the
Simplest, which is the most difficult to accomphsh™), the third key song n
The Mother is *“The Song ot the Parch and the Gown ™, wlhich begins with
an ironic depiction of humanitarians aware of the urgent need to help the

I,-ll: Wrs

When our gown s tattered

vou always come running and say: this can no donger go un.

[hangs st b remedicd, and wich all means!

_"-.u:_f_., I.u” I,II- .u;._:l. Wiak ruan tos the masters

While we wair, freezing.

And vou come back, and triumphanly

Showr ps what vou gamed for us:

A amall patch.

ik, this s the |"-.I|._|'

Jut where is

| he whinle pown =t
his acerbic rhetorical question is repeated apropos of bread (“OR, this s
a picee of bread, but where is the [whole] loaf2™=2), and the song ends i a
SWECPINE :"{'J'-lli'l'-":l:'l'.'l of demands (., we e d the whole ractory, and the
coal and the ore and the power in the state™ the properly revolutionary
1T At which the .Jl.'.'r'.!' Jrroy o o |_"~.'-._'|'|.'|."|!‘_L'- with those in power hreaks
down, and the revolutionaries brurally assert that they want evervifning, not
just some “tair™ part of it

Here Brecht is ar the very opposite end of the spectrum from Georg

Lukagcs: precisely in so far as Lukacs, the "soft™ European humanist, played
the rode of “closct dissident™, waging "'H'.IL'I'!I.”.I warfare” Apainst bralmsm,
and even joining the Imre Nagy government in 1936, thus endangering lus
very physical existence, he was the wifrmate Stalinese, In contrast to Lukdcs,
Brecht was unbearable to the Stalimist colmural establishment because of his
very tover-orthodoxy™ = there is no place for The Measwre Taken m the

Statinist cultural universe”' If the voung Lukaes of History and Class
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Lasiscronesness was the philosopher of Lemin's hisrorcal moment, after the
193 [P & i 1.« e -} ;

130s he tarned inte the wdeal Sealimst !'l|‘;|||:-:-.|,:|_||'_|;r whi. for thar very
reason, in contrast to Brechr, missed the true greamess of Stalinism.

Lemin as a Lastener of Schubert

Ann-Communst crincs who insist on the contmuity berween Lenin and
Stabimsm hke to dwell on Lenin's alleged insensitivity to the universal
human dimension; not only did he perceive all social events through the
narrow lens of the class strugple, ot “us agamse them™: he was also, as a
person, insensitive o the human *lir'r.;'!ilig-_‘. af real mdmaduals, In order 1o
answer this criticism, ler us recall some details of the daily life of Lenin and
the Bolshewiks in 1917 and the following vears, which, i their very
1

triviality, reveal their distance from the Stalinist noserk latiera,

Wihen, on the evening of 24 October 1917, Lenin left his flat for the

Smuolny Institure to co-ordinate the revolutionary rakeover, he took a tram
and asked the conducteess of there was any fighting zoing on in the town
centre that dav. In the vears after the Ocrober Revolution, Lenin mostly
drove around in a car with only s faichful driver and bodvguard, Gil; a
couple of nimes they were shot at, stopped by the police and arrested (the
policeraen did not recognize Leninl; once, afrer visiing a school in the
suburbs, they were even robbed of the car and theis guns by bandits posing
as police, then compelled to walk o the nearest iml:;e_- station, YWhen Lenin
was shot on 30 August 1918, this oceurred while he was talking to a couple
b wWiomen .'l:'n'.|'|'|l.'|l11:|'§', i front of a tactory he had just visiteel: the ;"|||'|;'|.|'.'|::._'|
Lonin was driven by Gil 1o the Kremling in which no docrors were Present;
st his wite, Nadezhda Krupskava, supprested that someone should run out
to the nearest grocer’s shop for a lemon, e srandard meal i the
Kremlin kantieg in 1918 was buckwheat porridge and thin vegetable soup.
S0 much tor the 'i'l.'i".'iil':"jl_""c af the momrenkbofural

Lemin's shanderers like to evoke lis famous paranoiac reaction at listening
to Beethoven's appassiomara (he fiest started to ooy, then claimed that a
revidunionary cannot attord o ler lomselt gve way o such sentiments,
because they make him o weak, wanting to pat lus cnemies on the head
instead ot hghting them mercilessly) as proof of his cold sclf-control and
L.I'l.k.';'.'-. | WUTE CRET 10% W TETrms, |'|||-,.,‘._--.._.|1 I~ [hs 'I.'.Il.f. AN ArLUMent against
lemin? Troes it not, rather, bear witiess tooan CRETCIIE SEMSIIVEDY [0 ILsic
that needs 1o be kept i check if he is to continue the polincal struggle?

Who among tedav’s cviucal polincians sull .JI‘-i'|.|!-- even a trace of such
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sensitivity? 1s not Lemin in this case the very opposite of the high-ranking
Nazis who, without any ditficulty, combimed such sensitivity with extreme
cruelty in taking political decisions (it is reasonable ro recall Hevdrich, the
Haolocaust architect, whao, after a hard day’s work, always found tme 1o
listen to Beethoven's string quartets with his comrades) - is it not proot of
Lenin's humanity that in contrast to this supreme barhanism, which hes in
the very unproblematic unity of high culture and political barbarism, he
was still extremely sensitive to the irreducible antagoniss berween art and
power struggle?

Furthermore, I am tempred 1o develop a Lenmist theory of this Tagh.
cultural barbarism. Hans Hotter's ourstanding 1942 recording of Schubert’s
Winterreise seems to call for an mrentionally anachromstic reading: it is
easy o 1magine German officers and soldiers histening 1a this recordimg m
the Stalingrad rrenches in the cold winter of 1942-435. Does not the topic
of Winterreise evoke a unique consonance with the historical mement? Was
not the whole Stalingrad campaign a gigannc Winterreise, where every
Cerman soldier could sav of himself the very first hines of the ¢ycle: ™I ecame
here a stranger. / As a stranger 1 depart™? Do the next lines not express
their basic experience: “Now the world 15 so gloomy, / The road shrouded
m snow. { | cannot choose the time / To begm my journey, £ Must find my
OV WAy In rl'.iH L|:1r'.ur1-."~'1'.“

Here we have the endless meaningless march: “It burns under both my
feet, / Even though 1 walk on ice and snow; £ 1 don’t want o carch my
hreath / Unnl [ can ro longer sec the spures.” | he dream of returmng home
in the spring: *1 dreamed of many-coloured flowers, { The way they bloom
in Mav: /1 dreamed ot green meadows, £ Of merry bird calls,”™ The nervous
wairing for the pose: “From the high road a posthorn sounds. £ Why do vou
leap so high, my heart?™ The shock of the moening arttllery attack: “The
clovsel earters tlutter / Around in weary strife. / And fBery red flames § Dart
around among them.” Utterly exhausted, the soldiers are refused even the
solace of death: “I'm tired enough to drop, have taken mortal hurt £ Oh,
merciless mn, you tuen me away? { Well, onward then, stll further, my
loval walking stafft™

What can one do m such a desperare sitnation bur go on with heroic
persistence, closing one's ears 1o the complaint of the heart, assuming the

heavy burden of fare in a world deserted by God:

I the snow flics in my Face,

I <hake i off apain.

When my heart speaks oy breasr,

AFTERWORD:! LENIN'S CHOICE i

sing leudly and saily,

don't hear what it says to me,

I have e ears to listen:

[ doam’t tecl when e lamenes,
Complaming is bor fools,

Happy through the waorld als ng
I.-ll.l:.:.'_ '.'u!li';.! :\.Illl.;. '|'.-'l_'.\_||_||.\,'|I

It there’s no Caod upon the earth,

Then we gurselves are Gids!

The obvious counterargument 1s that all this s merely a superficial parallel:
even if there 15 an echo of the gtmosphere and emotions, they are in each
case embedded inoan entirely different coneexe: in Schuberr, the narrator
wanders around in wmeer because his beloved has abandoned him: while
the German soldiers were on the way to Stalingrad becawvse of Hitler's
military plans. It is precisely m this displacement, however, thar the elemen
rary idenlogical OPEFATION CONSISIS: he wav for a2 German soldier o he able
to endure his sitwanon was Lo ..:.'l-'l_lil.l I_i'l-:_ I_'-:_'[l;l,'qlp,_‘-: (o Conerete sovial
circumstances wluch would become visihle through reflecrion (whar the hell
were they domg in Russia? what destruction did they bring to this counery?
what abour killing the Jews?l, and, instead, to indulge in a Romantic
bemoaning of his miserable fate, as of the wider historical catastrophe
sinply matervializes the erauma of a rejected lover. Is this not the supreme
proot of emational abstraction, of Hegel’s 1dea that emotions are abstracr,
an escape from the concrere soviopolitcal network accessible only o
thinking?

And here | am rempred o rake a furcher Lemimst step: m our reading of
the Winerresse, we did not just ink Schubert to a contingent later historical
catastrophe, we did nor just try o imagine how this song eyele resonated
with the cmbactled German soldiers in Sealingrad. Whar of the ink o this
catastrophe enables us to read what was wrong with the Schubertian
Romantic postoion iselt? Whar it the posinon of the Romantic tragic hero,
narcissistically tocused on his own suffering and despaie, elevating them to
a source of perverted pleasure, is already in nself a take one, an weological
soreen masking che rree trauma of the wider historical realiny? We should
thus accomplish the properly Hegelian gesture of projecting the split
Beticeen the anthentic originagl and its later reading eoloured by contingent
circuntstances back vito the authentie original dselfs what looks at firse like
a secondary distortion, a reading mwisted by connngent external circum
slanges, tells us something about whar the authenoic original wself nor only

Fepresses, aves it |"I:T .'I.';:..II e _.':H.'.'.'.'-Jr.‘ .JII' "'-'.r"-": SEINE.
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That is the Lemmist gnswer o the famous passage trom the |.'||':-.£_:|_Lr:-11.1
(o thie GrrremmadFisse manusy rept, in which Marx POHIE s Could how “the difficu L
lies not in understanding that the Greek arts and epic are bound up with
certain forms of social development. The difficulty 1 thar they sull afford us
ATTISEIC |‘-:L'.|:=atr.' ancl that in a cerrain respect they count as a norm and as
an unattainable model.™* This universal appeal is roored 10 s very

ideological function of enabling us to abstract from our concrete deoloeic-
Bl

polirical constellaton by raking refuge i the “universal™ (emotional) con
tent. So, far from signalling some kind of trans-tdeological human hentage,
the wuniversal attraction of Homer relies on the untversalizmg gesture of
I'.j'.'lllll_i-,'!-.

Dioeg this mean that overs |:|..|.|!I.-:|.'.l. urnversal reference to humantey s,
by defininion, wealogical ? Whatr abour Lenin®s a ppeals against patriotic for
x;:ur during World War 1?2 Were thev not an exemplary case of pracuising
whar Badiov™ calls the universal function ol “humanity”, which has
nothing wharsoever to do with so-called “humanism™? This “human 1ty " 1S
neither a notional abstraction nor the pathetic imagmary assertion of all-
CRCOMPassing brotherhood, bur a umiversal function which actualizes irselt
ili e cosfatig l._'.‘-.:‘.lL'I'i-:_'J'lt'-:.‘h, ||Lr_- 'f||l.3-1_' ot rh-; a.;-||_1|-:ra freamm DPEPsing
trenches startng to fraternize. -

In Jaroslav Hadek's legendary comic novel The Good Soldier Scbieeth,
the advemures of an ordinary Ceech soldier who undermines those in
command by simply following orders oo iterally, Schweik finds himselt at
the fromt-line trenches in Galicia, where the Austrian army 15 confronting
the Russians. When the Austrian soldiers start wo shoot, the desperate
Schwelk runs into the no-man's-land i front of their rrenches, waving
desperately and shouting: “Don’t shoot! There are men on the o |'1:_'|'.'~IL|!." "
Thas is whar Lenin was awming ar in his call to the tired peasants and othes
working masses in summer 1917 o stop hghong, dismissed as pare f-r. 1
ruthless SiFabeEy o wWin |'“':i|_1l.ll._lj SLLPrOL, and thus Eaait power, evern i i
meant the r'|1||:|T:.'Ii':- defeat of his OW COUntry |::'5_'-;1'|:_'--'|l‘|'-.._-|- the standard
argument that when, m sprmg 1817, Leinn was allowed by the 'in;:'.lﬂ:m
'1.'..1.[{' to travel on a sealed train through Germany on his way from
Swarzeriand to -."'ﬂ'-'u'l:.'d':.':'l, |"III|.’|r||_| and then |'!,|i:-.~:|_1I |':.;.- wWas e _|'.Ir'."|l tinc
toning as a Lerman ageneh. The barner which broke down here s best
cxemplificd by the cerie event which took place on the evening of
7 November 132, when, in his special train rolling through | huringia,
Hitler was discussing the day’s major news with several aides in the dining
car; since Alled air rawds had damaged the tracks, the train frequently

'-.ll.:'-.".'g'l.'. |_|I"'.'|'ZIZ
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While dinner was sceved o cuguisite chine, the ram stopped once moare ar a

siding, A few feer away, 3 hospieal erarm myarcked nime, and from rheir tiered
blazag light of the dinme room w here
Hitler wiss immersed in conversstion. Suddendy be g

(SO R PRV TR Y I.J. -.l-|-.!||_'|'x PL'-.'.--:'-\._: il :|-..

wked up at the awed faces
starmg mnoar fum. In grear anger he ordered the curtains drawn, plunging his

wionnded warrtors back ince the d irkness of their own bleak woarld s«

Ihe miracle of this scene is redoubled: the people on cach side experienced
what they saw through the window as a fantasimaric 4 ppacition: tor Hitler,
it wis a mightmarish view of the results of his mihtary adventure: for the
soldrers, it was an unexpected encounter with the Leader himself, Ihe e
miracle here would have been if a hand had stretched chrough the window

sav, Phtler reaching out to a wounded soldier. Bur of course i was
precisely such an encounter, such an intrusion inte his reality, thar Hitler
dreaded; so instead of stretching out his hand, he — im PANIC -
curtaing drawn. .

ordered rthe
.- How, then, can we penetrate this barrier. and reach CHaT
tor the Real Other?

Phere 15 a long lieerary tradition of clevating che face-ro-face encounrer
with an enemy soldier as the authentic war experienee [see the writings of
Ernst Jinger, who celebrated such encounters in his memairs of the trench
wtacks m World War I): soldiers often lantasize about kilhng the enemy
solelier in a face-to-tace confronmation, tooking him m the eves before stab-
g ham. Far from preventing further fighe, this kind of myvsncal communion
of blood serves precisely as s fake “sparitual™ legitimizanon, One sk
Further from such abscurannist idenlogy s accomplished by sublime moments
of salidaraty like the one which took place in the bartle for Stalingrad: on
31 December 1942, New Year's Eve, Russian actors and musicians visited
the besieged city o entertain the troaps, The violingst Mikhail Goldstein
went ror tThe trenches tn [FEFIOTOY O One-man coneert for the soldiers:

Phe melodies he created drifred our through loudspeakers to the German
trenches and che show g suddenly coased. [n the curic e, the muosee fowed
trovm Gaoldstein®s dipping bow.

When he finished, a hushed silonce hung over the Russian seldiers. Fram
anwther loudspeaker, in German wrritory, 1 voice broke the spell. o halting
Bussian it pleaded: “Play some mare Bach, Wi won's sl ™

Coorldstein picked up his violin and started 2 lively Bach paragse,

Phe problem with this violin performance is. of vourse, thar it in facr

lunctioned as just one briet sublime moment oF suspension: immediately

atterwards, the shootng went on, Thus thes performance not only did nor

prevent the shooting, it even sustained e, providing the shared background
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at the two engaged partics, | am rempred to nsk the hyvpothesis that i hd
not prevent the shooting precisely because it was all too noble and “deep™:
something much more superficial 15 needed 1o do the job. A much more
cHeotive experience of uriiversal humanicy — that is, of the !'.IL'~'.|':il1_-l'.!L'.‘~‘~||l"~-'~
of the conflict we are engaged in - ¢an take the form of a simple exchange
of gazes which savs everything, . :

Digring an anti-aparcheid demonstration in the old South Atrica, while a
rroop of white policemen were dispersing and pursuing lack demon-
strators, a policeman was running after a black I_u-.|:-', a rubber lru:u..lu'_uu!_ i
his hand. Unexpectedly, the lady lost one of her shoes; auromartically
oheyving his “good manners”, the polweman picked up the shoe and gave it
to |1.;'l".. at this moment they exchanged glances, and both became aware of
the inanity of their situarion — after such a gesture of polireness, ater
handing her the lost shoe and waiting for her to put it back on, it was
simply impaossible for the peliceman to continue ro run atter the lady, and
o hit her with the truncheon; so, after politely noddmg ro her, be turmed
round and walked awav. ... The moral of this story 15 sor that the
policeman suddenly discovered his mnare goodness — we are nol ;1-::1'.-i."|;:
here with a case of natural goodness prevailing over racst weological
training: on the contrary, in all probability the policeman’s psychological
stance was thar of any other racist. Whar triumphed here was simply s
“superficial " training m politeness.

When the policeman streteched out his hand in order ro pass the lady her
shoe, his gesture was more than a moment of physical contact. The white
policeman and the black lady literally lived in two different socio-symbaolie
universes with no possibility of direcr commumication: for each of .ﬂu'ln. the
barrier which separated the two universes was suspended tor a brict moment,
and 1t was as if a hand from anocher, speceral, universe reached into ther
nrdinary realitv, In order to rransform this magic moment of the suspension
of symbolic barriers into a more substantal achievement, however, some
thing more is needed = like, for example, the shanng of obscene jokes.

In ex-Yugoshavia, jokes crculared about each ethme group, which was
stigmatized thronph a certain feature - the Montenegrins were supposed 1o
!*;-wn,-*-;rr-:rm'l'f lazv: the Bosnians were stupids the Macedonans were thieves;
the Slovenes were mean. . . . Significantly, these jokes waned with the rese
of ethnic tensions o the late 1980s: none of them was heard in 1%%(), when
the hostilities erupred. Far from being simply racist, these jokes, especially
those in which members of ditferent nationahtwes meer - the ™A Sovene, a
Serby and an Albanian wene shopping, and - .7 rvpe — were one of the key
forms of the actual existence of the official “brotherhood and uniy™ of

AETERW ORD: LENIN' A UHOICE M

[iro’s "I.ll_illlhli-'l"- a, In this CASE, T|'.|._‘ shared obscene '|;'|L'|:'--, finctnned 1noe as
means of excluding the others whe were not “in™, but as the means of their
mctuwsion, of establishing a minimal svmbaolic pact, Indians (Native Ameri-
cans) smoke the proverbial pipe of peace, while we, from the more primitive
Balkans, have to exchanpge obscenitics. To establish actual solidarity, the
shared experience of high culture is nor enough — we have 1o exchange with
the Other the embarrassing idiosvncrasy of obscene enjovment.

Durnmng my military service, [ became very friendly with an Albanian
soldier. It s a well-known fact that Albamans are verv sensitive to sexual
msults which reter to their closest family members (mother, sisterdz | was in
fact .‘I-.'L.'I.'|"TI.'I.| |"I'- my Albanian friend when we lefe the superncial rame of
politeness and respect behind, and grected each other with formalized
insules. The first move was made by the Albaman: one morning, instead of
the usuwal “Hello!™, he preeted me with “I'll screw your mother!™; 1 knew
that this was an offer to which 1 had to respond appropriately, so 1 snapped
back: “Cro ahead, vou're welcome - after I've finished with vour sister!™
[his exchange soon lost its openly obscene or ironic character, and became
tormalized: atrer only a couple af weeks, the two of us no lonper bothered
with the whole sentence; m the morning, when we saw each other, he jusi
nodded and said *Mother! ™, to which [ simply responded Sister!™

I'his example reveals the dangers of such a strategy: the ohscene solidarity
all roo often emerges at the expense of a third party < in chis case, icinvolves
male-honding solidarity ar the expense of women. (Can we imagine the
Feverse version: a young woman greeung her friend wath “I'l screw your
husband!™, to which the friend responds: “Go ahead = after I've Anished
vith your tarher!™?) Perhaps this s why the relanonship between Jacqueline
and Hilary du Pré strikes us as so “scandalous”: the fact that, with her
sister's approval, Jacquelme had an affair with her brother-in-law s so
unbearable becavse it involves the reversal of the classic Lévi-Straussian
lespre of WG TE ds |J|1iL'n_l"1 oof i.”\.Ll'I-'.l'lJ!'I_' |'|:_-l;-.-.'|_'r_'|] 1T 1 I:Jll._-. s, LD Was
|h-: rrngirr who i'-'r"-'l.'l.| a5 F|'IIZ' l:'l.:'f'il."'I.'T r:-_" excha e |"-|_'['|.'.|;|_'|| WEAITHE T,

Fhere is another problem here, that of power and authoriry: the example
of my obscene ritual wuh the Albamian soldier works ooly because there
Wis d [‘Fi"ri:["|'l'!""-l.'l.! !.'l.|'.l.'lilf". herween me :1!1:_‘| the Albaman — we were both
LAIITIrmcm '-.l::l:-::iil.'l'x. Had I been an l.l[.rih.l,,'l'.. it would have been much 1oo _'|:-.L'.:.'

practically onthinkable - for the Albanian to make his frst move. If,
however, the Albanian had also been an officer, the situation would have
been even more obscene: his gesture would have been an offer of false
ahscene sobdariey masking che ||zh|-.-|":.'|r1!', poweT relations = a |‘|,1|'.*|{1||'_.-T'-:gri._'

case of the “postmodern™ exercise of power, The traditional figure of
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authority {boss, father) insists on being treated with proper respect. follow-

ing the borims
remarks has ro take place belund his back. Todav’s boss or father, on the

: s y .
rules of authority; the exchange of obscenities and mecking

COMLEAry, 1nsists thar we should trear him as a brieod: he addresses us with
intrusive familiarity, bombarding us with sexual innuendos, inviting us to
share a drink or a vulgar joke - ul this is inrended o establish the hnk of
male bonding, while the n'|.|1!um|1ip al authority (our subordination to
limt nor only remains intact, but 5 even treated as a kimgd of secrer whoch
should be respected and not talked abour. For the subordinated, such a
constellation is much more claustrophobic than tradicional authoriey: today,
we are deprived even of the privare space of irony and mockery, since the
master is on both levels: an authoreiey as well as a friend.

This conundrum, however, 15 not as intractable as it may appear: in every
concrete situation, we “spontanesusly” alwavs know which applies — that
is, if the exchange of obscenities 15 *authentic” or a fake intimacy maskng
a relarionship of subordmation. The true problem s 2 more radical one: 15
a direct contact in the Real, without the underlving symbelic frame, feasible
at all? The contact with the Real Other is inherently framle — every such
contact is extremely precarious and fragile; the authentic reaching out o
the Other can revert at any morment to a violent intrusion into the Other’s
intimate space. . .. The way our of this predicament scems to be provided
by the logic of social interaction best expressed in Henry James’s master
pieces: in this universe, where faet reigns supreme, where an open explosion
of one's emations is considered the utmost vulgarity, evervthing 1s sand, the
most painful decisions are made, the most delicatre messages are transmuteed
— however, 1tall takes |1|.q|_L- in the puise of a formal conversanon. Fven
when 1 blackmail my paroner, do it with a polite smile, offering lnm or her
tea and cakes. . .. Is ir, then, thar while a brural direct approach musses the
Other's kernel, a tactful dance can reach w? In Miema Moralia, Adorno
_:Hnnlni out the utter ambaguity of tact clearly discernible in James's waork:
respectful considerarion for the other's sensioveness, care not o violate s
or her intimacy, can easily become brutal insensitivity 10 the other’s pamn.”

There is an old anecdote abour rtwo competing shopkeepers on the same
street. When the hrse puts up a sign saving “My procery is the best on this
sereet!”, the other answers by putting up a sign saving “My grocery s the
best in the entire neighbourhood!™ — and then it goes on and on: " Mine 15
the best in the whole town . . . in the whole cowntry - on carth o in the
whole universe .., 7, until Anally, the winner 15 the one who simply returns
to the origmal sign: =My grocery s the best on this street!™ And does no
the same go for the gradual replacement of (sexually, racially . . ) aggressive
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wioms with more “correct™ ones, like the cham of substiturions MNreper —
HEPFi - lack - _-|.I.‘r'.|':'..'.l.' Adnericais or -.?'l."ll'ulu'-.iI .:'n';-'.."'-'.".;'.." .'l.'r:-..".'_":_' el
lesged? This replacement potentially proliferates and enhances the very
[racist) effect it tries to banish, adding insult to mjury, As long as “crippled”
comtams an mdelible mark of aggressiviry, this mark will nor only be more
orf less avtomatically transferred on 1w any ob s “correct” meraphorical
substitutes; this substitution will even open up further possibilities of spic ing
up the basiv aggressiviey with supplementary irony or parronizing '|'|'-||.r{"_|1'-=;1.
{recall all the ironic uses of “challenged™ pencrated by the PC u-nr of this
term), We should therefore claim that the only way effecrively to abalish
the hatred clfect is, paradoxically, to creace the circumstances in which we
can return to the fivst imk in the chanr, and use it in a non-aperessive vy,
[he stratepy of returning to the brst hink, of course, s risky; however, the
maoment it is fully accepred by the group targeted by i, it can definitely
work, When radhcal feminises call each other “birch™, it is wrong o dismiss
this stratepy as a mere womc adennfication with the male appressor; rather,
the poine 15 thar it functions as an autonomous act of ncutralizing the

aggressive sting,

[Jid Lemin Love His Neighbour?

Avom Egovan's film Exorica tackles the fragile statas of the frontier thar
separates public from privare space. When we share a common space with
oursiders — say, when a delivery man or a reparr inan enters our apartment

we politely sgnore cach other, refraining from probing inte the other’s
privacy [what do they desire, what are their secret dreams? i Fxorica,
however, constantly violates this fronner, suddenls establishing a maore
intimate contact between rwo people brought together by some official duey,
[he Lacamian big Crber s, amiang other things, one of the names tor this
Wall which enables s to maintain the proper distance, guaranteeing that
the ocher's proximury will nor overwhelm us = when we talk wirth a clerk,
we "do not get personal™, (The paradox is thar this very Wall 15 not just
negative: at the same oime, it peneraces fanmsies about whar lurks behind i,
abour whar rhe other really desires. ™) Owur Tare capitalist daily hife mvolves
an unprecedented disavowal of the other's experience:

]II ::I'-.|-.'I' T ':'.'I'."\. H :'|-||:|| || ShOPMITEONL CTY .|_:|_|:._'|_E ' ] -.:.l WL Y .|'.-.| .|:_:'| (R ST E A L

i osrcder 1o erroy dinner when children are :"|.:|:.:':.'_ Inercdler o Fest o ar niehi

when subtering 15 wcessani atenmiecd  daply funcoien demands thar we
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systematwally foreclose vur affections bor and connections with othors (it
words of domranr cultere, our economy 16 comprised of indmvidoals whao
respect each other's individuality), Behind the cancatuee of the Meeding-heart
1

|;|'-._'r.1| 15 Ehe ‘..'||:|: ol prorhiDiCs; Rl YOl bl 15 Puda yom - act.

Here we are dealing not wath individual psychology, bur with capitalist
subjecrivity as a form of abstraction inseribed in and determined by the very

ICxus !\._I|'. "|..-|._'!i|._'.,'1i';‘|,'“ social relations:

Indifference towards specihe labouwrs corresponds 1o a form of socicty in which

individuals can with ease transfer from ane labour o another, and where the

specific kind s a4 mawer of chance for them, hence of indilference. Not only
the category, labour, bur labour in realiey has here become the means ol
creating wealth i peneral, and has ceased w be crganically linked wath
luals in any specific form., Such a state of attairs is ar s most

particular madivic
i Lhe

developed in thie most modern form of existence of bourpeots society,
Lniged Srares, Here, then, tor the frst tirme, the poant o depariore of modern
economics, namely the abstraction of the category “lahoue™, “labour as such™,

[abour pure and simple, BeCOmMEs TUe 10 Pracice. -

Sa, just as Marx described how, within the marker economy, absoraction is
inscribed into individual experience wself (a worker directly expericnces his
particular profession as a contingent actualization of his abstract capacity
to work, not as an orgame compooent of s personality; an “alienared”
lover experiences his sexual parter as a conungent fill-in that satished his
necd for sexwal andfor emononal grathcation; erc.), abstraction is also
inscribed mto the way we relare o others ar the most immediate level: we
frnore them in the fundamental sense of the word, reducing them 1o bearers
of abstract social funcnons, And the point here, of course, is that “systems
of power necessitate specifiic emotional conhgurations™:”' the fundamental
“coldness™ of the late capitalist subject 15 supplantediconcenled by the
phantom of a rich private emononal life which serves as a tantasy-screen
protecting us from the shattering experience ot the Real of other people’s
suftermig. Today, the old joke about a rich man relhng his servant “Throw
out this desoitute beggar — I'm so sensinve thar 1 can’t stand secing people
suffer!™ 1s more appropriare than ever. The necessary price of this abstrac
tisn 15 thar the very sphere of privacy gets “reihed”, worned into a domain
ol caleulated satisfactions: is there anvthing more depressingly anti-crotic
than the proverbial appeal of a yuppie ta his partner: “Let's spend some

quality nme ogether! ™ Mo wonder, then, that the obyverse of this distance

arc brutal and humiliating intrusions info the other's infumate space: from
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confessionary talk-shows to cam-websites where we can observe ather
peaple defecating from the botr e of the torler bow, :

It iz -.l.l Riown fact that people find it much easier to conhde their
innermaost dreams and fears to total strangers than to those who ire close to
them: phenomena ke cvberspace char-rooms and rlﬂ.'c.iu--an:-‘.lx'#l-%' fro |:I|11--~1L
uh-.'lrl:r,lf.lg. rely on this paradox. The Fact that we .||-._-.“-i|_-:|g it |,.‘::, ktlr;1r|;;~r
totally outside our circle of ACQUAINTANCes puarantees thar our .hl,mfrv,;-;‘:u
vill not further stir up the imbroelo of passions m which we are -!"T'Irlll:?"\;l:l.."l.‘l
- 1ot betng ane of our neighbouring others, the stranger s, in a way, rthe fig
I.'.:'.".'::.-' tself, the neurral recepracle tor our secrets, Today's “shared soli :
sism ", !.1rl‘-1.'.':*1-'cr. moves on a different level: itis nor only that we uee ~;7~|';|.1|-r¢lr-.q
L kIII'I“-i'.f' the secrets of the loves and hatreds which sLructure our |'-;L-[|clj.'|-
ships with people whom we know and are close tos it ic as if we arc a E-*v]ﬂ ro
engage in these relationships themselves only against the backgrognd c.:I 4
:_.’.l:-.il'._l.l_-l-:.n_'ni distance, Things which, untl now, had the status of AN CXCCPLION
(like the proverbial passionare mght of sex with a tomal stranger. -:F1 the

knowledge thar the nexr maorning cach of us will go his or her own way
:|:".-.-r tor et .:_u..llin are gradually imposing themselves as the new I:-:'l:':-1:li
among recent Alms, it is Pacrice Chérean’s Tutimacy which explores e
e most convincingly: on the morning after a4 wild nichr of :L-x :xililll-:
stranger, when we Aind ourselves face o face with him cl.\' her, sharing ;-rl1
-.'|!||T~Lr|'<1?:-c:'-:.! proximicy, 151t possible ro establish intimare personal ;_u-r.n..,_[-?l
This disappearance of the frontier berween pubbe and private means that
precise derals of miimate life are hecoming part of the public persona
accessible to evervone in books ar an websites, not the obscene secpet JI.;“I”;
which we whisper in private — o put it in a shghtly nostalpe conservarive
wav, -'.'1;'. scanlal les i the very fact thar there is no scandal any more, [i
!'"i.':.:-lll with models and movie stars: the (fake) video clip af Claudia h.'l:i*lfn_-r
0 passionate tellatio on two penises simultancoushy is publicized m-m;-|l"-
where; if we |”:_'|- m the Interner for daca abour Mimi .:'-.'l.:LI".:1|_-|:L:-|1 (the
vounger sister ot the better-known Australian model Elle ."-|.-i{'|"i'|1""f.:Ir]',.'-;,'r'-
hind sites ibour her outstanding ecological activity (runming a whale-
I.IITH“”L“”: companyl, interviews with her as 2 businesswoman. sites of
decent” photos of her, plus the stolen video of hel masturhatng and then
vopulating with her lover, And whar anout Catherine Miller's laeest book. ™
im whech this wiorld renowned are Crit I..ll_"‘-|l_r:!'!'i_""\-| in o cold I.':I"w-r'.i"i‘\illlllii.'rl'
w.!._ without shame or guilt - and, as a resulr, also witliout an enthusiasng
teeling of transgression — the details of her exuberant sexual life, up ro her
regular participation in hig orutes, in which she was penetrated by or played

i ; R ) =
with dozens of anonvmous Penses i a single session?
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There are no a prion boundaries here — we can well imagime char, in the
near future, some politician wiall {discreetly, at first) allow a hard-core video
ot his or her sexual shenanigans to circulare in public, to convinee the vorers
of s or her force of atrraction or poteney, Almost a hundred years apo,
Virgmia Woolt wrote thay, around 1912, human nature changed: perhaps
rhis s a much inmore APPropriate wah af l.ll.'HL'I'ii."-‘I-"I_L', the radical shite in cthe
status of subjectivity signalled by today’s disappearance of the divide
between public and privare, discernible in phenomena ke *Fig Brothere”
reality soaps.™

By, e the conditions of late capnalism, our allective lite is irrevocably
sphe: on the one hand there is the sphere af “privacy™, ot intimare slands
uf emotipnal sinceriey and meense engagements which, precisely, serve as
uhstacles which blind us to wider torms of suftering; on the orther there 15
the imetaphorical and literal} screen through which we perceive this wider
suftering, bombarded daily with TV reports on ethnic cleansing, rapes,
tortures, natiural catastrophes, with which we deeply sympachize and which
sometimes move us o engage in humanitarian acavites. Even when this
engagement 15 quasi-*personalized™ (like the photo and lerrer from a child
in Africa whom we support through regular hnancial contriburions), ult-
mately, the payment here retains its fundamental subjective function isolated
by psychoanalysis: we give money in order o keep the suftering others ar a
proper distance which allows us to indulge in emotional sympathy without
endangering our safe isolation from their reality, This split of the vicoims is
the truth of the discourse of vicoimeation: me (the harassed onel versus
others (in the Third World or the homeless in our cities) with whom 1
svmparhize ar a distance. In contrase to this wealogico-emaotional baggage,
the authentic work of Love does not lic in helping the other by, as it were,
throwing him scraps of our wealth across a safe barrier: it is, rather, the
wark of dismantling this barrier, of directly reaching out to the foreclosed
suffering Other,

Such authenric work of Love should be opposcd to teel-good ann-racism
in the style of Guess Who's Comimg to Dinner?, in which the black Gance
of the white npper-muddle-class sgirl 15 educated, rich, and so on - his only
fault is the colour of his skin: it is easy for the girl’s parents to overcome
the barrier and love such a “neighbor™; what, however, about the proverhial
Afnican-Amencan from Spike Lee’s Do the Right Thing, who annoys the
Whites when he walks around with the boombox terned up lowd? Iroas this
excessive and merusive jourssance that we should learn to tolerate — 15 he
nor the ideal subject of “cultural harassment”™ ™ And s not the obsession

with “sexual harassment™ also a form of mtolerance = or “rero tolerance ™,

AFTERWORDY: LENIN'S CHOLCH 1D

T ommrrraral e 1 I [
o use the popular Orwellian term of the LAw entorcers = for the other's

CIOYFETE R Thie weinloseonine g 1

ety s cmoyment s by definmion excessive - ever Attempr to
ey e ; ey
| | | Als, since sexual seduction and pr posal are in
Nk LTLl EEFT] B -y ; .
thelnselves mntripsive, |.J|-[_|r|1||1;1_ s the I||r|'.1'|.1rq' th
“harassment”™ nat, ther

define its “ proper measure” f
| ! ne of the struggle againss
alome JJ_‘- Bis or ber nr-.-::~;:;'|l.lf;.':«-.-ll::':lnlrjqill.lf |I;¢1:.LI '_”“l:“"- “.:“..”.i gt o be _'Ilcl";}
: b4 a [ L T ERCIE 1 rusive folfssanoe >
Why dovs Hamburg have three long-distance railway stations: the
statian Hamberrg f|'=r.'.r.'J.':5..-."-.-_--'-.J,r_ FHarifery 1'_2'..'Jr.'=.u'r. FooAan i. H b
Aftora, all on the same line? The S

ipparently “irrational” I P
pparently “irrational” fact thar, a shorr walk from the maimn stanion, ther
anon, .

AR
distmetion between the firse twa, the

s anather one, Dammrtor station, s casy to explaim: the ruling class w Inted

. I J T ] w I
A ostanion where s members could board che train

. inperturbed by the
lower-class crowd. More CIIZEEAL I, ;

15 the thed stanon, Aftora, It s not

clear w |.1;-|-; this term comes from: while according ro some SOIFCCSE 1F refers
ti) :.!.w r.n_: that this Danish settlement was perceived as standing .u'fL'r
-r;r."rl all too near™) ro Ham burg itsclf, the more probable -.'rx|1|.1.|~'-;=|;n-1 I|~:
“all ten an®, by the brook " The tact, however, is tha MII'I-.-I.: [-'.'.I;' carly
sinteenth century, the citizens of Hamburg have been complamimg -_nnﬂ-ru;-

1 I | I
ally abowur this small, ongmally Danish, settlement northwest of the cin
RN LR Y CORILY

-l o . theory, we should repeat the ald lealian
Proverl: se sor @orera, @ ben' frovato

centre. As for the "all wo near™

evenn s nor true {on cthe facrnal

tevel],  rings true' TH ' mp :
| B truc! This is how a symprom s orgamzed for Freud: as a

_ A actual level, 15 clearly st reue, bt
none the less “rngs rroe”™ 10 o far as an u

hysterical accusation which, on the |

.II : : TR LT TR -_|_'-I||_' eSS 11 i’
¥ TR - Yy 1 - & I X -
S B Thie s wWav, the svmibilie funcian of the third statwon, Altoma

143 i{l'.{..\ rhl.' I.IJ,..“..I s '\.".'I" . AR :
i THETRICH MO rC ABWAvs T i ear”™ a R ¥
h Ul too nea at a proper distance -

also serves. o displace/mysnfy the basic social antagomsm (class serugele)
. lass serupe

it the Fake 1O . 4 4 |
the fake antagomism between *us™ (our natien, m which all classes are

united in the same social body| and “them™ {the forcign intruders
The connection berw | sl :
T _l::l_l b ! |r g e W & e TsT ¥ r |'. '

e lal berween the St IWOD opposinions provides the minimal co

rdimates of what Ernesto Laclau has conceptuabieed as the seroeple for

vegentony. The key feature of the concept of hegemony is the contineent
CONNECtIon |T-_'|'-w:-:1 trasocial differences l.'ll:_'l'l'i:_':;‘.'-- within the u..;-'_-:.l n-.r*,-1.n~l
and :I]h- |:'|*.|.' hat separates bociety itself from non-Society {chaos LEter
decadence, dissolution of all socal links) — the limit berween the h-u‘iZﬂ .l;ll.l

can artculate iself only o the euise of a

difference (by mapping itself on ro 3 differencet between elements of socia

space. The struggle within the social hody (herween | taufthabnbof and
Ldammntor, the oppressed and the e

IS exteronty, the non-Social.

. ruling class) 1s always, by a soructural
ecessity, mirrored in the strugple berween the social haduy

“as such™ (*all
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of ws, workers and rolers™) and chose '.'-.-"1.”. are itsice j.|[hL.m,l_j_1|:::
forcieners who are “all too near™, in Altora). .l._.l'.-\.l.ll. is -ru: *-.1;.._ ;:a :: ,:,::..L
s lI|!.:iI'|1.1‘.l.'|1,- the struggle for the meaning of sociery “as '-.II.I-. .I. 'Ikh,x:“_-u_l,"ﬁ.'.:h
tor which n-r he twor classes will IS itself as [_'!l_' r..l..'||'||.} ..II l.: .\;“ ; ]i o
such™, thereby degrading its other into the stand-in for the non-5ocial |

or:
descruction of, the threat to, socierv)., _ o vose 3 threat 1o

Ta simplify: Docs the masses’ struggle :.“r CMANCIpation | ,_|I_ .._l —
civilization as such, since civilization can thrive only in a Im'r:m: .|1:1 1 Ll
-:'-:'|.‘|I.'.F:" (3 15 11 that the ruling class is a parasite []I[L'::I.[-::IL'IZII.I;:', I-:.- .1_||.|_~_,:::1.i_i:_]1_;
AT .“'L'.Ir--l.‘l'i."-[:l]'i.-\'.il.ll'.. Sl [l'l.:l[ [l.'l'.' lJII.]:- ?]ITL'F::I.H]'.'{' LLH) “‘*-:f-i.li'l-l“.\-l'f'! .I"'\-I 'l..lllrl..r..”'lh -I;M
This, of course, in no way implies thar the way we |.? ,.h_] IL.“.I ,Lmi“w
secondary, and thar we should simply shaft the hn.uj. .h_mll»_ n.mh:{-j:.]{p,ﬁ-:% T.” ,|.|;.
which splits “our” society from wirhin: T|'.t* Wiy *-'-1. re I1|1' r . L|‘."'-'#'-~'-|"‘|'
third element, is the key indicator of lur:u.-r:- we :'h_lu‘.I.I. ,E,::h:nﬁ ”;I“_ i..H-iﬂ
to the inherent antagonism. Is not the basic operation of t ay s ! et
J.tn:'!ll:l'..i.l'.n precisely ro combime working-class |:1l}'|'i‘:-|_'|-~1T:r.~r1 W i.}j_1iul:rq;rl'll.:-':|_
pellation [—":. osmopolitan II1L'.|[lIl..llil..!'l'li'l.|. COMpAanics as l|c_ lrh;lt-.lll-_l::. o
honest workers™)? This is why - to take the extreme exa |,n[1 - or Je .
roday’s lsrael, “Love thy neighbour!™ means " Love the Palestimans!™ or o

qans nothing at all, _ -
il“ILIJIJIw i-einjlrwuhiﬂ most Western societies know the *n-.-;i-ml:* “:, ..“”Mil:[liﬁ,i::
“order of restramt™: when someonc sues another person -”.r-“.:I|=.l,“|-,1::h;;.r
or her (stalking, making unwarranted sexual :1-_11:1-1}-:}':-{1I c:L:.,.-I. ..:” .”t.hhm
can be legally prohibited from knowingly Approac 1|1|;f-. E-!l ‘ '*w .r he
more than a hundred yards, Necessary as this :'|l|.'.'|‘-l.:|I.-: 1% ml I._u]l “.r :|.k_
ohvious I'L'1L|if}' of harassment, there 15 mone r|~.¢.~ ||."-.-\. !~ll-r1'll.fl‘|::!“!.__-' h [l.'l.:[
defence against the Real of the Other’s desire in IE; Ihl:[_””lt L1H :qu_w”:..[1
there is something dreadtully piolent about openly « !‘-'_.":I-Lfn:lltl!.l- RTAT: ]W| .l o
for another human hemg o this bemg hime- or herself: |..|‘-u-~..-_3.||_1”|'I :_:_ ._h..\
[adan, rr_l;r,-g'e Its .:_||_'||.;‘-.._'|'_ ,|_|'_|,j_ even ot 1ts .I.{]\.IJIL.":"\-L.‘L. :|:|'.'|l.||f.' .1!_[.':_._:-.- _11:- [ -\.:ﬂr!;h.“ .{ :;r
mlace. he or she can never do so without 4 moment of awe |'||. allll pr “",,'mh
_ another variation on Hegel's dictum "Evil resides in ILH}. Lwﬂ.:f: i the
perceives Evil all around”™ — intolerance towards the {l'r .-.1-“.L|xq-. "
very gaze which perceives intolerant intruding Others .=||. Ii.HIIjJi-_- N

We should be especially suspicious about an u|1m'h:|--|.1|'-1.. I.l :..:,'.].T.”.rl‘. I.r.w
harassment of women when it s vowced by men: atter lﬂnlnd'» _Tl ?1 :“,l:i_:,““
“pro-temimst” PO surrace, we soon encounter the oo J | 1-||_ kL, ...nld. .I.rn
myth about how women are helpless ereatures wha I\I|n:.~||_+hl. .1{- l-ll-;,ﬂ_ »P I|1|{-,_”
|~.-|-1.|1.' trom imtruding men, but ultimarely also from -'l!.':'.'>|'.~.'*.|‘.'-:I-i:. ri: ,].I Ir"_ﬂlu
1% |'.-:|'I ',|:__|,| thiev will be I_III.MI|‘-!I-:' Bor protledl |.|'|'§.'|'||"_\I.'|'-.'I."‘-.- bt thar the b 1
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- v heine cevillve b at the o ; ;

start o enjoy being sexually harassed - thar the male intrusion will set free
e them a seli-destructive explosion of excessive sexual enjoyvment, . .. In
shorr, what we should fous am 15 whag B o wodion r:-."j.'.l:rh',-_ ity fs

o .
mades of barassment? s it nor the
everything others do (talk
1% _|‘-nr;_'|'.||.1.|:-. 1threat, so that — as Sarr

sl es dtress

tified 1y the ORSEEEIOR b Arfterent
Snarcissistic” subjectiviey for which

to me, look
Arme . . |

s purat long ago lenfer,

With regard to woman as an obect of disturbance, the more she s
attention tocuses on her, on whar lies beneath
Laleban not only forced women o appear in public completely
velled, they alse prohibited them from wearing shoes with too solid
ur wooden) heels, and ordered them to w

covered, the more our (male
the veil. The

(metal
alk in such a wav thar thev would
not make roo lowd a clicking noise,

which might attract men’s attention and
thus distract them., disturbing ¢

hetr inner peace and dedicarion. This is the
paradox of surplus-enjoymenr ar irs pure

st: the maore the abject s veiled,
the more intensely disturhi

ng is the minimal trace of ire remainder.
And 15 not this the case cven with the growing prohibition on siniking s
) 1 s ) " as I
Firse, all offices were declared "smoke-free

. then flighes, then restaurangs,
then airpors, then bars,

then private clubs; en, on some umiversiey

wdmpuses, Bty vards around rthe entrances 1o the buildings; then — in 4

lmque case of pedagogical censership, reminding us of the famous Stalinise

prractice of I'L-Ir-ll-.'hI:u[ the photos of the nmomendlatera - the LIS postal

service removed the cigarette from stamps with photo-portraies of blues
guttarist Kobert Johnson, and of Jackson Pollock; now we have the recent
a ban on highring up on the pavement or in a park,
Chostopher Hitchens was rght to point our noe only thar medical evidence
tar the threar of “passive smoking ™

ALILmprs o I s

soat best extremelv shaky, bur thatr
» Intended “tor our own [LIFT3T I
presaging a supervised world in which we'
lessly, safely — and tediously ™, ™

[s nor the

these prohibitions themselves

are “tunda-
mentally allogical,

Il live pain

target of such prohibitions
tosissance, embodied in the acr of ©
inhaling deeply, with

again the Other’s exeessive, risky
Heresponsibly lighring a ¢ igarerte and
unabashed pleasure - in conrrast to Clinconite

who do it wirhout mhaling {«

o have sex without acrual Penerranon
without far, or . .17 On o oot all this, the notion
smoking™ s clearly part of the post- A0S ¢
contact with others, |

. or fond
of the danger of “passive
ear not only of direct |"-'1}!'~:~.JJ
e oalso of more cthereal forms of comtact (the
“invisible™ exchange of fluids, bacteria, viruses ., L) What makes smoking
such an ideal scapegoat is the fact thar the proverhal “smoking gun® is

€asy o targer here, providing a Politically Co rect ag

ent of conspiracy, the
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large tobacco compames, and thus disgusing envy ot the Orther’s enjoviment
in the acceptable anti-corporate clout. The alumate irony 15 not anly that
the tobacco companies’ pr firs have nor ver been artecred by ann-smoking
campaigns and legislation, bur thar even most of the billions of dollars the
tobacco compames have agreed to pay will go o the medico-pharmaceuntical
industrial complex, which s the single strongest industmal complex in the

What makes Fred Walton's film Whes g Stranger Calls o interesting 15
the unexpected twist after the first tweney minures, which tell the standard

UISA, rwice as strong as the infamous mibitary=mdustrial complex.

story of the anonymous murderer harassing the babysitter alone in the
howuse with two children with repeared phone calls: atrer he 15 apprehended
fand we learn that be was in the house all the nme, calling from another
phone hine, and that he has already killed the two children), we are thrown
into frs subjective perspechive Thas reversal of narrative perspective displavs
a clear ¢lass connatation: the hrst and last parts of the hlin take place in
upper-middle-class surroundings (the crimes occur duning babysitning, when
the mother and Father are our parving: the murderer's question “Did vou
check on the children?™ 15 i bact addeessed ar the parents), Nor only does
the pathological harasser/murderer belong to the lower classes; he 15 also
portraved as the ultimate disturbing neghbour, whose otfers of friendship
andd desperate pleas for communicarion are all brurally rejected {he 15 beaten
up m a3 desolate low-class bar, ignored by people who walk past him on the
strece), This rejection also gives a clue 1o the monvanon of his attacks: ar
the end of the hlm's second part 0m which his narrative perspective
predominates), we see hun, hidden among -.||.|'-l'l"ir1*~ repoating his mantea;

“Mobody sees me! Nobody hears me! | don't exiar!™ It is from this position
of sebjective nonexistence that he performs the act, and commits his horrble
CrAmes.

[ here 15 an exmraordinary scene towards the |."'-.‘§3'.IIII'III'ij3
Decalogre 8 in the middle of a university ethics class, an anonvmouws
haggard-looking voung man (a homeless drunkard?) encers the large class-
room and looks around perplexed. All che participants are embarrassed and
ot knowing what o LIH' I|n.1||}. 1 tormally -;'.r-.---nn.-d black man {a
trican country#) says in English: “Ger out!”, and the

!-.:||_'-._¢|'.-'l. ";L..i-"'

annoyed, 1
student trom an
mtruder leaves l|'.-;: room.” The irony of this scene is double: first, the
participants, whao are intensely discussing love of one’s neighbour, blatantly
not only ignore, but even throw out, the actual neighboar in distress;
sccond, the person whe breaks the impasse by ordering che distressed
neighbour to leave 15 a black student — the exemplary object of racial
intolerance i Real Socialist countries, in which African students were
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characreristics {ape. nationality, physical featorest, 15 thar these character-
istics are irrelevant — the n.~|1|_1.' thing that matters is the froarc numerical fact
of adding a new name to the list In rhis precise sense, 15 nor Don juan a
properly Christian seducer, since his conguests were “pure”, non-pathulog-
cal in the Kantian sense, done for the sake of it, not because of any
parncular and confingent prope rties of their objects? The poet's preterred
love object is also a dead person (paradigmartically the beloved womant: he
needs her to be dead in order to articulare his mourming i has poerry 1o
as in courtly love poetry, a living woman is clevated o the stams ot a
monstrous Thing), In contrast to the poct’s Axation on the singular dead
love object, the Christian, however, treats the stull lving neighbour as
already dead, ecrasing his or her distinctive gualities. The dead neighbour
means the neighbour deprived of the annoving excess of puassance which
11 1k{‘h |'|-||'r| 0 |' T |_|[':|1|;_~;1r,1'i'.||;'_ b1 | O .,,'|:_'.;1,|' '.hh-:,'rl:' Eirr'.-u.';’_.a:ird L-!'IL'-llw: i:l
teying to sell us, as the authentic dithcule act of love, whar 15 n fact an
escape from the effort of authentic love, Love tor the dead neighbour 1s an
easy feast: it basks in its own perfection, indifferent to s objeer — what
about not only “tolerating”™ but loving the other because of bis or her very
?-"I'.'II':'-E’J'I‘I"'-:'HI:"-'?.;

Is this love for the dead neighbour really just Kierkegaard's theological
wdiosyncrasy? (dn a recent visic to San Francisco, while listenang ro a hlucs
CD in a friend’s apartment, [ uttered the undortunate remark: " Judging by
the colour of her voice, the singer is definitely black. Strange, then, that she
has such a German-sounding name — Nina.” OFf course, 1 was immediately
admonished for Polincal Incorrectness: one should not assocate someone’s
ethnic identity with a physical Feature or a name, because all this juse balsters
racial clichés and prejudices. To my ensuing query about how, then, one
should identify ethnic belonging, 1 got a ¢lear and radwcal answer: in no way,
by means of no parricular feature, because every such idennficanion s
potentially oppressive in constraining a person to his or her particular
identity. . .. Is this not a perfect contemporary example of whar Kierkegaa ril
had in mind? One should love one's neighbours (African-Americans, i this
casel only n so far as they are impliciely deprived of all their particular
charactenistics = in short, 0 so far as they are treated as already dead. What
about loving them for the unique sharp-melancholic quality of their voices,
frar the AMALINE [ibidinal combinagtions ot thewr names (the leader -:"lr.Tl'-I:‘ ante-
racist movement m France rwo decades apo was named Harlens Désir!)

I‘1 18 1% B s5a%. TaF [ e |_-_||'.l*~1".-l1|,,| a5y l::ll‘ thnr [1ll:'ll'.|L'- 1| .'I'Jl"'hﬁ'.:" o

Lacan's name tor this “imperfection”™, for the obsracle which makes me

love someone, 15 ober pett a, the “|Ll.[|1::|-1uh.:1[h tie which makes him or

AFTERWORD: LEMIN'S CHOTO0 A

her L, In aurhentie love, | love the other nor simply for being alive, but
because of the very troebling excess of life in him or her, Even the comman
wisdom 15 somehow aware of this: as they say, there is something cold in
pertect beauty; we admire it, bur we fall in love with an imprerfect beaury,
because of this very imperfection, For Americans, at least, there is something
all roo cold in Claudia Schiffer’s perfection: it is sumchow easier to fall in
love with Cindy Crawford because of her very small mpertection (the
Fammous tiny mole near her lip = her ofijet perir 41 And T am tempted o
add o the couple of Schetfer and Crawford the couple of the Federal
Republic of Germany and the defunct German Democraric Republic: there
still are people who laove the GDR frelusive af arnd f for s very inmiperfections
- they love the memory of the birter sulphur raste of the air due to the
|'!C-'I‘-_'- IS Ty ;1II|!LE!IUI'| - but there s |‘:,t|'q,:

v anyone who loves the Federal
Republc of Germany. ¥

This Failure of Kierkegaard also explains the problems which emerge
when we apply the Kierkegaardian triad of the Aestheric, the Frhical and
[|]L'.|E.I.'|E;|-'_I'-JLI‘\- o the domain of sexual relations: which 1s the relieious mode
at the eronic, if its aestheric mode is seduction and is ethical mode marria grge
Is it ar all meamingtul toealk abour a religions mode of erotics in the precise
Ricrkegaardian sense of the term? The point of Lacan s thart this, precisely,
15 the role ot courtly love: the Lady in courtly love suspends the cthical level
of umiversal svmbolic obligations, and bombards us with totally arbatrary
I'II'-'.| cals 1 oa way '-.'-|'In...i 14 ='|||I"|I.J|.-'.:-F|::l'|h Eis Ll r-;_ lhllﬁllﬁ SUSPEDSI0n of rJ|;_
|."|.-'..'I.. Ih-: S (R 1*"1 B ArE On o par ‘-.'.-..,|| |.||::-|_| orderi |'| » Ahrah; 1 1o sl ||_j1|:|_|
his son Isaac, And, contrary to the surface appearance, here thar sacrifice
reaches its apogee: it 15 only here that we finally confront che Other it

hing chat gives body ro the excess of enjoyment aver mere pleasure,

Just like Kierkepaard®s love for the dead neighboue, this -;ra;._-.-.,_ viston of
-;n_ulrrh' lowe 15 not only false, bur ultimately even unchreistian. In Hircheoek s
Vertigo, the low-class Judy — whao, under the pressure exerted from and out
ot her love For Scortie, endeavours to look and acr like the high-class faral
and ethereal Madeleine - turns our 1o Be Madeleine: they are the same
person, smcee the “true” Madeleine Scottie encountered was already a fake.
This identity of [udy and Judy-Madeleine, however, reveals all the more
clearly the absolute otherness of Madeleme wich regard to Judv = a

Madeleine who s nowhere, who is present only in the guise of the ethereal
“aura” that envelops Judv=-Madeleine.

In a str |~.I.|1L homaolo MRS Besture, . hristr LIty G5scrts thar |*w"|, I~ TIESE 1||:nI
bevond appearance — nothing hut the imperceptible X that changes Christ
an ordinary man, into God. In the absofute I-.|-:']1r‘:|':| of man and God, the
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Ihvime s the pure Schern ot another dimension that shines through Chinse,
this miserable creature, It is only here that the iconaclasm is truly brought
tor 115 conclusion: what 15 i fact “bevond the mmage™ 15 that X which makes
the man Chrst God. In this precise sense, Christianity reverses Jewash
sublimation into a radical desublimation: nor desublimation in the sense ol
a simple reducnion of God to man, bur desublimation in the sense of the

descent of the sublime Beyond to the everyday level, Christ 15 a “ready

made God” [as Boris Groys put it he 15 fully human, mherently clis

unguishable from other humans o exactly the same way as Judy 1

”"'~|-|";||“._|-'\.“5"]|-~|-|"]';-' |-|'|,:-;'|!_ Madeleine in ".-'L'.l'.'f_:.gl- it 15 -:-j'l'.":.' an '.|'_-1!;1-:'!':.'l:'51l'.|"‘-h'.'
“something”, a pure appearance which can never be grounded 1o a substan-
tial property, that makes him divine,

Ihis 18 u.-']]:.' Scotrie’s ohsessive love tor Madeleine 15 a fake: af his love
were true, he should have accepted the full idennty of (the common, vulgar)
Judy and (the sublime) Madeleine.** It 1s m rhis identity of incongruous
apposites, ot the subhme and the ndiculous, that we hnd the comedy ol
love — or. as Fernando Pessoa purs it * All love leters are / comical. f They
would not be about love, if they were not / comical.”

[here is, nevertheless, an indifference which pertains to troe love: not an
mditference to its object, but an indifference to the positive qualities of the
beloved object. This indifference ot love is closely linked o that of the
Lacanian “empty signifier™ of course, this signifier is never really “empey™

a king, for example, 15 always idennhed with a series of personal
wdiosvncratic features which characrerize him; however, we, his sulyects, are
aware at all times that these features are thoroughly indifferent and replace
able, thar it 15 not these features which make him a king. The ditference
herween the “empty ™ signifier and the “fall® significr hes not in the absence
Of Prescnee af positive Features of the r:l"'ii'._'l.' -:il.'-\.i!'lr'l.'l'.l.'l.i I“'p it, bur in the
different symsholic staties of these features: in the Arst case these features arc
a positive magnitude (the subject’s gualities), while in the second they
function as a negative magnitude, thar s, ther very “tull presence”™ 15 a
stand-in for — holds the place of - the “emptingss™ of the signiher (of the
symbolic mandare] *King”. S0 “tullness” and “empnmess™ are nor direcrly
opposed: the very “empriness” ot the empty sgnifier 5 sustamed by a
specihic “negative” fullness. And the same pocs for love: to say *1 love vou
because | . . [you have a nice nose, artractive lesgs|™ 15 a prion false. Wich
||;'.,-|_-. it 1% ||1-;' LA A% W% |[f"| |'-._'-.i;3||-:_||,|:~. ]'l_'“,l;f: | |__||,:. 11t |l.:-". LoV l]ui.-;llth‘ |. |-II|I-.!
your positive features atteactive bue, on the contrary, | find your positive
features attractive because | love you, and therefore ohserve you with a

loving gaze. Consequently, all the *fullness™ of the posiuve teatures which |
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aclewre 1 sle Fozls . b 5 o - ™ i
adore in the beloved are a stand in for the craptiness” which I really Tove

-even 1f they wer vbliterated, T would still love v,
How does all this relate to sex? [he true miracle oceurs when sex i

transubstannated ™ mto an act of love, There are four wavs ro disavow this

||11!'n:-uzl1||'|'l'-;'.|| CAMIENCT R 4ol |:|'. cand sexual IO Il

I L0 St W A O T A5 a s ! TR . el i L} i R

g .-I ] 1t ""q,.\.l'll mire I"'I. 3 H I- =y I | 1 | I i

|] I ; : 1 1 : s SN ¢ [ N ] L1t ACLOWC
LICITEO I sErales [ L ||'1|'.-'“| ”l-\.ll.l[lll-llll'\-\.lll'-

2. the opposite ascermn g ol ; .
[I ite assernom of IECNsSS 0% s e :'I“"." .:L'n.l.l Il'!”'“_'. i '-".:'III,,'I':

reduices love toa mere imaginary ure

=+

the division of these two aspects, their alloation 1o two different people;
one loves ome’s gentle wite {or the idealized inaccessible Lady while one
has sex with a “vulpar™ mistress: .

_1 _r' fan i . e ¥ B : 3 1 | 5
Jr1.|| False immediate MErger, 1IN Wich [NlCse seX 18 supposcd to

deronstrate that one “truly loves™ one's partner, as of, in order to prov
L true ong, every sexual act has to be the proverhal
fuck of the century ™,

:|5.|r O ||'|-.'.-_- 14

All these four stances are WILIE, an cseape from assuming the impossihles

real conpunction of love and sex; a true love is enough in iseli It makes sex
irrelevant = bt precisely becavse “fundamentally i doesn’t marter™, we can

s WC Can
| : pressure. . .o And, paradosacally, chis
wings us back to Lenin: when, in 1916, Lenin's

tully enjoy 1t without any superego

Lk ‘.'l":.l.[ ;"IIII'II M- IsIrEss

Inessa o ; p L.z TR A |
Armand wrote to him that even a flecTing passion was more poetic

tnd Ccleaner than kisses wirhour | Wi berween man and winan, he replied:

I-u.::-\.\.l_'-\. '-'-\.'::.li.l__: Lo DELWeEsT) & II!E LT spinses are .'n'-l.r-'."l I ARECeE, ]i'l{'-il |'|'|'|_I iR
De conrrasred e W o weniare L Ie '.'.'q.':li..? ETA AN L|'H-"-\.|_-. i :’.'-._- |||'.'-..'I I!.__| Vil

e R ERPE ' L et ot A ] riE ;
contrast “a flectmg (why a fleetmgl passion (why not love?)™ — and i comes

SRLLD T callv as if I-I'H.-.-; 5 WY .':"-::|| Lo |..!|'I_[ii|;_'\_| RS

: !."'I:.l.l.h'-l'-\.\,l T mantal kisses
withour love, o L. This s oded

| - | . v A i : |
Lemin's reply is usually dismuissed as proof of his pettyv-hourgeos sexual
restrant, sustained by his hicter memory of the past affair; however, there

15 more to itz the insight that marital “Kisses withour love™ and the

Fal

extramarital “teetng affair™ are the rwo sides of the same coin — thev both

shrink from combining the Keal of an tinvcondicionnl

| passionate arrachment
Wit

V the torm of symbolic proclamation. Lenin is profoundly right here, bt

nit 10 the classic prodish sense o preterrmg “nocmal™ mareiace For fove to

illicir promiscuity, The underlymg insight is that, against all appearances
love and sex are nor only distinet, bur ultimately i, ampatilie - thar they
vperate on completely different levels, like auape and eras: [ove s of :

aritable,
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eli-etracing, ashamed of iselt; while sex 15 intense, selt-assertive, possessive,
mln'lulll'- vident (or the opposite: possessive love versus _..q';ll.'l'u.lh indulging
m sexual pleasures).® The rue miracle, however, occurs when {exceprion-
allv, nor "as a rule™), these two sertes momentanly comerde — an achieve-
ment which 1y realfimpossible i the precise Lacanian sense and, as such,
marked by an inhereny rarity.

loday, 11 1% as if the nexus of three levels which characterized traditional
sexualiy {reproduction, sexual pleasure, love] is gradually dissalving: repro
ducnon s lefr o biopenenic procedures which are making sexual intercourse
redundant; sex wself 15 turned into receeational fun; while love is reduced to
the domain of “emotional fulflment™. ™ In such a sitvanon, 1t 1s all the
more precious o be rerminded of those rare miraculous moments in which
two of these three dimensions can snll overclap, T am almost tempted to
:.1;1r;1|'|1r.a~.r Breche's “What is a bank robbery compared 1o the tounding ot

1 bank?” here: what is an extramarital atfair compared o an alfair which
declares mselt ml‘-ln lv in the form of marnage:

In a recent book against the “excesses”™ of May 1968 and, more generally,
against the “sexual liberation™ ot the 1960s, The [ndependent reminded us
whar rhe radicals of "68 thoughr abour child sex. A gquarter ot a century
o, Daniel Cohn-Bendit wrote about his experience in a kindergarten:

v oS LA ne lirs warh ,|| the chaldren soon |-l-:'L i eronic Characrerisnics, |
bt | | |

wild really feel how from the 1 ol live the small -'\.'-"I‘ had already learned
opensd the thes of my

codd them

o make passes at me: - oo Several tmes @ few chaldren
trauscrs and started to stroke M, K |'|_"' |"|-.'!. insisted, 1 then siraka

Shulamich Firestone went even turther, expressing her hopes thae, ina waorld
“wirthout the incest taboo . .. relatons with children would inclode as much
genital sex as they were g.1]'..1i'-|-: af |'-|'u':3.1|*~|1_. n-.hiu|r|'.1|'-i5' more than we
now belicve™ " Confronted warh these statements, Cohn-Bendit plaved them
down, claiming: “This did not .'|_-.||ij. happen, [ l\.:l."l!:.' wintod Fo 'r'll'l.:l"\.'l\..l.I{L'
people. When one reads 1t today, i is unacceprable.™ The question,
hiowever., still remains: bhow, at that tume, was it ;'u-m'.hh_- Lo provoke |~|,'1.:-|1||.-,
presenting sexual games with pre-school children to them as something
appeahing, whi le oy .|1~. the same “provocaton”™ wonld immn eoliate 1y guve
rise to an outburst of moral |.|I'1"'|J':|["' After all, child sexual |1.l|'.|.,‘-\.‘1l'IIL!I'.l 1%
o of thae notwms of Bl .-n|:1j.'. Withot directly taking sides in this dehate,
we should read it as a sign of the chanpe 1n our mores from the wtopan
energies of the 19605 and early 19705 to stale contemporary Polineal

LOrTecithess, In w hich CYET) AULIENTIC e nter '.'I.'I||J arot her uman I"l-'.' 175

i -\.lL'I'n'::IilIIl.-\..l.l A% d VICTIHM LG cXporene. I.l'.lh., el Caaurse, I.Jlll.."ﬁ il Ii'II',Z"J'l'
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-'|:.|_'. Wi _xl*.r-u.-:i simply take the side of “sexual iberation™: the problem s,
rather, =E1.|:. “sexual liberagon™ m the stvle of Cohn-Bendis and hedonmstic
Foleically Correct asceticism are mitrinsically linked - the second arritude is
the “rruth”, the consequent reahzanon, of the frst one: that is o 5V,
ungonstramed hedonssm -".‘:1':' i) -:':I-.| P i sSoamee form of renewed asceticism

In Gasparane, a silly German musical from 1937, the voung Marika

Rockk, reproached by her tather for treanng her rich and powerful Aance
unkindly, promptly answers: 1 love him, s [ have the right to trear him in
any way [ wane!”™ There is some truth in this statement: far from obli eing
me to be “respectful ™ and *considerate™ — all signals of cold distance — love
n A way, allows me to dispense with these formalities, Does this mean that
ove gives mie a kind of carte Blanche, astitving every hrurality? No, and
that is the miracle of love: fove sers irs Qm _a'.m.rr."n.-'r.."::. ) ‘.5|.1-1. within a
Iul'-r-n- atonship, i is immediately clear when we are dealing with love and
when we are not (as with Politically Incorrect terms, which can alsa be used
as proot that Lam a real friend of the person concerned),

From passage a l'acte 1o the Act ltself

This is alse why authentic love for one's nelghbour has nothing to do with
compassion: one of the kev lessons of psychoanalysis concerns the hypocrsy
ab compassion, that s, the secret pleasure [Schadenfren. fe| vne gers from
sympathesing with the other's diff wult predicament. MNowhere 15 this clearer
than v Lars von Trier's films. In his remarkable mtervention at rhe
kreyszrof Kieslowski conference ar UCLA m April 2001, Fredric Jameson
viclently protested agamst the ul'rxpl.-;'-rd deach by drowning of 7 voung
hav, the traumaric event around which Kieslowski's I'i'r:'.f."-','..'r;';' { |;|.||.:|_=\.; !u-.
emphatically claimed that Kieslowskr should never be forgiven for L;i:|_.,|.-
the hoy, that he should be held accountable for his deatly — just as, accordi g
o some late medieval legislation, if an author kills a popular Actional
character in his narrative, we should he allowed o prosecute him for
murcler, . . Brilliane as this idea is, it is probably misplaced: the author
whe should fact never |"q Forgmven tor the way ne treats his heromes in
H-"r'.a'.':.'.'.-'-':_' ."-"..'u.' 'I-"u.l:":.'-' |'||.J B} IRCer I :||I.3'|_' J'.:'..'-'.l:.' [ ]..:||'x R RTH| [rlf.,-r,
Llancer m e Dark s one of those paintul films in which it is clear from
the very beginning where the story will end: in rotal carastr iphe, While we
ire watching, we secretly hope believe » even — that something will happen
which will [Provent this I.III|T.‘:.".‘||‘~|¢ enich 1TE, &0 [ hiztt, |'-.1|.1-;!rw|_|_.'|.|'.,‘ the fhinal
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~.|1||._L iq thar there 15 nio SUIFPrIse: the horrible I'il-.ill'.:i! rovwards which the
film has pointed all the tme does materabize,

The story takes place in the USA m the 1960s: Selma (Bjork |, a L 3
ermieree who works 10 a extele acrory, 1s EOINE Blind because ol an
:|||||_'|":|,:_'-,| .,,i;g.q.,‘nr:_ -.§":-.' W LK L}. QVErTITe o 5AVE Imancy {L:!' |.:'|L' 'i']"L'r.l.l.ilil'I '|.".'|1=.n.|1
would save her son from the same predicament. Her friendly neighbour,
whom she confides, steals the money from her; she kills him, s condemned
e death and executed. - . . How can Selma live through such an ordeal?
Her big passions are singing and musicals: atter working, hours, she partc-
pares in an amatcur group practising for a performance of The Sowna of
Music, and the drab reality of her hte s connmuonsly suspended by the
somps she imagines smging o herself, These songs, wiich grow orgatically
out of the rhyvthmic sounds of her workmg environment [reminding us of
the good old Marxist theories of the birth of music ot of the collecove
waork rhythmt, become leaner and leaner, with dimmashang orchestral
accompaniment, unel when she is on her wayv o her execution, we hear just
her hesitant voice trving to inger with the melody, The aminguiry here is
radical: does Damcer celebrate the mage power of music [and musicals
which allows us to survive hornbving realicy, or does it condemn music as
1 escapist fantasy which makes vs passively endure social realiny:

So how is Selma able to sustain such a radical subjective stancer By
adopring the ferishist position. What 15 a fetish? Patricia Highsmith's short
srory ‘The Button” tells the story of a middle-aged New Yorker who lives a
miserable life with his wife and their Down'’s Syndrome child; late one
might, unable to stand his son’s meaningless gibber any longer, he goes faar
1 walk through the empty strects, where he bumps mto a homeless drunken
hepgar, Although the beggar 15 no way intrusive, the hero spills out all
his anger and Frustrations on him; after beating him senselessly to death, he
tears a button off his dirry coat and runs home, From this evening on, he
keeps the button in his pocker all the ume, cinging 1ot as 1o a kimel oo
superstitious prop - whatever musery betalls him, there will always be this
DuTTosn tee rermiinid |'|i|‘|'| |'|-c'|'.-'-.' — e, Al ||.'.!_-.T — |"il.,' Wil "|'.=.|I.'- .=.|.'|l.' tea fut |'l._l.n. k.
So he regams the abulity to confromt hife with new hope, even to smile kindly
at his handwcapped son. . .. Ukis 15 a tenish at s purest: the in-herween
._-=:_|__~:-||;-|-;| -.,-,'”;._-5-1 5_-|'|;!|'.i.;_--. r|'|1_- ~.|.j|1||,;.._': By :_'|'_-;_i.|_|'_'|_' |I'|i=\.-:_':'.1.|"!l. r-..'.||||'.'-. .I'l.ll-..l '.1I.'I'!'|.'|'|:l'1-
the true secret of Dancer is that it narrates a case ot fermnine fenishism,
turming around the classic psychoanalvne doxa which opposes femimine
hysteria and male (Eetishist] perversion., Is it mot that Selia is able to endure

evervthing, even the most pantul sicuarions, because she has her fetish

sinering - o which she chings all the tme? Underlying all dus 15 8 question:
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whart s ainging? Why do we sing? At the very beginning of Frgene Ohegin,
Pushikin presents a scene of women singing as they pick strawherries in a
held — with the acerbic explanation that they are ordered to sing by their
Fistress, so thar they cannor eat the strawherries as they pick them,

What, then, 15 the social dimension of such a fetshist stance? Let us rake
.:Jr1.-1r|T|;-|: h|r1l1 -.-..-.-|_-_._-I-_ deals wirh music .mx.i the workmg class, Mark Herman's
Brassed U whose topic s the relationship between a “real™ political
struggle {the miners” struggle against the threatened pit closure |I."?’_-![ill'|l.r!L'-'.|.
in terms of technological progress) and the idealived symbalic expression of
the muners’ community, ther plaving in a brass band, At first, the two
aspects seem to he oppased: to the miners caughe in their struggle for
csconomic survival, the “Only muose mamers!™ arnitude of their old band
leader dymg of lung cancer looks like the vain fetishized insistence of the
empty symbaolic form deprived of its social substance, Once the mmers lose
their politcal struggle, however, the “music matters” artitude, their insist-
ence on goung on playing and participating in a national competition, turns
e a dehant symbolic gesture, a proper acr of asserting Adelity 1o their
palitical struggle - as one of them puts it, when there’s no hope, there are
anly prnciples to tollow. . .. In short, the symbaolic act occurs when we
arrive at this intersection or, rather, shore circuir of the two levels, so thae
insistence on the CIMPEY Mo iself I:'-.‘.'-:'1|| COnTnue to ;1|,|:,' i our brass band,
whatever happens . . . becomes the sign of fidelity to the content (to the
struggle agamst the closure, tor the continuation of the miners’ way of [ife),

Uhis role of musie achieved irs highest expression in the legendary event
at the Vorkura Gulag camp Mine 29 in 1953, A few months after Stalin’s
death, strikes broke out in labour camps all across Siberia: the strikers'
demands were modest and “reasonalble™: the release of the very old and the
too young, a ban on random shootung by warch-tower guards, and sa on.
Cne oy O, the L imps succumbed o rl'.l'-.';'|::\. or fals '|=-:'|||=,'|ix|_--., Frinm
Moscow, and only Mine 29 ar Vorkuta held oor, surrounded by mwo
divisions of NKVD troops, with tainks. When the eroops hnally entered the
mam gate, they saw the prisoners standing behind it in a solid phalanx,
their arms linked, singing, After a briel moment of hesitation, the heavy
machme-guns opened up — the miners remained massed and erect, ..Iu_-|'|~|||:l:rl
continging to sing. the dead held up by the living, After about 8 minure,
realiy prevailed, and corpses started to litter the ground. However, this
brief minute in which the strikers” defiance seemed to suspend the very laws
ub mature, transubstantiatmye their exhaosted bodies inmo the appearance of
i immortal singing collecove Body, was an occurrence of the Sublime ar

its purest, the prodonged moment in which, in a w av, nme srood snll.
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W hat, then, if we nisk putting flancer m ther Drark mnto this series, viewing
Selma's singing not as an escapist gesture bue as a gesture of heroic defiance?
Furthermore, what if - before immersing oursclves m speculation about the
relationship berween vorce and reabity — we take note of the Facr thar in a
SOCIEEY with wniversal healtheare, Selma’s |:‘II:.I.JII_.!I:I|.ZI':I (having to toil for
her son's eve surgery while she 15 going blind herselt] could nor have
cmerged i the Hrst place?

Furthermore, the Alm’s supreme achievement 15 the avondance of mielo

dramaric effects where the events scem to call for them. The kev scene 15 the
exchange between Selma and the neighbour who stole her money out of
despair that were his wife to discover that he was broke, she wouald leave
him. S0 when Sclma (in a calm and dignibed wav, withour any parher
reproaches) confronts him with his crime, the fnendly neighbouwr answers
her in a calm, rational way, admitting everything, and presennmg her with a
chowee: it he were to lose the money, he would nor be able o endure the
fact that his wife has left him, so the only alternanve for him would be
cuncicde, 5o Selma bas to make a chowe: either she lets Bim ke ep her prain Fully
carned money, or she kills him (he even gives her lus gun), which she does.
| es seeme 14 L 10 ity rachical renswon: the .‘r'.|L'|t:-' of whar is EOINeE 0N
the vicum confronting the crimunal who has rumed her life) s expressed
the form of a smeerely open and compassionate exchange between two true
triends, borh vicnims of circamstance, so thar when Selma kills the rhiet, the
act 15 accomplished not with uncontrolled rage, but as a tender act of
belping a friend, remunding us of the final scene of Beecht's Die Massrabme,
when the three revolutionaries throw their voung companion whe has failed
it his work to lus death = polincal hguidanon as an acr ot preta.

All this brilliance, however, does ior alter the fundamental tacr that chere
i soancthing weeeibly wrong with the blm. Darncer s the binal parnt of Voo

Irier's rrilogy, which also includes Breaking the Warves and The ldints, All
three hlms focus on the same hgure of femumine subjecoivity: the tarryvrale
fgure of the girl walking alone in a forest, who endeavours to escape the
sense of heing exposed to the menacing darkness all around her by offering
bits of whart she has o the surrounding shadows, While they profess
compassion with the excessively good heroine, the way these hims depict
her progressive suttering and mexorable selt-destruction cannot but purt us
in the position of the sadistic observer secretly enjoving what he officially
condemns: this sadistic pleasure is the obverse, the hidden truth, of compas-
sion, And tor this, Yon Trier showld never be torgiven. The onlv antidote 1o

this MUFdErons COMPassion 15 I6s apparcnt Opposite: ||'I"1'|||::'_ AREressIvIty,

In June 2001, Andrea Yates from Houoston, Texas, drowned all bve of
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her chaldeen {from Mary, aped six months, to Noah, aged seven) inoa
ij'lrim'i" At mine in the morning, after her hushand had lefr for work, she
filled the bathtub and began killing her children. When she picked Mary up
and put her in the tub, Noah caught her in her act and tried to run .11.'.'.11.-';

shie chased him and wrestled him into the tub. She did her b methodically,
killing them one by one, holding them underwater twith, as We can |||:;:_|-_||:.r.
their eves staning back at herl, rhen laving them our on the bed w rmlppéul in
sheets. Then she calinly called the police and her husband, mtorming them
of her ace, for which she assumed Full responsthility — when a |'I-::||;|_;.'II'|1=,I|
asked her: "D you realize what you have done?”, she answered: “Yes, |
do. [ killed my children,”

Her case revealed the misery of all rhe talk abour “PPD™ {postpartum
'-|'-'I1'|'L"--‘-“=”'- [his obluscates nor only the :-Lli'llx'-.tl'.'u- IMrasse this l'-.'i|||l.'|'.r
passage a lacte was destined o resolve, but also the weological co-ordinares
of this Medeaesque act which, as the very names of the children Mary,
: :I|'-.-.'. ;'-"IJ|._ ]-.I||I:|. .‘“‘-.l.:-.'li'l = i]l.:'EIZ-\_i!”:n', Efg ..-\.E'ﬁl. I3 |'-|,' -.!|'||'w.l.'|||,'-.i_ v il |'-;I,'-:';1.f__
took place in a devour Christian housshold. {In the case of Susan Siith.
who drowned her two bovs ina South Caroling 1alke in 1994, her relipious
taith 51|.|:|'-:'|.| a crucial role: she []|u|_jy_|ﬂ thar ]:.} LIIIIL‘. the children ,b:--“_.. WS
sending them o heaven, and rthus sparmg them th miscry of terreserial life. )

The Yateses were an ideal Christian familv: afrer their marriage, Rusry
and Amdrea decided thar Andrea should BIVE up her job {as a nurse in ..l
cancer climich, stav ar home, and dedicate herseli tully 141 the chaldren. And
she did so with utter dedication: w addition o feeding, bathie and discip
lining the children, and teaching them r achngs and marths, she took care of
her father, whe suffered from Alzheimer's, So, far from being psychonic, her
mindser was that of feminine obsessional neurosis: the abject of her desire
was the other’s demand. She dedicared ber life to serving orthers — she cared
too much, she mied to be too good a mother. alwavs thinking of other
people, never of herself. Caughe in this subservience to the other's dem 1,
she was by definition unable to fulfil w: in accordance with the inexorable
-II"j'.ll.' of the S TCE the maore she tried o COm -_*.{:.- with [.|1|.' demand o L
her neighbours, the more she fel madequate, with atmacks of Ll':'l."-.l:":\-"h:‘lll". an«
emotional detachmene as the CONSCQULILeS of her ;‘-:'-'.'-.| cament. Afrer drown-
L her children, she rold the police that she was a bad muother, and that her
chtldren were hopelessly damaged. This left her only two wavs outs either ro
kil herselt or to kill the children, First, i June 1999, after her father's death,
unizble o sustain the simanon withour him to care tor, she tried o kill
herself by vverdosing; finally, she chose the other path.

At a press conference, her hushand descrabed his attitude towards Andrea:
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v '\-.-.li:'._ e '\..||"|‘~:I:I|.| al her. |'-1'..' | :n.'lr-'\-.‘. thar rhe woman here 15 1l
the woman who killed my children. . o Ooe side of me blames ber Decause
Cshe did i But the other side of me savs, “Well, she didn't, becanse thar
wasn't hery she wasn’t m her pighe frame of mind.™
This. _;1:-«_-.,-|u:-i:.,, 15 an all-too-easy wav out: we should assert here what Hepel
would have called the speculative identity of these two sides, How, then,
are we to read the bond berween these rwo aspects of Andrea’s psyche
Hoving and self-effacing care: the outburst of murderous viedeocel? 11
anything, there are too many explanations - a whoele proliferacion of them,
Fermmists could claim that Andrea’s act was a desperate wald rebellion
against the tradinenal mother-role; “risk society™ theorists could mterpret
it as the result of the wabality of raditional family values to enable
mdividuals to cope with the dynamics of modern social bike; conservatives
could focus on the unbearable stress modern life is putting on the family.

There 15, n fact, something “premodern™ in Andrea’s refusal to follow
the path of today’s narcissisuc injunction: “Realize vourselt™ = she found
satisfaction i the old-tashioned selt-obhiteraning atntude ot serving others,
Whar made her burden unbearable was the tact that m contrast to premod-
ern times, when the childcare was more collectivized '.E-L"-lliki Parcnts, hrothers
andg sisters and other relatives shared in ic), the modern nuclear tamly tends
to confer this task on the mother alene, Abandoning her protessienal career
and dedicating herself to her offspring, she is subjected w the ideological
mjunction o experienee this predicament as supreme happiness: the pure
bliss of privacy and intimacy, as upposcd o "abienared™ protessional work,
YWhat abour the abvious fact that between the apes ot two and hve, chuldreen
really are monsters, the closest a homan being can come 1o Mracecal Evil™:
creatures of msatiable demand, inflexible and stubborn, by debnition never
sanshied? Mo wonder that in 1eda, the General Court of Massachusetts Bay
emacted the “smubborn-child law™ which allowed rebellious sons o be tnied
and put to death. Kant knew thar small children display a kind of “wild
freedom”™ that has no cowmterpart in the ammal kingdom - a treedom in
which, perhaps, the noumenal dimension of the Real appears.

While all these readings are teasible, we should tocus on the more
tundamental dimension underlving them: thar of the violenr passage a Dacte
as the only way to break ont of an deological deadlock. Here we are
dealing nor with the simple tension berween the impossible deolopical
injunction and subjective resistange to i, but with the double-bind mherent

to this injunction itselt: the injunction’s “explicie” messape 15 redoubled

[supplemented, sustained) by an implicic obscene message which says the
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exact oppaosite, The “complete™ messape of the injunction is thus. in the
case of the mother: be happy and find fulfilment in the very hell of vaur
home, where vour children bombard vow with impossible demands, .,..l.'|.~.%.;-L.
all your hopes are thwarted!. And is not a similar double-bind at work in
thic IIIIJ]|||.I'.'|I.'1|I'.5.| [theral IR UNCTIERN T |'u;_- tolerant® Here Ara0n, the TIe
nessage 1s: learn to love the -:_ii'-glh!ll]f..{ Cther whose display of excessive
otrssdace makes vou sick! This imunction alse contams an additional twist
which explains why a liberal subject is ready o follow it: *Zero tolerance
tor any kind of harassmene!”, which means that you should tolerate the
Other 0 5o far as be bimself is tolerant. Tolerance rowards the Other thus
passes imperceptibly mro a destructive hatred of all (*fundamentalise™!
Orthers whao do not fit our idea of rolecance — in short, aganst all geteal
Others. Or — 1o apply the same logic to the family haven: infinite dedication
o one’s children can turn into a destructive rape against real childreen who
do not appreciare their mother's sacrifice.

[t s against chis double-bind that the (self-)destructive passage g Nacte
explodes; and ir is all too simple o oppose this fussage & Vacte directly to
the authentic political ace. The first reaction to an declogica double-hind
has to be a “blind™ violent passage & Uacte, which can only later. in a
subsequent move, be properly polincized. We simply bave to gocept the risk
that a blind violent outhburst will be followed by its proper politicization —
there 15 no shorr cut here, and no puarantee of a successful outcome either.
Hoerible as it may sound, we should therefore wor simply condemn aces hke
the one commicred by Andrea: we should discern in them a hidden liberatmg
potential. What is a passage @ Cacte - this moment of “Speak, hands, for
me!”, as Casca puts it in Shakespeaee's Jrlins Caesar?

Perhaps its ulnimate cinematic expression is found in Paul Schrader’s anl
Martin Scorsese’s Taxr Driver. in Travie's Robert de Nira) hnal ourburs
against the prmps who control the virung gl he wants to save (Jodie Foster
The imphicit suicidal dimension of this passage & Cacte 1s erucial: when Travis
is preparing for his atrack, he practises drawing the gun m front of the
mirror; 1 what became the best-known scenc in the filin, he addresses his
owit image in the mirrer with an aggressive-condescending *You talkin® to
me? ", o a textbook illustranion of Lacan's notion of the “mirror stage™, the
aggressiviry here is clearly aimed ac oneselt, ar one’s own mirror imgee, | his
swicidal dimension re-cmerges ar the end of the slaughter scene when Tra s,
heavily wounded and leaming agaunst the wall, mimics with the forefinger of
s _'I;l'_: 'I.I:!l.l d T ammed at his Blondsrainad toorehead and |;1|||;'_-;1'.|:,r||".'
triggzers i, as af to say: “The troe aim of my outburst was myself.” The
paradox of Travis is that he perceives bomself as part of the degenerate dirt
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of the ity hite he wants o eradicare, so that — as Brecht put e apropos of
revelutionary violence in The Measwre Taken — he wants 1o be the last picce
of dirt after whose removal the room will be clean,™

In a real-life case of such a deadleck, in 1999 Private Barry Winchell frem
Forr Camphbell US Army base beat to death a fellow soldier who harassed
him all the ome about his homosexuality, This evenr 15 usually quoted as
procf of the failure of Bill Clinton's *Don’t ask, don’t well™ pelicy on gays
in the army; what is perhaps more crucial is to perceive how this failure is
linked to the rension berween exphor symbaolic rules and cheir supplement,
the obscene unwritten rules thar actwally sustain a community. In his unit,
Winchell was continually submirtted o anei-gzay pibes and raunes = not only
v his fellow soldicrs, but also by his immediate superior, Scrgcant Kleifgen,
Fypically, when Kleifgen was asked why he did not intervene and order the
platoon members o stop harassing Winchell, he replied: *Evervhody was
having fun™ — in short, harassing Winchell functioned as the secrer obscene
male-bonding ritwal thar cemented the community. (In milicary jargon,
“having fun™ refers as a rule o cruel and humiliating ricvalized procedures
— take my own expencnce in the Yugoslay Peaple’s Army, where the supreme
example of “having fun™ was to pick out a soldier asleep in his bed, tie his
testicles with a rope to one of his toes when his legs were not fully stretched,
then put a prece of paper between his roes, and set ic on hre; when the fire
awakened the unfortunate soldier, his avtomatic reaction was, of course, to
streech out s leg repeatedly, trying to get rid of the burning picce of paper
thar was causing hun pam — i military jargon, this was called “makimg him
reide a ievele™, and the resuic could be heard hundreds of vards awav. ...

Again, the “Don’t ask, don't tell” policy put Winchell in an unbearable
double-bind: he was atraid char if he complamed o his supenor officers
about the harassment, he would break the second part of the pelicy rule

[ “dan'r rell™ ) = char 1s to say, his complainr would involve the act of publhicly
declaring his gay sexval onentanon, which would chen eventually lead o his
expulsion. In arder 1o break up this double-bmd deadlock, he resorsed o a
physical artack on his maost persistent harasser, killing him with a baseball
bat. So what should Winchell have done? In abseract terms, mstead of acting
our and beating the rormenting other to death, he should tirst have beaten
Bimself up, that is. got nod of brs owen libidinal investment i the ritvals of
his humiliation, /nis oten secrer participation i them. More concretely, he
should have devised a strategy tor tuming the system agaisst itself by
manipulating the split between its explicit rules and their obsceoe supplement
— perhaps, say, he should have summaoned up rhe courape o break the false

sparit of group solidarity ["Whatever problems we have, we deal with them
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ameng ourselves = a real man docsn’t po ourside and complam to others™)
al -.f ‘-II'II'|"E Y denannced bus fiirRiertoirs fo the ."_-'.'ur'.lu'r .f.‘.'f,f.",-‘r‘.r:'.‘.";'ﬁ .‘-|..-' :\.n;'_1_'r|l.,J||ljl".'
harassing Lo if lus superiors had asked: “Bur are vou eav?”, he should
have accused them of l1re':1_-::|'|..1 the “Don't ask, don't well™ rule,

Acouple of vears ago, a leshian feminist claimed that today gavs are the
privileged victims, so that che analysis of how BAYS are '-JI.'Id.';_']'Iz'!'ri"\-ill.'l'_l."-l
provides the key to understanding all other exclusions, FEPTessions, v il.lm.-,.;.,;_
and so on (religious, ethnic, class -, ) The problem with this theary is
precisely s implicie (or, in this case. cven explicit) universal ¢laim: it is
making exemplary victims of those who are por — of those who, much more
eastly than religions or ethnic Others (not to mention the socially — “class”

excluded), can be fully integrated into the public space, enjoving full
rights. Here, we shouldl explore the ambiguity of the connection herween
gay and class srrugple, There is a long tradition of Leftist payv-bashing,
whose traces are discermible up ro Adorno = | will mennion only Maxim
Gorky’s infamous remark from his essay “Proletarian Humanism™ (sie! —
15341 “Exterminare |sc!| homosexuals, and Fascism will disappear.™

Al this cannor be reduced to opportunisticallv firting with rhe rraditional
parrarchal sexual morality of the working classes, or with the Stalinist
reaction aganst the hberating aspects of che firsi vears after the Ocrober
Revolution; we should remember thar Gorky's provocative sratement, as
well as Adorno’s reservanons about homosexualiey (“Totality and homao
sexuality belong topether™ is one of the aphonisms in Mimmra Moralis®),
are all based on the same historical expericnce: that of the SA, the “revolu-
tionary " paramilitary Nazi organizanon of street ighting thugs, in which
homosexuality abounded right up to the tep (Rahin). The Arst thing o note
nere 15 that of was Hitler limselt who purged the SA in arder to make the
Nazi regime publicly acceprable by cleansing it of its obscene-violent excess,

nd that he qustined the slaughter of the SA teadershep precisely by citing
their *sexual depraviey ™. . 1

In order to funcrion as the support of a “totalitanan™ communiry, homo-
sexualiry has o remain a publicly disavowed “dirty seeret”, shared by those
who are "1™, Does this mean thar when gays are persecuted, they deserve
only qualitied support, a kind of “Yes, we know we should sUppOrt vou,
but none the less | {vou are partly responsthle for Nazi violence)™ All we
should insist on s that the political overdetermination of homosexuality is
.f!-:x N Weans ht|'1§'||'. rhat the homosexual hbidmal coonomy can be co ;.I_-.;.-;d
by ditlerent polineal onentations, and that it 15 bere that we should avoid

the “essentialist™ mistake of disrmissing Rightist “militaristic® homosexualiey

as a secondary distortion of “authentic” subversive hominaesislity 47
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['he prearness ot Pasalina’s Sala or The 1 200 Davs of Sodom (1975) 1 that
it does not shurk this thoroughly aminvalent status of homosexuality. The
onlv herowe anti-Fascist act of resistance in the oo s commutted by Fan,
one of the vicnms, who is denounced by his peers tor breaking the
prolbinon imposed on them by ther masters-hibertnes: every nighe, he
makes love o the black mad ar the villa. When the hbertmes and their
guards burst e the room where the two are making love, pointing their
guns, the naked Ezio springs to his feet and rases lus bst in the Communist
salute; this unexpected heroic act has a paralysimg eftect on the hbertines -
stunned, they take some time o shoot him down. Should we noe read this
patherie scene agamnst the background ot the stranpe absence of actual
sexual penetration i the hilm — a feature which imdicates “a prohibiton, or
the hibertines” exacring distasee for, sexoal intercourse of any kind ™" This
omly apparently surprising fact 15 intrmsic 1o the very fundamental scrucrure
of perversion: in the perverse umiverse, m which “evervthing is permitted”,
this very umversal permessivencss s based on the underlving fundamenial
prohibioon of whar s already in jsell mpossible — i short, the plethora of
perversions supplants the impossibiity of the sexual relationship,*

w0 when - in the long traditon which runs trom medieval courtly lowve o
the latest Hollvwood hlm = love i elevated into an “wnpossibality™, cel-
ebrared as something which cannor be fullv aceualized in real social lite, we
are dealing with a “decoyv impossibiliny ™ which masks the true impossi-
bility, that of the sexwal relationsbip: while, for Lacan, love as such emerges
in order to supplement this second impossibelity, ot s as of today, in our
sexually permussive sociery, the relaton s turned around, with the impossi-
bility displaced on o love - it s the prolderation of sexual relationships
which covers up the impossibilicy of authennic love, OF course, agamst the
spiritual tempration of takmng this reversal 2t Bace value, we should msist
that “love™ here still reters to the impossibility ot sexual relationship
masked by the proliferatung diversity of sexual relanons. ™

Do not these two Fearures, read rogether, deliver the standard sexually
conservanve Letost rejection of perversions - in shoret, a kind of elaborage
llustration of Gorky's ouwtrageous statement? Furthermore, what are the
comsequences of this impliar conclusion which seems o impose sself on
Pasolini himself, who provocanvely displaved his homosexuality in public?
ls Sl to be read as a kind of masochistic self-indictinent, a statement ol
I.|I=~_L!_II-|: Al :|I'.-:_'~=|'|‘..:' b ATISWLUT Ty '|i‘.|-\. r':':'|-_|||'::'. - :'|._'-.|'-'|,1|1‘i!'_ 141 l.'.|‘|||,|'| AT
makes public the obscenc, sexually perverse underground of Fascsm = 15 w
cite the flm’s thorough ambiguicy, which emerges the moment we melude

1ts position of enunciation: in order te formulate such a disgust = thar s, o
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nake a hlm like Safd you Bave to be gay, o other words, it 1s only from
i Bay posiion thar one can revieal the ||1-:Jr-5.||'_h :1|1|I'-:5'_|:|n of thi ['-i'-hwi|‘|c'

paalitical connotations of homosexualics

Welcome to the Desert of the Real!

The ultimate American paranoiac fantasy is that of an individual living in a
small wyllic Califorman ciry, a consumenist paradise, who suddenly starts
to suspect that the world he lives in is a fake, a specracle staged o -;'r.m'i_-".rp;.:
ham that he lives i a real world, while all the peuple around him are in fact
actors and exrras in g gipanac show, The most recent cxample of this is
Peter Weir's The Trman Shose (19981, with Jium Carrey plaving a small-
roowny clerk whno mradually discovers that he is the hero of a permanent
twenty-tour-hour TV show: his home town s constructed on a ELEAntic
stuchio ser, with cameras following him evervwhere. Among its predecessors,
it 15 waorth mentioming Phallip K. Dhck's Tome our el Jormt (1959, in which
the hero, leading a muodest daily life in a small idvlle Califorman cicy in the
ate 14305, gradually discovers that the whale town is a fake staged to keep
hiny satished, . . - The underlying expertence of Teste ot of fomt and The
Crovnan Shote 1s that the lare capitalist consuwmerist Californian paradise is,
i ars very hyperrealny, imoa way wmreal, withour substance, deprived of
material graetas,

The same “de-realization™ of the horror wenr on after the World Trade
Cenere attack: while the nomber of victims, 000, 15 repeated all the nme,
it 15 surprising how lietle of the actual camage we see = 1o disimembered
hodies, no blood, ne desperate faces of dyving peaple . . . in clear contrase to
the reporting of Third World catastrophes, where the whole POINE Was 1o
produce a scoop of some gruesome detail: Somalis dymge of huneer, raped
Bosnian women, men with cheir throars cut, These shots were _~.,I1-.'.:q_x'q
accompanied by the advance warning that “some of the images vou will see
are extremely graphic, and may hurt children™ — o warning which we never
heard in the reports on the WTC collapse. Is this nor ver another proot af
how, even an this tragic moment, the distance whicl separates Us from
Them, from ther reality, 1 mameained: the real horror happens there, not
Hrores

5610 18 not only that Hollywonod stages a semblance of real life deprived
of the weight and substance of materialiey - i late capitalist consumerist

vater Sl ey T R ; 4
soctety, “real soctal life” stsell somebow acgnires the features of a staged

fake, with our neighbours belaving m “real”™ life like stage actors and




230 KEVOLUTION AL THE GATES

extras, ... Phe ultimare truth of the capitalist unlitanan de-spinirualized
universe is the de-materialization of “real life™ irself, irs reversal into a
snectral show, | |'|r|~;r:1|'-|'vr [sherwood, among others, gave expression o
this unreal quaiity of American daily life. exemplified in the mote] room:
“American morteds are onreal! . rhey are deliberately designed 1o be
unreéal, ., . The Europeans hate us because we've retired to live inside oue
advertisements, like hermits going o caves w contemplate.”™ Perer Sloter
dijk’s notion ot the “sphere” 18 hrerally reabized here, as the gigannic meral
sphere that envelopes and isolates the ennre ciry.

Years ago, a series of science-fiction films like Zardo: or Logan's Run
forecast today’s postmodern predicament by exrending this fanrasy 1o che
community itselt: the isolated group living an asepric life in a secluded area
longs for the experience of the real world of material decay. Is not che
endlessly repeated shot of the plane approaching and huting the second
WTC rower the real-life version of the famous scene from Hitcheock's The
Brrds, superbly analysed by Ravmond Bellour, in which Melanie approaches
the Bodega Bay pier after crossing the bay in a small boat? When, as she
approaches the whart, she waves to her (Future] lover, a single bird (hrst
perceived as a barely distinguishable dark blot) unexpectediy enters the frame
from above right, and hits her on the head. ™ Was not the plane which hit
the WTC tower literally the uliimare Hirchcockian blot, rthe anamorphic
stain which de-naruralized the famous idvllic New York skvline?

The Wachowsk: brothers’ hic Matrix (1999} broughe this logic 1o ws
chimax: the material reality we all experience and see arownd us s a virual
one, generated and co-ordinated by a gigantic mega-compurer ro which we
are all comnected: when the hero (played by Keanu Reeves) awakens into
“real realiy™, he sees a desolate landscape lintered with burne ruins - whare
remams of Chicago aher a plobal war, The resistance leader Maorphens
urrers the ironie greenng: “Welcome o the desert of che reall™ id noc
something of a similar order take place in New York on 11 Seprember? Its
cinzens were introduced to the “desert of the real™ — o us, corrupred by
Haollywoud, the skvline and the shors we saw of the collapsing towers could
not il to rermind us of the most breathtaking scenes in the big catascrophe
producnions. For the great majority of the public, the WTC cxplosions were
evenes on the TV screen, and when we watched the oft-repeated shor of
frightencd people running rowards the camera ahead of the glant cloud of
dust from the collapsing tower, was not the Iraming of the shot iself
reminiscent of the specracular shots in the catastrophe movies, a special

ettect which ourdid all athers, since. as Jeremy Bentham knew, reality 15 the

hest appearance of itself?

VEFTERWORD: LEMNIN'S CHOC] |

When we hear how the arracks were a rovril |y unexpected shock, how the
vimaginable hnpaossible happened, we should remember the other defining
carastrophe trom the beginning of the rwenrieth centuey, that of the Titanic:

this, also, was a shock, bur the space for it had already been prepared in
eological tantasiring, since the Tiamic was the symbol of the might of
mincteenth-century industrial civilization. Does not the same hold for these
attacks? Mot only were the media bombarding us all the time with talk
about the terrorist threar; this threar was also olwioush libedinally invested
— just recall the sernes of movies from Escape frone New York to Independ-
ence Day. That is the rationale behind the often-mentioned association of
the ammacks with Hollywood dhsaster movies: the unthinkable which hap
pened was the object of fantasy, so that, in a wav, America gt wbrat it had
fantasized about — and that was the greatest surprise. The ultimare rwist in
this link between Hollvwood and the “war against terror” occurred when
the Pentagon decided o solicit help from Hollvwood: ar the beginning of
October, the press reported that a group of Hollywood scenarists and

direcrors, specialists in catasrrophe movies, was established ar the instigarion

of the Pentagon, wich the aun of imagining possible scenarios of errorist
attacks and how to hghe them.

We should therelore invert the standard reading according ro which the
WL explosions were the intrusion of the Real which shartered our illuson
Sphere: quite 1o the contrary, ot was prior 1o the WU collapse thar we
lived in our own world, pereeiving Third World horrors as something which
were not actually pare of cur social realiey, as things which existed [for us
as spectral apparitions on the [TV) screen = and what happened on 11
heprember was thar this fantasmuatic screen apparition entered our reality. Te
15 not thar realuy entered our imape: the image entered and shatrered our
."|.'.|.|:I:.' ':‘.ll-.ll ia, the '-.:.'I"1:"l|||j\_' L I.:IIL|.!I:|-II-:_'*_1 which |.J_|_'|_-;|"||'|||'|;_- what we 'L"'-.|‘-|.'I'i-
ence as reality). The fact that, after 11 Seprember, the opening of many
*blockbuster™ movies with scenes which bear 2 resemblance to the W
collapse (high buildings on fire or under attack, 1errorist action . . ) was
postponed [or the hlms were even shelved), should cherefore be read as the
“reprressron " of the fantasmatic Back proned responsible for the impact of
the WTC collapse. OF course, the poant is not to play a pseudo-postmodern
garme of reducing the WTC collapse to just another media spectacle, reading
it s a -'1I'.'-!'-rrf1|~|1l.' version of snufl porno movies; che guestion we should
have asked ourselves when we stared at our TV screens on 11 September 1
simply: Where bave we already seen the same thing over and over e
This means char the dinlecric of semblance and Real cannot be reduced to

the rather clementary fact that the virtsalizaton of our datly lives, the
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expenence that we are living more and more moan ardfically construcred
LnEverse, mives rise to the irresistble wrge 1o return to the Real, to fepam
hem ground in some kind of real realitv, The real which retirns bas the
status of ainother) semblance: precisely because it is real = that is, bocause
OF 115 [raumariiexcessive nature — we are unable ro nregrate 1t inco (what
wu experience asp our reality, and are therefore compelled 1o experience
as a mghrmarish apparition. This 15 whar the com |'--.||1L' mage of the
collapse of the WTC was: an image, a semblance, an effect. whic h, ar the
same time, delivered the thing itself, This effect of the l-!.q.li is not the same
as what, way back m the 1960s, Roland Barthes called Feffer du Foels it 1s,
rather, its exact opposite, U'effet de Uirréel. Thar is to sav: in contrast o the
Barthesian effet du réel, in which the text makes us aceept s fictional
product as real, here, the Real itsclf, in order 1o be sustained, has to by
perceived as a mightmarish unrea spectre. Lsually we say that we should
ot mustake herion for realicy - consider the postmodern doxa according to
which reality is a discursive product, a symbaolic ficiion which we MsSgyer-
cetve as a substantial autonomous encity. The lesson of psychoanalysis here
15 the op posite one: we should nor mistake reals ty for hcoond we should be
able to discern, in what we experience as fiction, |I1.L .ml kernel of the Rea
which we are able to sustaim only it we Getonalize it In shore, we should
discern which ¢ prart oo |L._|.|'.|.:- 5 Mlranstuncoonalized” [i-'|_-|||;|-;~_|--. fantasy, so
that although it s pare of reality, it is perceved in a fictional made. Muach
more difficult than denouncmng-unmasking (whar looks hike) reality as
hotion 15 recognizing the part of fiction in “real”™ realicy.

[t is precisely now, when we are dealing with the raw Real of a
catastrophe, that we should bear in mind the eological and fantasmatic
co-ordinates which determine its perception. If chere is any svinbwlism in
the collapse of the WTC towers, 11 is not so much the old-tashioned notion
of the “centre of Ananaal capitalism™ but, rather, the nonen that the mwao
WTL rowers stood for the centre of wrtral o ipatalism, of Anancial specu
lation disconnected from the sphere of marenal production, The sharrering
impact of the artacks can be accounted for only against the hackeround of
I|' * borderline which, !l:ll.l.lf-. oL the |,| :,;i|.|||.-"-:|.| I"-'.I"‘\-\.', "-."'.ul_'ld CERT ’_|||_'
Chird World “desert of the Real™. It is the awareness thar we live in an
msulated arnbcial universe which gencrares the notion thar some OIIO0S
apent is [il:‘l;.'.ll-:‘."llll;-_', us all the time wich total destruction. In rhis PAaran o
|"IZ'F'\.|'I-.'-i_Ti"-I.'. the rerrorists are rurned into i ireational absteact HRCTICY
.||'--t.'.,||_'[ in e ”",‘; ehan sense of subtracred from the concrete BOCi0
wleolopical nerwark 'wlu-._l:l ave birth o, Every explananion which evokes

social arcomstances s l_l!'H-IHI'“.'w-i".I as a covert justihcation of rerror, and every

-
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parocular entity 15 evoked anly in a negative ways: the terrorists are betraying
the true sparit of Islam; they do ot express the interests and hopes of the
poor Arab masses,

Whenever we encounter such a purely evil Oueside. we should SUTTLM O
up the courage te endorse the Hegelian lessan: in this pure Outside, we
should recognize the distilled version of our own essence, For the last five
centuries, the (refative] prosperity and peace of the “civilized™ West has
been bought at the price of ruthless violence and destruction of the “harhar-
an Qutside: a long story, from the conquest of America 1o the slaugher

ut the Congo, Croel and indifferent as i mav sorund, we should also, now
more than ever, bear in mind that the actual effect of these attacks is much
IT1re x.-.,-r|||'\-|:-!|,_' 'l'l"l'-l 'I'I':-il' -' :||. . mare |'u:'|'||'\-|| 1 ||_ ol ALY CPery i'.l.lhh
day than all the victims of the WTC collag pse, and thair deaths could casily
have been avoided at refarively small Anancial cose, The USA stmply got a
taste of what poes on around the world on a dailv basis — from Saraeve o
Crrozny, from Rwanda and the Congo 1o Sierra Leone. I we add 1o thies
stanon m New York rapist gangs and a dozen or so snipers hhindly
rargeting people as they walk along the streets, we get an idea of what
saragevo was like a decad e 4 el g

When, in the davs after 11 M|1|-;-eultl| 2001, our gaze was transhxed by
the images of the plane hitting one of the WTC towers, we were all forced
o expenence the “compulsion to repeat”  and posissarce bevond the

pleasure |1|.|n_ ple: we wanted to see it again and again; rhe same shors were
repeated ad nanseanr: and the uncanny satisfaction we got from it was
Fomtisance At its purest, It was when we warched the two WTO rowers
collapsing on the TV screen that it became possible for us o e xperience the
talsicy of “realiey TV shows™: even if these shows are “for real ™. people sull
act i them - they simply play themselves. The standard disclaimer i a
novel (“Characters i this ext are a fiction: any resemblance o real
vharacters 18 purely acadental™) holds also tor the parncipants in reality
soaps: whar we see there are fictional characrers, even if thes play themselves
tor real.

OF course, the “return to the Real™ in the WO amtacks can be prven
ditferent rwists: we liave already heard some conservatives claiming that
what made us so vulnerable was our VETY r:i“r:'1'|."||.'k=' — with the mevitable
vonclusion lurking in the backeround that if we are to protect our “way of
Bite™, we wall have to sacrifice some OF our frecdoms w |1|l. |'| Were " 1x.|1LJ
by the cniemies of freedom. This logic should be rejected out of hand: s it
ot 3 face that our “open™ First World countries are the most controlled

countrics in the entire history of humamty? In the Usnired kingdom, all
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i bvlag Spaces, From buises o '~.|‘.-:-r~'|"||'|i" malls, are constantly videoraped, not
ey mention the almost rotal control of all forms of digital communication.
Along the same lines, Rightist commentators hike Georpe Will also
immediately proclammed the end of the American “hahday trom histary™
the wopact of reality shateering the solated tower of the liberal tolerant
arntude and the Calrural Soudies focus on textuality. Now, we are forced o
strike Back, to deal with real enemies in the real waorld. © . . Whonm, however,
do we strike ar? Wharever the response, it will never hit the rigle target,
ring us full sanstactnion. The ridicule of Amernica attacking Afphanisran

bri
cannot fail to strike us: if the greatest power in the world destrovs one of

the world's poorese counrries, in which peasants barely survive on barren
hills, will this not be the ulumate case of impotent acting our? In many wavs
"L.'.;,-1 wrstan 15 an ideal target: a counery that s already reduced o rubble,
with no infrastructure, repeatedly I.Jll:"i[.'lljn-':'l:| 'n;.- war tor the last o decades
oo oowe cannot avoid the surmise that the choice of Afghanistan will also be
determuined by economic considerations: is it not best procedure to act out
one’s anger at a country for which no one cares, and where there is noth 143
to destroy? Unfartunagely, the choice of Afehanistan recalls the anecdone
abour the madman who searches tor a lost keyv beneath a streetlamp; asked
why there, when he lost the key in a dark corner somewhere, he answers:
“Bur ir's easier to search under strong light!™ s 1t not the ultimare rony
that the whaole of Kabul already looks like downtown Manhatean?

To succumb to the urge to act and retaliate means precisely o avond
confronting the true dimensions of whar occurred on 11 September - it
means an act whose trae aim s te lull us oo the secure conviction that
nothing has really changed. The true long-term threars are further acrs of
mass rerror i companson with which the memaory of the WTC collapse
wll pale — acts that are loss spectacular, but much muor |'.-:1|'|:I'j.'|||:_',. What
about bactenological warfare, what about the use of lethal pas, what abhour
the prospegt of DNA terronsm fdeveloping posons which wall atfect only
people who share a determinare genome)? In this new warfare, the ARCNIS
clasm their aces less and less publicly: not onlv are “rerrorsts™ themselves
no longer eager to claim responsibility for their acts (even the notorious Al
Crarda dud noc explicitly appropnate che 11 Seprember attacks, not o
mention the mystery abour the origing of the anthrax lerters: “anti-
rerrorst” state measures themselves are dr; j"-e_'d in a shroud of SCOECCYS A |
this comstirutes an weal breeding ground tor conspiracy theories and
E.'-L'EIL'I'-ilL-"-'-'L;- ‘\-Ih-"i-ll [l laLI e gk ."|I.|:I-..] I% 14t I:|'||_' |_||‘".-';::-.|_' ol ‘_]:|'-. '_1.'_-|'_=_|:-;|i._|.h
ommpresence of the invisible war its desubstancizhzation? So, again, qust as

we drink beer without alcehol or coffee without caffeine, we are now

e
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getting war deprived of its substance —a virtual war toughe behand compurer
SUTRCTIS, 4 WAr exes 1enced "“» 14 ]“'1”_-|'\-\_|J1|.||I.'|- as.a video game, a war with
ner casualoies (on vur side, at least),

With the spread of the .nrln. x panic in Ocrtober 2001, the West g0l the
fir s LasTe .|~|u 1w "mvisihle” w rfare innow hich - an ANPeCt we :t.|:|1:|||||,1
always bear in mind - we, ordindry it eens, are, with regard to information
.||1-:~:|r what s going on, toeally ar the I EC Y of the .LL:I|~.1,||'_-L||.'=..- Wit e .|1||.|
hear nothing; all we know comes from the othoal media, A s perpower
bombing a desalate desere country and, at the same time, he wiage to invisible
bacteria = rhis, nor the WO explosions, 1% the fArst image of ¢ rwenty-frst-
century warfare, Instead of a quick acting-out, we should confront these
dithculr questions: what will “war™ mean in the twenty-hrst cenm "':'.;" Who
will “thes" |Zl-:_'1 1l they are, clearly v, neither <tates nor crimn: 1| gang P Hete
cannot resist the remptation o |n.||| the Freudian opposition of qu public
Law and s obscene superepn double: al long the same lines, are not

“imternational terrorist organizations™ the ohscene dnulf-:- of the big muln
nanonal corporations - the ultimate rhizomatic machine, OIMIUPTEsent, yel
with no clear territorial base? Are they not the form in which nationalise
andfor religious “fundamentalism™ accomm adated irself to global capiral
1ism? Do they not embody the ultimate conrradiction. with their particular/
an.hm'-.u_ content and their global dynamic fu mru niTge?

r this reason, the tashionahle notion af the “clash of civ izations™ must be
I:|m|.|||;'1] v rejected: whar we are wimessing |ru|1.. rather, are clashes within
cach civilization. A brief look at the comparabive hastory of slam and Chrsn-
anity tells us rhat che

huln.an II:1H[- n'..'crn.i [ |h:.|:11 l_[l.l LR Tl | J._=|.!-;.:'|.'-.:|.'I:-.l|\_'
wermp 15 much better than that of Chnstianioe: L past centuries, lslam was
-I|‘|1||1-. Ant |'- more tolerant cow ards other |'\-\.]| {1011 ||l¢|| Chirsng artv. [as also
time to rememiber that it was through the Arabs that, in the Middle Apes, we in
Western Europe regained acoess o our Ancient Greek legacy. While | do not in
ANy way excuse texlay's horrthe acrs, these Facts none the less clearly demon-
strate that we are e.-v.llum not with a feature mscribed into Tslam “as such®™, hut
with the nurcome of modetn sociopoliteal conditions.

It we look more closely, whar is this “clash of avibizations” e ally about?
Are not all real-life “clashes™ clearly related to global -i.l}‘:-lr"|||-.r'.|-' The Muslim
“tundamentalist™ targer is not only global capitalism’s corrosive impact on

social Dife, but alse the corrupt r|.u||[||-|:|.||hT regimes i Saudi Arabia,
Euwan, and so on. The mast hor ifving slaugheers {those in Rwanda, € ango,
and Sierra Leone) not only took place - and are taking place = within the
same “awvilization”, but are also dearly relared 1o the nterplay of glabal

seonomic nterests. kEven i the few cases which would v fir the
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debimition af the “clash of civilisavons™ (Bosma and Kosovo, southern Sudan,
erc.), the shadow ot other interests 15 easily discermible. A sutable dose of
“economic reductionism”™ would theretore be appropriate here: mstead of the
endless analyses of bow Islamie “fundamentalism™ s intolerant towards our
liberal socienes, and other “clash-of-civibzanon”™ ropics, we should refocus
our atrenton on the economic background of the conther = the clash of
economic mterests, and of the geopohncal intereses of the United States aselt
[how 1o retain privileged links both wath lsrael and wirth conservanve Arab
regimes like those of Saud) Arabia and Kowar).

Beneath the opposinion of “hberal™ and  “fundamentabist™  socwenies,
“MeWorld versos jihad™, there is the embarrassing third terme countries hke
Sauch Arabia and Kowai, deeply conservative monarchies but cconomically
American allies, fully integrated into Western capntahism, Here, the UsA has a
very precise and simple interest: moorder Tor 1t to be able to count on these
countries for their oil reserves, they bave to rewam non-demmocratic (the
underlving notion 15, of course, that a democrane awakening could give
expression to anti-Amercan attitudes). Thas s an old story whose infamous
first chapter atrter World War 11 was the ClA-orchestrated conge o 'drat agamst
the democratically elecred Prime Mimister, Mossadeg, m Iran in 1953 - there
was no “tundamentalism®™ there, not even a “Sovier threat™, just a plan
demecratic awakening, with the idea thar the country should take control of
ts o1l resources and break up the monopoly of the Western ail companies.

The lengths ro which the USA 15 ready 10 go in order 1o mamtam this pact
were made clear in the Gult War in 1991, when the Jewish Amencan soldiers
stationed in Saudh Arabia had o be transported by helicopter to the areraht
carriers i the Gult so that they could prav, since non-Muslim rituals are
prohibited on Saudi soil - a fact which should undoubtedly be taken togethes
with another tact, very rarely mennoned in the Western press: Tang Anz, the
Iraq Foreign Minister and one of the kev heures of the Saddam regime, s not
a Mushm but a Christian, This “perverted™ position of truly *tundamentalise™
conservative Arab regimes 18 the kev oo the (often comical) conundrams of
American politics in the Middle East: they stand for the point ar which the
LA 15 torced exphotly to acknowledge the primacy of economy  over
democracy - that is, the sccondary and manipulative characer of leginmizing
wternatonal mterventions by alking abour the prorecrion of democracy and
human rights,

O the subject of this “clash of civilizations™, let us recall the letier Trom a
seven-vear-old Amerncan girl whose father 15 a pilor hghonge over Atghanistan:
she wrote that although she loves her father deeply, she is ready o let him die,

ro sacribice him bor her Country. When President Bush quoted these ines, they
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were percerved as a “normal™ ouchurst of American patrionsmg let us conduct
a sumple mental experiment, and imagine an Arab Muslim girl pathetically
recining nter the camera the same words abour her father hghring for '.]1:;
Talchan = we do not have to give much thought 1o what our reaction would
have been: morbid Muslim fundamentalism which does not Stop even at cruel
mampulatien and exploitanon of children.

Every feature attnbuted 1o the Other is already present in the very heart of
the LISA, Murderous fanaticism Today i the USA there are ||_|:u|_-.||l;|[| Wi
million populist Righuse “fundamentalists™ who also practise a terror of their
L1AT, ||.':.'_iril'!'|i:-"|.'-.1 :" I|I|.'II' |.I|'Ixi.'..'|""h|..“|~.i.'|:|!.'_ ||r.l ';_-||_1 i..‘r-[i.lllll:-. ECE .'|L|||.-_ Flca 15, 1n
A way, “harbouring” them, should the US Army have punished the USA itself
after the Oklahoma bombing? And what abour the way Jerry Falwell and Par
Robertson reacted to the evenrs of 11 S ptember, perceving them as a Sig
thar God removed His protection from the USA becawse of the sinful lives of
the Americans, putting the blame on hedonist materialism, liberalism and
rampant sexuality, and claiming that Amenica gor what it deserved? The Fact
that this very condemnation of “liberal™ America, which matched the condern-
nanen from the Muoshm Other, came from the very heart of PAmidrigue
prrofonde should mive us food for thought, On 19 Ocrober, Creorge W. Bush
himself had o concede that the most probable perpetrators of the anthrax
wtacks are not Muslim terrorists bur America™s own extrem Right Christian
tundamentalists - again, does not the fact that the acrs fiest ateributed o an
external enemy may twen out to be acts begotten in the very heart of ' Amiérigne
prraofonde provide an unexpected confiemation of the thesis that this clash is a
clash wathin cach civilization?

In the attermath of 11 Seprember, Americans o smasse, wcluding liberals,
rediscovered the innocence of their American pride, displaving tlags and
aiﬂ‘r:_'ll}: I:'|I*_'_|.'r|‘.|.'l' in public = as if, after decades of ethico-political donbts abour
the American role in the world, the vicious destruction of the WTC towers de
culpabalized them, giving them the night o assert their identty in all its
mnocence, o, Agamst this reclaimed innocence, we should cimphasize more
than ever that there is nothing “innocent” in this rechscovery of American
innecence, mogerting rd of the sense of historical guilt o wony which
prevented many Amernicans from tully claiming ther nanciality. Whae this
gesture amounted (o was “obecovely™ assuming the burden of all thar being
“American” stood for in the past — an exemplary case of ideolopical interpel
Ation, of ru||} assuming one s syimbobic mandare, which enters the stage after
the perplexaty cavsed by some historical trauma.

In the traumatic ateermarh of 11 Seprember, when the old s curnty seemed

momentarily o be shatered, what could be more “namral™ than o rake
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refupe mothe monocence of a brm weolomeal wennbeation? ™ However, 1 s
precisely such moments of ransparent innocence, of “back o basics™, when
the gesture of identihcation seems “npatural™, thar are, from rthe standpoinc of
I|I|.' l._TiIi|.|I‘.'l:_' i H I||-::|:|||:.’_:. ! I_hl._' ITcrst -:'l]‘--i-\._'l_lrl_' = CVET. I & CUTEAm way, -|.-'.-_-..'.'.-r,'.!"'.
itselfy to quote Fernando Pessoa’s superb formulation: “When T speak frankly,
[ dom’t know with whar frankness | speak.™ Ler us recall anccher such
mnocently transparent moment, the endlessly reproduced video-shot, feom
Beping's Avenue of Frernal Peace ar the heighe of the “rroubles™ in 1989, of a
tiny voung man with a can who stands alone 1in tront of an approaching
gigantic tank, and courageously tries to prevent its advance, sao that when the
tank tnies to circomyvent him by turming night or lefr, the man also moves

aside, again standing in its path:

['he representation is so powerful that 1t demalishes all ncher understandings.
I'his steeetscene, this time and this event, have coime to constitute the compass
point for virtwally all Western journeys into the interior of the contemporary
political and cultural life of China®?

And, agam, this very moment of transparent claricy (things are presented 1n
therr starkest form: a single man against the brate force of the Stae) is, to
our Western gaze, sustamed by a cobweb of ideological implicarions,
embodyving a senes of opposinons: individual versus state, peaceful resist
ance versus state violence, man versus machine, the inner force of a tm
individual versus the impotence of the powertul machine, | . . These impli-
cations, against the background of which the shot exerts its full direct
impact, these “medianons” which sustam char impact, are nor present tor a
Chinese observer, since the above-mentioned series of oppositions 15 part of
the European wdeological legacy. The same wleological backeround also
overderermines, say, our perceprion of the hornfying images of finy indi
viduals jumping from the burmmg WTC wwers to certain death,

Among the wdeological reapproprniations of 11 Seprember, there are
already calls tor rechinking some of the basic ingredients of che modern
enathan Alwer’s article in

notion of human dignity and freedom. Take

enrsieek ot 5 November 2001, = Time to Think about Torture”, with the
ominous subtitle *It's a new world, and survival may well require old
technigques that seemed our ot the question™. After flirting with the lsracli
wlea of legitmizing physical and psvchological torture m cases of extreme
urgency {so-called ticking-clock cases, when we know that a terrorise
prisoner possesses intormarnon which may save hundreds of hives), ane

neutral statements bke “Some torture clearly works™, Alter concludes:

P
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We can't legalize tormure; ic's contrary to American values. But even as we
continae to speak out against human-rights abuses around the world, we need
T I\.I'I':_"I an CFpHET II"'-'n:| .1hr'|‘:|-' RN NMEEasUres o .‘i_s'hr b ] |||.'|' Corrs
sancuoied pevchological interrogacion. And we'll have 1o think about trans-
Terring Somnmu USRS (0 Cur Jescs "'-..:."'..l.'.'l.'r'l'l"ill :'.||I|'~'.I BV EF II‘. thar's |':1I."_,"h.u'||r|{:||

Nabody said thes was B B [ pretiy.

The obscenity of such statements s blatanc. Fiest, why use the WTC areack
as qusubicanon? Are there not much more teerible atrocities poing on all the
time around the world? Second, whar is sewe about this idea? Has not the
CIA been teaching Latin American and Third World American miheary
allies the practice of trture for decades? Hypocrisy has prevailed for vears.
Even Alan Dershowirz's liberal argument, cired by Alrer, is suspicious: “I'm
not in favour of worture, but if vou're going to have it it should damn well
have court approval.™ The underlying logic = since we are doing it in any
case, berrer |t':.’.-'=i--'=' i, and thus present excesses! — s I.”\.:FI."I:II":-' -.:I.il‘::.’_-c"Tl"rI‘.'i;
iwogives leginimacy 1o torture, and thus opens up the space for mrore illicit
torture, When, along the same lines, Dershowstz argues that torturing in the
ncking-clock: sitwation is not against the prisoners rights as an accused
person (the informatien obtained will not be used in orial against hum, and
the forture 15 done not as punishment, but only to prevent the mass killing
to come ), the L;Jln.J.-.'l'l}'..‘I;-.', Preniss s vl noer distu |":=_.:|'_:._||; wir e showled be
allowed ro torture prople not as part of a deserved punishment, but simply
because they know something? Why, then, not also legalize the tarture of
prisoners of war who may possess information which may save hundreds of
our soldiers” lives?

[ short, such debares, such calls to keep an open mind, are nothing less
than the alomate sign thar the wrerorists are winning the ideological wat.
Fssays ke Aleer's, which do nor advocare torture ournight, but just intro
duce it as a legitimate topic of debate, are even more dangerous than an
exphcit endorsement of torture: while — ar this moment, ac least - an explicir
endorsement would be too shocking, and therefore rejecred. the mere
introsduction of torture as a legitimate topic allows us to entertain the idea
while reraming a [y COHSCIe e [ OF COUrse ['m : EASD Cortre, bur whom
dovs it hart of we merely discuss it?), Such legiimizanon of tortere as a
topic of debare changes the background of weological presuppositions and
opions much muore radically than ws ourrighr advocacy: it changes che
cotire held, while, withour this change, outcight advocacy remains an
wiosynerane view., be problem here is that of the Fundamental ethical

TR T - . B r - - el . N - ¥ I » . ' -
PrOsupprosibrons: of COUrss wWe Can |f.:4|[|||'||.u' tarture for the sake of shorr-
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rerm proht (saving hundreds of lves), bur whar abour the long-rerm
consequences tor our symbolic wniverse? Where do we stopd Why e
torcure persistent crininals, a parent who has kidnapped his child from a
divorced spouse? The idea that once we let the genie our of the botele.
torture can be kept ar a reasonable Jevel, is the worse legalistic illusion. Amy
consistent ethical stance wrust completely reject such pragmaric-unhtarnan
reasoning. Moreover, [ am again tempred to conduct 2 simple mental
experiment: let us imagine an Araf newspaper making a case for the torture
of American prisoners, and the explosion of comments abour fundamental-
st barbarism and dhsrespect For human righes that would provoke.

50 whar about the phrase which reverberares everywhere: “Nothing will
be the same after 11 September™? Significanedy, this phrase 15 never further
elaborated - 1t 15 just an empty gestore of saying somethimg “deep™ without
really L:IH:".'-'I!IIE', what we want to sav. So our Arst reaction 1o 00 should be:
Really? Is 1t not, rather, that the only thing that acwally changed was that
America was forced to realize the kind of world 0 was part of? On the
other hand, such changes in perception are never withour consequences,
sIMCe The way we Perceive our siatien gll;T!_'1'i'|'|;|:|_':. the way we act oot
Remember the collapse of a polineal regime = tor example, the collapse of
the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe in 1990: at a certam moment,
people became aware all of a sudden thar the game was over, that the
Communsts had lost. The break was purely symbolic, nothing changed “in
reality™ - none the less, from this moment on, the final collapse of the
regime was simply a martee of nme.

What it something of the same order Jid occur on 11 Seprember? We
should bear o mind char Hollywood s the nerve centre of the Amencan
ideology which exerts a worldwide hegemonic role: what draws millions of
Third World people to the USA - even those whose “official” wdeology 15
-:||'||‘:r:'t-|-|.i fi |,".-'|,'I"-".."|II‘|_£ America stands for — 15 not I'|1|'I'|;'|j.' the prospect ot
material wealth, but also the *American Dream™. the chance o participate
i at. Hollywood s literally a “dream factory™: 315 main function is o
Fabricare hepemonic declogical dreams, to provide individuals with co-
ordinates for their private fantasies. So when the Hollywood machinery s
perturbed, as in the post-11 Seprember era, when the execurives are desper
-I'.l'.'Ij- |r}'i2!_H Lix LULSS andfor establish the new rules (nao |._;il,;|_3[:|||_'||'.|_' AEN LS T
will single-hero movies like the James Bond series survive? Wall chere be a
rurn towards family melodramas or a e towards direct patriotism?), this

fact does bear witness o the deep ideological impact of the events of

|1 Seprember.
Perhaps the uloimare vicnm of the WTC anacks will be a certain figure of
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the big Other, the American Sphere, During Nikita Khrushchev's secret
specch to the Twentieth Congress of the Soviet Party, denouncing Stalin's
crimes, a dozen or so delegates had a nervous breakdown, and had 1o be
carred our and given medical trearment: one of them, Boleslaw Bierur, the

hardline General Secretary of the Polish Communist Partv, even died of a

heart artack some davs later. (The model Stalinist wrire; Aexander Fadevey

shot himself & few days later,) The point 15 nor that they were “honest
Communists” most of them were brutal manipulators withour any
subjecrive illusions abour the nature of the Soviet regime. Whar broke down
was therr “objective™ illusion, the figure of the “hig Other™ against the
background of which they could exert their ruthless deve for power: the
Other on to which they transposed their belief, the Other which, as it were,
believed on their behalf, their subject-supposed-to-helieve, disintegrared.
And did not something homaologous happen in the aftermath of 11 Septem
ber? Was not |1 September 2000 the “Twentieth Congress™ of the Amer
ican Pream?

Lhar day 15 already being appropriated for wdeological causes: from the
claims in all the main media that anti-globalization is now finished, to the
notion that the shock of the WTC amacks revealed tie substanceless
vharacter of postmodern Culrural Studies, their lack of conract with “real
life™, While the second noton is (partially! right for the wrong reasons, the
first one s downright wrong. What s teoe is thar the re atively trifling
character of standard Culwural Studies crineal topres was thereby revealed:
whar 15 the use of a |"-:-;i.':~1.'|!|.'- Incoerect -_'_'\-,|1|'|_-..~.i|:||'| wirh }I:‘-MLE"E-.' ragist
undertones, compaired with the tortured dearch of thousands? The dilemma
ot Cobrural Studies is this: will they stick to the same topics, directh
admatting thar their Aehe against oppression is a hehe edbis First World
capitalism’s wmverse — which means that, in the Western First World's
wider contlicr with the external threat to i, one should reassere onc's fidelin
to the basie Amencan liberal-democratic frameworky or will they risk a Step
towirds radicalizing their crivical stance: will they problemarize this frame
waork irself? As for the end of ann-globalization, the dark hints from the
first days after 11 September thar the artacks could also have been the work
of ant-globalizaton terrorists is, of course, nothing but a crude manipula
on: the only way to conceive of what happened on 11 September is to
[ocate it in the context of the antagonisms of global capitalism. We should
alwavs bear in mund apropros of Afehamestan char unl the 1970s — that is,
until the country became directly involved m the supcrpower strupgele — e
was one of the most telerant Muslin sovicties, with a long secular tradition:
Kabul was known as a ity with a vibrant cultural and political life. The
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paradox, therefore, 15 rthar far from expressing some deep tradmonalis
tendency. the rise of the Taleban, an apparent regression meo ultra-funda
mentalism, was the result of the country being caughe up in the wherlpoaol
of mrernanonal polines = 0 was not only a detensive reacoion to thas, 1l
emerged directly through the support of foreign powers (Pakistan, Saudi
Arabia, the USA iselt).

Anaother vicim of 11 Seprember among some liberals seems to be the
notion of the punty of moral intention: it is as if any claim to purity s
suspected of breeding some kind of terronsm. We should remember Hegel's
thests on how the actoal outcome of our act discloses our true intention: |
am not allowed to defend myselt by claiming: “Bur that wasn't whar |
wanted!™, because | do not really know whart | wanted. It is in the actual
consequences of my act thar the cruth of my intention becomes visible:
however unpleasant the autcome of my act, this 1s what [ really wanted. . .,
Artractive as this combination of Hegel and psvchoanalysis mav sound, we
should bear m mund when contronred wich o thar Hegel's thesis is meaming-
ful only wirhin the idealist identity of the Actual and the Raoonal, of the
Subyect and Substance: we can trust thar realicy will reveal tous the o
meaning of our aces only if we presuppose the pre-established harmony
berween our psvehic structure and that of objective social reality — there is
“Reason in History™, as Hegel pur it Anad s not Frowd's fundamental
insight. repearedly reasserted by Lacan, that we, human subjects, are nol
“at home in this world™, that the realicy in which we live is fundamentally
torewrn, hosale to our innermost intentions and drives?

[his Hegelian position goes hand in hand with the mastruse of any form
of moral purity, with irs dismissal as the false posiion of the *Beauntul
Soul™ — and, i tact, it seems chat today’s ethico-religious “fundamental-
isms” provide the most forceful arpument against moral fanacism. The
waorst thing oo do when we are confronted with the onslaught of dedicared
“fundamentalists”, however, is to suspect ethical purity as such 1o
reactivate the old conservative wisdom according o which we should
mistrust fes pers et les dors: low-level minor corrupteon; a tolerance foo
human weaknesses enables the smooth functioning of the social machme,
while nmied moral fanancism necessanly reverts to utter corruption m whach
evervthing, every human consideration, s sacriheed for the Cause.

What 15 wrong with this suspicion s thae it contlates rwo different torms
of purity: “authennc”™ ethical purity and the false superego punty of turning
oneself into the instrument of the Other®s enjoyment. *Wise” tolerance Lo
minor evervday corruprion and fanancist superego rigour are opposiees

witlhn :l'.l.' Hal T |II.II.'l..."III'.. |.|'I-'.'| are fwo sides ol the same coln 3, Cor Pt 1x
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m Hegelese, there is an underlymg identity of these opposites. That is to
sy, wikliin this l..ll.:'I'II.III'I. COrrUpion 15 ke ultimate I"Inr'i;-’:m, and T|*.q' only
choice 1 the one between tolerance of minor corruption and a direct
ntolerant onslaught against corruption, which coincides with the highest
corruption. What Lacan, on the contrary, called the act™ s prwi-:{-.!'.- an
inrervention which breaks our of this vicious evele of minor -_'mfl.:p;i.rnl_m.;]
rigour as the supreme corruprion. S0 there 15 an inBnite gap berween
religious fanaticist *fundamentalism™ and authentic revolutionar INtervern-
non, although chey both seem to share an "L:ﬁu||1|;wr|-mi-.i:|ﬁ“ radical
character; this gap does not concern only the sowctopoliteal x[i|=.1-.:1|,~.|-:zn~.11 bt
also the immanent structure of the act: the “fundamentalist™ act is done for
the !:|_~.z ifll|*-q-“; i oir, e Iclll‘.-J-rl_r mstrumentabzes himsell for the Other: while
an authentic act auwthorizes wself only n nsell — thar is o sav. it is not
"...'um-r:-.l" by the big Other; on the contrary, it intervenes at lhl.'. VUry point
of inconsistency of the big Other, This difference is the difference hetween
Kant and Sade: Sade is not simply the truth of Kane the Sadeian PErVErse
posinion. emerges, rather, when the radical Kantan ethical stance s
COmMpromised,

Ihe supreme example here 15, yer again, thar o Antigone. From the
standpome of the Hepelian position mentioned above. -‘l.:.'|r:F:c:.11|: 5 1 e
I1I1ﬂr11|‘11:l11|I!~!j- condemned: the actual vanscguences of ber act were cara-
'i[I'-Hl‘-h:-'.; she was an ethical nigournist if ever there was o1k, N COontrast to
her sister Ismene’s tolerance and compromsmyg atticude = 15 this what we
wanr? The opposite of the rationality of the Real, or its closed circuir of
Fate whach RIves Lis back CHIE TPUE IDESSARr, 15 rlie st iselt which INCEFVEIes
m the very rational order of the Real, changing-restructu ring its co-ordinares
— AN ACT 15 not arratonai; rather, it ereares its own (new) rationalite, This is
what Antigone accomplishes; this 15 the true consequence of her act, And
this cannot be planned 1n advance - we have to take a risk. a step into the
open, with no big Other 1o return our true MEssAEe to s,

We do not yer kinow all the consequences this event will have for the
economy, ideology, polines, wartare, but one thing is certain: the USA -
which, hitherto, perceived itself as an island exermpr from this kind of
vinlence, witnessing this kind of thing only from the safe distance of the TV
sereen — 15 nesw directly involved. 5o the alternartive 1s: will the Americans
decide to fortify their “sphere”™ further, or will they risk stepping out of ir?
Fither .-Ilﬂ_:-rwn will persist i — even strengthen - the deeply immroral
attitude of “Why should this happen to us? Things like this just don't

hapoen bere!® loadine qe -de ¢ - :
uppen ferel”, leading o maore Aggressivity towards the threatening Qutside

m short; to a paranoid acumg-out, Or America will finally risk stepping
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through the tantasmanc screen separaring ic from the Ourside Waorld,
accepting its arrival in the Real world, making the long-overdue move from
“A thing hke this shouldn’t happen bere!™ o "A thing like this shouldn™
happen anviedrere!”, That is the true lesson of the arracks: the only way to
ensure that it will not happen bere again is to prevent it happening anyrelrer
else. In short, Amenca should learn humbly to accepr us own vulnerabaliry
as part of this world, enacting the punishment of those responsible as 3 sad
-L|L'.1:." rot as an c*c|1i|.1:.1|:i.|1|c: retaliation,

Ihe WTC attacks again confronted us with the necessity of resisting the
temptation of a double blackmail. If one simply, only and unconditionally
condemns it, one cannotr bur appear o endorse the blatantly wdeological
position of American innocence under attack by Third World Evil: if one
draws attention to the deeper sociopolitical causes of Arab extremism, one
cannot but appear to blame the victim, which ulomarely got whar e
deserved. ... The only appropriate selution here 15 to reject this very
opposition, and to adopt both positions simultancously; this can be done
only if one resorts to the dialectical category of rotalitv: there 15 no choice
between these two positions; both are biased and false. Far from offering a
case apropos of which one can adopr a clear ethical stance, we encounter
here the linnt of moral reasoning: from the moral standpomt, the victims
are innocent, the act was an abominable crime; however, this DTy INRGCeNCE
s nof irnocent = o adopt such an “innocent™ position in wday's global
capitalist universe 15 in itself a false abstraction,

| he same goes for the more weological clash of interpretations: one could
clatm that the attack on the WTC was an attack on what is worth fighting
tor in democrane freedoms — the decadent Western way of life condemned
by Muslim and other fundamentalists is the eniverse of women's eighrs and
multiculturalist tolerance;™™ one could also claim, however, thar it was an
attack on the very centre and svmbol of global hnancial capitahism. Thas, of
course, 1n no oway emails the compromise noton of shared gl (the
terronsts are to blame, but the Amencans are also partly 10 blame . . )
the point is, rather, that the two sides are not really opposed, thar thiey
belong to the same field. The fact that global capitalism is a wotality means
that 1t 1s the dialecnical umity of wselt and of its other — of the forces which
resist it on “fundamentalist™ ideolopical grounds,

As a result, of the two main stories which emerged afrer 11 seprember,
Bt wwere worse, as Stalin would have put at, The Amerncan parrionc
narrative — the innocence under sivge, the surge of patriotic pride - 1s, ol
course, simphistic: however, 1s the Letnist narrative (with its Schadenfrende:
the USA got what it deserved, whar it had been doing to others for decades)

b
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really any berter? The prevailing reaction of Furopean - but also American
- Lettists was nothing less than scandalons: every imagmable soupidity was
satd and written, up to the “feminist™ point that the WTC towers were two
phallic symbols wating to be destroved (“castrated™). Was there not
something, petty and miserable in the marhematics remmding us of Holo
caust revisionism (whar are 6,000 dead against millions in Rwanda, ¢ ONE,
ere. )t And whar about the fact that the ClA (co-)ereared the Taleban and
Bin Laden, inancing and helping them w fight the Soviers in Afghamstan?
Why was this fact quoted as an argument dgarnst attacking them? Would it
not be much more logical o claim that it s precisely their duty ro rid us of
the monsrer they creared?

lhe moment we think in the rerms of “Yes, the WTC co lapse was a
tragedy, bur we should not be in full solidarity with the victims, since this
would mean supporting US imperialism®, the ethical catastrophe  has
already arrived: the only appropriate stance s an unconditional solidariey
with afl vicums., The cthical stance proper s replaced here with the
maoralizing mathematics of guile and horror, which misses the kev point: the
terrifving death of each individual is absolure and incamparable, In short,
let us conducr a simple mental experiment: if you detect in vourselt any
reluctance to empathize fully with the victims of the WTC collapse, if vou
teel the urge to qualify your empathy with “Yes, bur what about the
millions who suffer in Africa .. .7, you are not demonstrating your Third
World svmpatlues, merely the masease for which bears witness 1o VOIr
implicit patronizmg racist arttude towards Third Warld victims, i More
precisely, the problem with such comparanive statements is that they are
both necessary and inadmissible: one bas 1o make them. one Jras to make
the point thar much worse horrors take place all over the world on a dails
basis — but one has to do so without gerting invelved in the obscene
mathematios of gl )

Meor wonder this ant-Amerncanism was most discernible in “big” Euro
pean nations, especially France and Germany: it is part of their resistance to
elobalization. We often hear the complaine that the recent trend towards
globalization threatens the soveregnty of nation-states: here, however, we
should quality this statement: which states are mose cxposed to this threat?
[t 15 mot the small srares, but the second-rank (ex-Jworld POWETS, COUNErics
like the United Kingdom, Germany and France: what they tear is thar onge
they are tully immersed m the newly emerging global empire, they will be
reduced 1o the same level as, sav, Austria, Belgivm. or even | uxembourg,

I'he retusal of _-l||,|'|'||_'|'|._'_1111_.-'_1'|i|||]"' I France, shared bw FTUaRINY ]_L'Fl.i!hl.h _:_|-|;_‘|

Rightist nationalists, s thus ultimarely the refusal to accept the face that

il A el %,
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France aeselt a5 losimg s hegemiome role m BEurope, The resales of thay
refusal are often comical — at a recent philosephical colloguum, a French
Lettist philosopher complained how, apart from him, there are now prac
tically no French philosophers o France: Dernida s sold to American
deconstructionism; academia is overwhelmed by Anglo-Saxon cognicivism.

Another simple mental experiment 15 cal
someone from Serbia claiming that he is the onlv remaining truly Seeb
philosopher — he would immediately be denounced and ndiculed as a
nacionalist. The levelling of weight between larger and smaller nation-states

-‘hl"llll-'lkl [JIL'l'L':.l.II'-L' !:'L' -n.l.i-Lllll.-n.'l.J FEIREEI YL |.|'IL' |}L'|]'§.':‘.I\.'.J| l..'[-EIL"\-\.["l U[I ui'.:'|':i'l:.ir'.ll:.il:'2'l.'

ed ftor here; let us imagine

heneath the conrempruons deniding ot the new Eastern European posr
Communist stares, 1t 15 easy to discern the contours of the wounded
narcissism of the European “great navons”. Here, a good dose of Lenin's
sensitivity towards small nanons (consider las insistence chae, in the relarion-
ship between large and small nations, we should always allow for a greater
degree of “small™ nanonalism) would be helpful

Interestngly, the same matrix was reproduced withm ex-Yogoslavia = not
only by the Serbs themselves, bur even by the majority of the Western

powers, Serbia was self-evidently perceived as the only ethmic group wich
enough substance te form its own state, [hroughout the 1990s, even radical
democratic critics of Milosevié who rejected Serb nationalism acred on rhe
presupposition that, among the ex-Yugoslav republics, only Serbia had
democratic potential: once it had overthrown Milofevid, Serbia alone could
turn it a thriving democratic state, while other ex-Yugoslav nations were
v “provincial 7 o sustain their own democratic Stares Is this not the echo
of Friedrich Engels’s tamous scathing remarks about how the small Balkan
nations are polincally reacnonary, since their very exastence i1s a reaction, a
survival of the paste?

America’s “hohday from history™ was a fake: America’s peace was
bought at the price of catastrophes clsewhere, These days, the prevailing
point of view 1s that of an mnocent gaze confromting unspeakable Fvil
which struck from the Oursade = and again, apropos of this gaze, we should
summon up our strength and apply to it Hegel's well-known dictum that
Evil resides (also) m the mnocent gaze iselt which percoves Eval all around.
Suthere s an clement of eruth even i the most constricted Moral Majority
vision of a depraved Amernica dedicated to mindless pleasures, in the
conservanve horror ar this netherworld of sexploitation and patholoical

vielence: what they do not percetve s merely the Hegehan speculative
enoity berween this netherwarld and their own posinon of fake purnry -

1||'§.' -;;.“..'[ I:l.'l-.'l[ S0 FTLELILY Il.i.]Il.l..I.]I:I-L'[I[i.Lll‘:-[ |"-:i.'..l.l.;"|1.:!1 turee oul 1 IIII.' ‘-il:"H.'.I.‘IJ
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perverts in private s more than a conungent empirical fact. The infamous
[immy Swaggart™s claom that the fact that he visited prosucutes only gave
additional strength to has preaching (he knew from intimare struggle what
he was preaching agamst), although undoubtedly hypocritical on the mme-
diate subjective level, 1s none the less olyectively true.

And does not the same go for the statement by the Taleban leader Mullah
Mohammad Omar who, on 23 Seprember 2001, appealed to Americans to
use thoir own Judgerment 1 responding to the devastatng attacks on the
World Trade Centre and the Penragon rather than blindly tollowing their
government’s policy to attack his country? “You accept everything your
government says, whether it 15 true or false. . .. Don’t you have your own
thinking? . . . S0 it will be betrer for vou to use your sense and understand
ing.”™ Are not these statements, taken in an ahstracr decontextuabzed sense,
absolutely appropriate? To this Arst great irony of the situanon (rony in
the precise Mozartian sense of the e although you may be subjectively
hypocritical, vour statements are more rrue than you think ], we should add
a second: the fact that the Arst codename for the US operation against
terrorists was “Infinite Justice™ (later changed in response to a protest by
Islamic clencs thar only (Grod can exercise inhnie justice),

Taken seriously, this name is profoundly ambiguous: either it means that
the Americans have the right ruthlessly ro destrov not only all terrorists bur
also all those who gave them macerial, meral, ideological, et support (and
this process will be, by definition, endless in the precise sense of Hegelian
“bad mtinity™ — such work will never be really accomplished: some orher

terrorist threat will always be there.. b or it means that the jusnice

exercised must be rruly infinite in the sorct Hegelian sense — thar, ain relaning
to others, it has to relare to wself: i short, that it has 1o pose the gueston
of how we whe are cxercising justice are invelved m what we are ril;}1r"=155
agamst, When, on 22 Seprember 2001, Jacques Dernda received the Theo-
dor Adornoe award, he referred in his speech to the WTC atacks: "My
unconditional compassion for the vicooms ot 11 September does not prevent
me r.r-:'||,'| "H}”'i?i in .h|_||,|l_|-;]; l.'.'|:|| |'|;g,,|r|_| [it [|II~\. [ [ ; dl_l Lt .!'!-L'-|iL"-'L' ‘.l'.._'.r
anvone i politically guiltless.™ This self-relatmg, this inclusion of oneself in
the plotace, 15 the onlv true “inhmite ustce™,

[Mie worst ‘.|:||'|_|_{ Loy Apropas of the events of 11 :“rL'}"".-'.'EIL]."“L'F is to elevate
them to a poinr of Absolute Evil, a vacuum winch cannot be explaned and/
or dialecnicized. To posit them in a series wirth the Shoah is a blasphemy:
the Shoaly was carried out methodically by a vast nerwork of state apparat
chike and rheir executors who, in contrast o the destrovers of the WTC

I

towers, lacked the suicidal acceptance of their own death - as Hannah
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.'l|_r._-|'||.1[ |'|_'|x -h':||*.-'.,1..'||_ |::1|_':.' j ;:|'|:'|I"_-'I'|'||":L1'-: 't1|.'.Tl.':%I.I-.'“‘. ans n.|-:-'ll1:;'. .'h:-1r |r'|‘.. A1l
an enormous gap separated what they did from thear mdividual sell
expericnee. This “banaliy of Evil™ is missing 1 the case ot the terrorist
arracks: the rerrorises fully assumed the horror of their aces; this horror was
mart of the fatal attraction which drew them towards committing them. Or,
to put it in a shightly ditferent way: the Nawns did their job ot “solving the
lewish question™ as an obscene secret hidden from the public gaze, whitle
the tercorists |1|,a[.1;|[h' |,|;_1\|:|'|_'|:-.|_'-_i the '\-'l':l.'l.'t.'ILlL' of their act. The second
ditference 15 that the Shoah was a part of Faropedn history, it was an event
which did not directly concern the relationship between Muslims and Jews:
remember Sarajevo, which had by far the largest Jewish community n ex-
"|“|_|:.11|~‘;|,]'..!.:|_ and, moreoever, wWas the most -._'1|*-:||1|'||‘-|:IEI!LLIL "Il;:-_';:_lh._.:';'r' vIty, A
thriving centre of cinema and rock music — why? Precisely because it was
the Muslim-dominated city, where the Jewish and Chrisoian presence was

tolerated, in contrast to the Christian-dominated large cines from which

lews and Muslims were purged long ago,

Why should the Mew York catastrophe be in oany way privileged over,
say, the mass slaughter of Hutus by Tutsis in Rwanda in 19942 Or the mass
bombing and gas-poisoning of Kurds m the north of leag in the early 1339052
O the Indonesian forces’ mass killings i East Fimor? Or .. the list of
countrics where mass suffering was and 15 incomparably greater rhan th
suttering in MNew York, but which do not have the good fortune o be in the
limelight in order to be elevated by the media into the sublime victim of
\hsolute Evil, 1 lomg, and that is the pomnt: if we msist on the use of this
term. these are all *Absolure Evils™, 5o should we extend the ['II|:~|'|i!!-'.‘fi|:-:1 CH
explaining, and claim that none of these evils could and should be *dialect
cized™? Amd are we nor obliged to go even a step turthers what about
“inchividual™ horeible crimes, [rom those of the sadist mass murderer Jeffres
[ahmer to those of Andrea Yates, who drowned her Ave children 1in cold
blood? 1s there not something realfimpossible/inexplicable abowt every one
of these acts? Is it not that — as Schelling put it more than two hundred
years ago — in each of them we confront the ulumace abyss of free will, the
imponderable fact of “1 did it becavse 1 did n!™ which resists any expla
nation in ;_u:.'._','||,:-:r'-:_'|i-.;;'||_ social, E-.l.l:'-:'||l:'-'.f.!l.".1|. erc., terms?

We should therefore reject Lacan’s famous reading of the Holocaust (the
i A L'xl_:_'|:|'_-i:1.|[:|-:1|| g} l;;"||,' _]I."-"."‘\: ilh, |'||'l.'l:.':'-.l_'|:|. il ||||||:-..'.I,I_|-.1 in r|':-:' I'-||.| | -.'1.-.'|-:_h
mearmng of the rerm: a sacrifce to the obscure pods, intended to satisfy thets

terrible demand For josdssarce: the anmbilated _|.-."'-'-':-. rather, |:"'-'|'i3'||:'-'. ey the

series of what the ancient Romans called Homo sacer — those who, although

wman, were excluded from the human community, which is why one could
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kill them with impumry; for that very reason, one could not sacnifice them
(Because they were not a 1.'.'|-|'i|a:.' sacrificial l::ll-l.l:.'[I:I:_!'I. Have the events of 11
Seprember something o do with the obscure God who demands human
sacrifiees? Yes, the spectad ular explosion af the WTC towers was not -,i|11|'-|:-.-
a symbolic act (in the sense of an acr whose aim 1s to “deliver a message™}:
it was primanly an explosion of lethal porrssance, a perverse act of making
onesell an instrument of the big Ocher's jowissance. Yes, the culture of the
arcackers 15 2 morbid culrure of dearh, the articnde which finds che climaceic
tulfilment of one’s own life in violent death. Yes, the ulomare aim of the
atracks was not some hidden or obvious ideclogical agenda, but = precisely
in the Hegelian sense of the rerm roe (relmrroduce the dimension of
absolute neganviry ineo our daily lives: 1o shatrer the insulared daily course
at the lives of us, true Nietzschean Last Men. Sacrilegious as o may appear,
the WTCO amacks do share something with Anogone’s acr: they both
undermine the “servicing ot the goods™, the reign of the pleasure~realiry
principle. The “dialecncal™ thing to do here, however, 15 nor o include
these aces inosome grander nareative of the Progress of Reason or Humanity,
which samehiow, even it it does nor redeem them, ar least makes rhem part
of an all-encompassing larger consistent narranve, *sublares” them in a
“higher™ stage ol development {the naive noton of Hegelianism}, but to
make us guestion our own innocence, o discuss and assess our own
{Bantasmatc hibidioal) invesoment and enpagement in them.

So, rather than remain stuck i debilitating awe in the tace ot Absolute
Evil, an awe which prohibies us trom thinking abour whar s going on, we
should remember thar there are rwo fundamencal wavs of reacting to such
rraumaric evenrs, which cause unbearable anxiery: the way of rthe superego
amd the way of the act. The way of the superego is precisely thar of the
sacrifice to the ahscure pods of which Lacan speaks: the reassertion of the
barbaric violence of the savage obscene law in order to All in the gap of the
Lailing symbolic law, And the act? One of the heroes of the Shoah for me 15
a tamous Jewish ballenina who, as a gesture of speaal humihanon, was
asked by the camp officers to perform a dance for them. Instead of refusing,
she did . and while she held cheir atrennion, she quickly grabbed the
machine-gun from one of the distraceed guards and, before being shot down
herself, succeeded in killing more than a dozen officers - . . was not her act
comparable 1o that of the passengers on the flight which crashed down in
Pennsylvania who, knowing that they would die, furced their way into the

cockpit and crashed the plane, saving hundreds of other hves?
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Redemprive Vielence

[he thing to do, therefore, 15 not ageressively to protect the safery of our
Sphere, but to shake ourselves out of the fantasy of the Sphere = how David
Fincher's Fight Cluly (19%4), an extraordinary achievement tor Hollywood,
rackles this deadlock head-on. The film’s insomniac hero (superbly played
by Edward Norton) follows his doctor’s advice ancl, in order o discover
whar reve suttering s, poms a support group o vicoms of testicular cancer

He soon discovers, however, how such |':|.|L'.i-.'-.' ol love for one’s I':':-"-}é"-'““-h'
rehies on g False subjective posiion (of VOYeurisg COMMPassicn |, and soon Bers
involved in a much more radical exercise. On a flight, he meers Tyler {Brad
et} a charismatic young man who shows him the funlity of a lite hlled
vith failure and empty consumer culrure, and otfers lim a solunon: why
don't they fight, beating cach other to pulp? Gradually, a whole movement
develops our of this idea: seeret after-hours boxing matches are held in the
basements of bars all over the countev. The movement guickly gets pohio-
cieed, organizing terrorst attacks against big corporations . .. In the middle
of the Alm there 15 an almost unbearably paintul scene, remmiscent of the
most bizarre David Lynch moments, which serves as a kind of clue o the
surprising final rwist: in order to blackmail his boss into paymg him for not
working, the narrator throws himself around the man's office, bearning himesel
bloody before security staff arrive; in front of his embareassed boss, the
marrator thus enacts on himself the boss's aggressivity towards lm. After-
wards, the narrator muses in a voice-over: “For some reason, | thought of
mv first fight — with Tyler.™ This hrse iighe berween the narrator and Tyler,
which takes place m a parking lor ouwside a bar, 15 watched by five young

[RETM B '-.'.'l::-..l !._ll_a'.’_l'. .II!L| -L"-ZL]'..l!I;‘-_'.I_' ;lLI:ILE'\ 17 W ODEArosls amasernent:

Because the fight 15 being warched by people who do oot know' the pamcr-
pants, we are led 1o beliese that what we are seeing s whi '.|:.'_-. ATC RCCEI
thar 15, a :'i;'h' herween two men. [0 sa’ uncil the end that we are shown that
they were watching the narrator throw kimself around the parking lot, beanng

nmased b gt

Towards the end of the film, we thus learn thar the narrator did pot know
that he had been leading a second life unnl the evidence became so
overwhelming thar be could no longer deny the fac: Tyvler has no existence
outside the narrator's mind: when other characters interact with han, they
are really mteracting with the narrator, who has taken on rhe Tyler persona,

However, it is obviously nor suthcient to read the scene of Norton beating
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hemisell an tront aoF s boss as an indicanion of Tyler’s nonexistence — the

unbearably pamful and embarrassing eftect of the scene bears witness to the

tact that ut discloses (stages) a certain disavowed fantasmaric truch. In the
:

novel on which Fight Cld s based, this scene is written as an exchange

between what iy really going on (Norton s beating himself up in front of
his boss) and Noron's faneasy (the boss is bearing up Tyler): '

“ioche prosjectiomst umon office, Tvler had lanshed ateer che union president

o hed him, The o !'I:Ii.....'l kaasgcked ':.!|_-- it ol his ..|:.'|i.', and
azarnst the wall, aughing,
“Laor ahweadd, you can’ kill me,™ Tyler was laughing. Yo stopicd fuck, Bear

the crap oor af mes bur vou can’ kil me.”
]

“1 am trash.” Twler sad. =1 am reash and shie and erazy o vou and this

winplel, ™

wihole bk

Hizs honor shot che wingnp aineo Tyler’s kidneys after Tyler curled into a
baall, but Tyler was sl Lavghing.
“Oet ot out,” Tyler sande “Trust me. You'll teel a lor hetrer, You'll feel

L K1 o

I am stamdine at the head ol the LRI TLIE A desk when | say, wihar?

Yo dem 't ke the ides of #hes?

Anvd without Ninching, still leoking at the manager, T roundhouse the fise an
the cenrmtueal torce end of mv arm and sbam fresh Bloasd our of the cracked

ot b my nase.

Blond gers om the carpet and 1 reach up and grip menster handprine of
Blood an the edee of che hoel manager's desk and sav, !:-i:':-;u,_ E|.,|p e buae |
start to giggle.

You have so much, and [ have nothing. And Tseare to chmb my klood up
thie panstnped legs ol the iansger of the Pressoan Horel whe s leaning back,
hard, with s hands on the windowsill behind him and even his thin lips

CIrCagmge Frorm 1is teeth

] vs che manager screams and tres o gel s hands away
trom me and my bland and my crushed nose, che flth sricking ro the hlood an
both of us, and right then ar owr most excellent moment, the securty guards
decade v walk m

|
Whar does thas self-beating stand for? On a hrst approach, it is clear that its |

fundamental function s to reach out and re-establish the connection witl
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the real Other = to suspend the fundamental abstraction and coldness of
capiralist suljectivity, best exemplified by the figure of the lone monadic
iidividual who, alene in front of the PC screen, commumcates with the
entire world. In contrast to the humamtarian compassion wluch enables vs
o retain our distance towards the other, the very violence of the fight
senals the abolicion of this distance, Although rhis strategy is risky and
;!||~'|'|.|“\I:;‘_'|:|::|IIH it cai easily regress into a proto-Fascist macho logic ot vielent
male bonding). this risk has to be aken — there is no other divecr way out
of the closure of capitalist subjectiviey,

The first lesson of Fiebt Claly is thus that we cannot go directly trom
capitalist to revolutionary subjectiviry: the absteaction, the foreclosure of
':“:ill.'l"‘-. rl"_,_- Rlimddress 1o [:"||;.' ther’s 'ﬁ[_l!‘{_'l:“?_ |||||.| eV |'_-\.|.'\- '.|| a1 L -::-l.' I.'Il!-'lmk'l'l
in a gesture of raking the risk and reaching directly our o the surtering
other = a pesture which, since it shamers the very kernel of our wentity,
cannot farl to Appeatr n.:.\lli‘Tl'lq'lf- violent, However, there 15 another dimen
sion at work 10 self-beating: the subject’s scatolopical (excremental) identi-
fication, which is equivalent to adopring the pusition of the proletarnan w lea
has nothing to lose, The pure subject emerges only through this expenence
of radical self-degradation, when [ allow/provoke the other to beat the crap
out of me, emprving me of all substantial content, of all symbobe support
which could confer a modicum of dignity on me. 50 when Norron bears
himselt up in front of his boss, his message to thie boss 150 7 know you want
to beat me, but you see, vour desire to beat me is also my desire, so it you
were to heat me, vou wonld be fulfilling the role of the servant of my
perverse masochistic desire. Bl vou're too much ot a coward o acr out

vour desire. so I'll do it for vou - here it s, vou've got what vou really

wanted. Why are vou so embarrassed? Aren’t vou ready to accepl 1

The gap between tantasy and reality is crucial here: the hess, of course,
would never actually have beaten Norton up, he was merely fanrasizing
about doing i, and the _'.1.>.i|||||] effect of Norton's self-beating hinges on the
very fact that he stages the content of the secret r.:'.l'lf:'l"i:t' his boss wounld
never be able o actuahze.

Paradoxically, such a staging is the first act of liberation: by means of i,
the servant’s masochistic hbidinal arsachment 1o his master s broughr to
light, and the servant thus acquires a minimal destance towards it l'.u_'ln_un
a purcly formal level, the fact of beaning oneselt up re veals the simple Fact
that the master is superflucons: “Who needs vou to terronze mes 1 ean do il
myself™ S0 s -.:-'.Ilf- through fArst beatng up (hitting) opeself that one
becomes free: the true poal of rhis beating 15 to beat out that in me which

I 7 [ ] ! 5 i ' ¥
sttaches me to the master. When, towards the end, Norton shoots at himse |f

"l
4
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[ ]

surviving the shot, i fact killme only “Tvler in himself™, s double), he

therehy also hberates himself from the dual mirror-relationship of beating;

i this culminanon of self-aggression, s logie cancels irself: Norton will no
longer have to bear houself - now he wall be able to bear the prue ERemy
the system)!" And, madenally, the same strategy 15 occasionally used 1n
political demonstranons: when a crowd s stopped by the police, who are
ready to beat them, the way to brng about a shocking reversal of the
sitanion 15 for the indmaduals 1 the crowd o start beating each other,

In hius essay on Sacher-Masach, ' Gilles Delewee elaborated this aspect in
derail: bar trom bringing any sansfaction to the sadist witness, the mas
ochust's selt-torture fristrates hin, depriving him of his power over the
mascchist. Sadism wvolves a relationship of domination, while masochism
15 the necessary hrst step towards hiberation, When we are subjected 1o a
power mechanmsm, this subjection is always and by definition sustained
by some hbidmal mvestment: the subjection sselt generates a surplus
enpoyment of s own. This sabjecnion s embodied 10 a nerwork of
‘material” bodily practices, and for this reason we cannot ger rid of our
submection through o merely mtellectual reflection — our hberation has to he
staged in some kowd of bodily performance; furthermore, this performance
bas to be of an apparently “masochistic™ nature, 1t fas to stage the painful
process of g back ar oneself,' And didd et Sylvia Plath adopt the
satne strategy m her famous poem " Daddy™?

What she does o thie o s, Wikl a weard et hrruerat, o Lorr the vielenee
awrainst hersell sooas pooshow thar she can cgual hes SRS with her seli-
inthetesd oppressoen. And this s che straregy of the concentranon camps. When
sulfering is there whatever vou Jdu, by inflicting it upon vourself you achieve

YL L enTIey, vorl seT vimrselt free,

['his also resolves the problem of Plath's reference 1o the Holocaust: some
ot her crines sav thar her imphicir equanion of her oppression by her father
o whar the Naris did o the lews is an madmssible exapperation: whart
matters 15 not the (ebviously incomparable) magnitede of the crime, but the
tact thar Math tele compelled ro adopr the concentranon camp straregy ot
turning violence agamst herself as her only means of psychic hiberation. For
this reason, it 1s also far too sunphsoe 1o disoass ber thoroughly ambivalent
hyvsterical artitude rovwvards her tather {her horeor ar his oppressive presence
and, simultancously, her obviows lilidinal fascination with him - “Every
woman adores a Fascist, the boor in the tace . . .= this hystencal knot''F of

libadimal investmeno o onc's own victimigation can never be undone, '

That is to say, you cannot oppose the “redemptive”™ awareness of being
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"'ll"ll"'-"-"'“‘*l':-f ro the "P :_rh,-.|.||-_-.._.|_" e OVIeEnt the ."|'-.'-.‘|.'r|.':l| ~.|:I~-.-:1:r l.|L'I'.I'~L'-.
from this very oppression, interpreting their comunction as the result of the
“liberation from patniarchal domination as an unhoshed project™ (to
.-_1;qr;:_P|‘||;|~.._ Habermast, r|'|.=||; 1%, a5 the index of a -;"il between the -'_u'hl.ll.l-i.ln
feminst awareness of subjection and the persistent parnarchal libidinal
ceonomy which chains the hysteric to patriarchy, making her subordination
o a sereitnde volontaiee, I this were the case, then the solution would be
stmple: we should enacr whart, apropos of Proudhon, Marx characrerized as
e -.'x|_'||||1i:'||'1. pELrY :;‘:~||I,,-|'gl;|:-:'-. procedure - that ol 'i.-i!'-llfl:-'.lll"\-illl':j'-:. 1 every
phenomenon a “good™ and a “bad™ aspecr, and then athrommng the good
ancl getting rid of the bad: in our case, struggling o keep the “good™ aspect
awareness of oppression) and discard the “bad™ one (Anding pleasure in
oppression). This “untying of the knot™ does not work because the only
trite dreareness of our subfection s the awareness of the obscene excessive
pleasure {surplus-enjoyment) we dervive from it: this is why the hirst gesoure
of liberation is not to get nd of this excessive pleasure, but actively o
assume it — exactly what the hero of Fighe Clied does, In bis Autobiograpbry,
Berteand Russell reports hovee he tried o !1{'_|"| Tl 1ot and s wife Vivien
i their marntal troubles, “uneil 1 discovered that their troubles were what
they enjoyed ™™ — in shore, unel he discovered that they enjoyed thei
SYMProm.

What, chen, 15 a symptom? In his new book The Shadow of the Sun,
Ryszard Kapuscinski reports on the consequences of an enormous hole
which had opened in the mam streer of Onitsha in Nigera, holding ap
trathic for miles: the hole had become an institution. An entire new locus of
urban lite started o blossom areund 1t one crowd of boys unloading the
next truck in lme, another dragging the vehicle into the flooded picand then
heaving it out: rows of women around the edge, sclling hot tood, orhers
hawkmg homemade lemonade and beer; bovs selling cigarerres and chewing
pum. “There arose, suddenly and spontancously, thanks solely 1o that
unfortunate hole, o dvonamic, humming, busthng neighbarhood.™ '™ Fresh-
painted “Horel™ signs showed where local shops had been converted nto
refuges for drivers forced ro spend nighes waitig for ther turn to get
through: people with nothing o do stood around, turnmg the hole into a

place for (FRFEIA 4 § J T and conversations — in short, a ridiculous continpent and

neanmgless obstacle teiggered o swarm ot social actvty;y people started o
EROrY therr AR AR [he su i"'ll_'l'|i|,,|;_'|| soluton, of course, would have been:
why not siaply fill i the bole, enabling the trathe to run through smoothly
wan? The mechanism here 15 in fact that of a hystenical symprom: when a

hystertcal sulyect encounters a similar contmgent obstacle, he or she turns
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it inco a focus of acnviey, racher than simply abolishing or bypassing it. And
ot ot the same i our socicties with, say, ferries bringing passengers and
cargo across a bay or a river? The embarcanon points are, as a rule, places
with a thiving social lite which disappears once a bridge is constructed.
The same point could also be made m the terms of Heidegger's opposition

berween “substtutive-dominating solicitude™ and “anticipatory-liberating
salicitude™: while it is Tully concerned with what the other needs, substinu-
rive solwcitude ipnores the *care”™ which the other should ke upon himself
e thas actvity of procenng something; anticipatory sohcitude, in conrrast,
helps the other clearly to uonderstand his “care™, so that he can go freely
rowards i Does not thas distimenion apply perfecely 1o hiberal humanitar
wans s s ot ther solicitode “substitutive™. 0 the sense that |||I,_'_'!. want to
help others {the poor, deprnived, vichims), mstead of enabling them o help
themselves [perhaps, even, in order to prevest them from helping them-
selves)? And s not this also what 15 wrong with the Polinically Correct
discourse of vicnmuezation — it continues 1o address the establishment with
the voice of the vicnm who demands compensation, help from the Ocher?
This s what s ulomately at stake m revolunonary violence: the trans-
formation of the oppressed victin into an active agent, captured by Marx's
famnous statement that the emanapation of the proletariar can only be the
act of the proletariat atself.

In an outstandimg reading of Walter Benjanmun's *Theses on the Philos
ophy ol History” ' Erne Santner claborates Benjamun’s notion that a
present revolunionary mrervennion repearsiredeems past faled arrempis: the
“symptoms” = past traces wlich ace retcoactively redeemed through the
*maracle” of the revolunonary mrervenion — are "not so much torgoten
deeds, bur rather forpotren faderes o act, falures to suspend the force of

sorcial bood :n|:|l'|[:|!|;:. Acts ol ~=.u||;|.tri[:~ with SOCICTY S ‘othiers” T

SYINpPlons resier ool only past Liled reviolulionary attempts butl, moere

niadoslly, sl Fadleeres e Fesfoand o Cills Dol achioi or cver ol cmpathy n

hehalt of

those whose suttering in some sense belongs 1o the form of hike of
whioch one s a parts They held the place of somethiog chat s #ere, that frsises
i iar Life, theuph o as never aclhieved tull onrodogical consistency, Svimproms
A Ehies B SERTIE Seiise I!n '-|'I|!.|: .||-.|!i-.-.'- -II' |-=|:|'.- 0, |"-.'|i|:.'|‘-*~, |_'u,-|::.-,_r,

detenses apamst vouds — that persistm histonczl expenence

$ i ! . i
Sanuier specifics how these svmptoms can also take the form o perturba-
tions of “normal” social life, like participation in the obscene rituals of the
reigming idealogy. Was not the intamous Krstallnacht in 1938 - thar half-

orzaniicd balt-spontancous owtburst of violent attacks on Jewish homes,
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SV CHARLCS, basinesses, and |-u.|-lr1||_' themiselves — a Bakhnman “canmval ™ o
ever there was one? We should read Kristallnachs precsely as a “symprom”;
the furious rage of such an outburst of violence makes 10 a symptom rhe
defence-formation covering the voiud of the tadure 1o mtervene effectively in
the social crisis.

In other words, the very rage of the anti-Semine pogroms s proot, @
comirarto, of the possibilicy of the authentic proderania revolution: its
exvessive energy can be read only as a reaction 1o the “unconscros”
Jwareness. of the missed revolutionary opportumry.'* And is not the
ultimate cause of Orstalgre (nostalgia for the Communist pasth among many
intellecruals tand even “ordinary people”) in the detuncr German Lemo
cratic Republic also a longing not so omuch o the Communist past, for
what really went on under Communism, but, rather, for whar nught bave
happened there, for the misscd opportunity of another Giermany? Are not
the post-Communist outbursts of neo-Maz violenge also a negative proot ol
the presence of these conancipatory chances, a symptomatic ourburst of rage
displaying an awareness of missed opportunizies? We should not be afraid
to draw a parallel with individual psvehic life: just as an awareness of a
missed “private” opportunity (say, the opportumity of engaging im a h Ifil1-
ing love-relationship) often leaves s 1races the form of “irratwonal”
anxietics. eadaches, and firs of rage, the vaid of the missed revolutionary
chance can explode in “irranonal™ firs of destructive rage,

vecording to Alain Badiow, the state of a situation whose function Is 10
represent the multinude (for example, the State with regard b sociery)
alwavs involves an excess with regard ro the situation it represents: the State
APPAFALLS IS Dever o lransparcnt representaion of sociery; it rehes on s
own logic, which rerroactively imtervenes in and exerrs viglent pressure on
whart it represenes.' ! At this paint, we should add to his argument: not only
s there an excess of Stage with regard o the multitude it represents; e
state ts. at the same tinte, excessive with regard to ftself — that s to say, i
gencrates its own excess which, although necessary tor its functiomng, has
to remain unrecognized,

Apocalypse Now Redux (2000; Francis Ford Coppola’s newly cdited
longer version of Apocalypse Neow) stages, in the clearese possible way, the
corardinates of this structural excess of State power. 1510 not sirhicant that
in the fieure of Kuortz, the Freudian “primordial father”™ the ohscene
tather-enjovment beyond the reach of symbabe Law, the total Master who
dares to confront the Real of rernifyving enjoyviment face to face = s |'-:n.'--.1:tn|

not as a residue of some barbaric past, but as the necessary outcome o

modern Western power atsells kurtz was the pertect soldier as s,
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through his overidenohcaton with the nuliwary power system, he turned
into the excess which the system has to eliminate. '

Badiou 1= nghr, however, m his emphasis on how the vicious cycle of
superego violence bas to be broken = thas, precisely, is what does not
happen in the Alm, The ulhmate horieen of Apocalvpse Naw is the msight
111140 b Fevwrer FENeraies s oW EXC0RS, '-'-.'II'..|'| I ST Hll!'lihl;.!'l‘ 11 an
operation which has to imitate what 1t fights (Willard's mission to kill
Kurtz does not appear in the official record = "l never happened™, as the
eeneral who bricts Willard points out), We thereby enter the domain of
seoret uperations, of what the Power does wathour ever adorting . And
does nor the same go tor today™s hgures presented by the othcal media as
the emibodiments of radical Evil? Ts this not the teach behind the tace that
Bin Laden and the Taleban emerged as part of the ClA-supported ann-
Soviet guerrilla war in Afghanistan, and the fact thar Nornega in Panama
was an ex-CIA agenr?' % In all these cases, 15 not the USA hghting s own
excess s And was not the same true of Fascism? The hberal West had o
o forces with Communmism  to L]r_h-'.l-.l:- s OWIl CXCCSSIVE '-"'-|f|'.|"-:"-'-'||II-
Along the same lines, | am tempted 1o sugpest whar a rruly subversive
version of Apocalypse Nowe would have been like: to repeat the formula
of the amti-Fascist coalition, and have Willard propose o the Vietcong a
pact to destrov Kurez.) What remains outside the horizon of Apocalypse
Mo s the perspecrive of a collective political act breaking out of this
vicioms ovcle of the System which generates irs sSUPErego exoess, amcl 15 then
conpelled to anmihilate itz a revolutnonary violence which no longer relies
on the superepo obscenity. This “mmpossible” act is whar rakes place m
VT ;i||:|"-|'|'-r:|_' |';-'n‘.~!*.:'1:'-|'.:!r:. Prcesh,

So, back to Faelbr Clebe s oot the very idea of the “hghr club™, the
eveming encounters berween men wha play the game of beatmyg each orher
up, the very model of such a false transpressionfexcitation, of the impotent
passawe 3 Macte which bears witness 1o the failure actually o ntervene 1n
the social bodyy Does not Frebr Cleb stage an exemplary case of the
ihervent transeressior: far from effectively undermining the capitalist sys-
tem, it enacts the obscene underside of the “normal™ capitahst subjects And
does not the same go for the polincized violence — the artack on bank
headguarters — which concludes the film? Is not Fight Clulr the film about
the CIMEergence of Amercan rerrorism? [ not the final scene — the '||'I.'l|:EI.'|'I'.
glass buildings exploding as a result of terrorise artacks = strangely remins
cent of the WTC collapse? This aspect was developed 1n detail by [iken
and Laustsen, m ther ourstanding “Enjoy vour hght!™, the most pertiment
analvsis of Fight Clul:
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Mhe normalized and law abiding sulsjecr s haunted by a pectral deouble, by a
subivet thar materializes the will ro transgress the faw i poerverse cigay-
ment. o .. Thus Fight Clab is hardly an “ant-institutional™ respeonise o
VONTCm T T -.'.'||_'I'T.'.|:-»-“.'|, JLUST A% CTEAVIEY, PervErsiHi OF TRINsprossiah arc it
necessarily emancipatory today. o, . Rather than a political act, Faght Clit
hos seems to be a trancehike subjective expericnce, a kind of pscuda-Bakhe
nian carnivalesque activity in which the rhythm of everyday hite s emly
rempaorarily suspended. - . . The problen with Fighr Chab s that i falls meo
the trap of presenting its problemangue, violence, from a cynical distance
Fight Clieb is of course extremely reflexive and ironie. 1t can even be said that

it is an irony oo bascasm,

The ultimate ground of this irony is that, n accordance with late capialise
plobal commodification, Fight Clilr offers as an “experiential commodity™
the very attempt to explode the universe of commodites: instesd of concrere
political practice, we ger an aestheticist explosion of violence, Furthermore,
following Deleuze, Diken and Laustsen discern in Fight Clieb two dangers
which invalidate its subversive thrust: hrst, there 15 the tepdency 0 po o
the extreme of the -\!m'-.f.h_'m' of ecstatic (seli-)déstruction - revolubionary
politics is obliterated i a depoliticized acstheticist orgy of annihilation;
second. the revolutionary explosion “deterritonalizes, massifies, but only in
order to stop deternitorialization, to nvent new territorializations™ "I spite
of 4 deterritovializing start, Fight Club ends up transformimg mia & fascist
organization with a new name: Progect Mayhem. iolence is now turned
outwards. which culminates in a plan tor “organized’ terror to undermine
the foundarions of the consumerist sociery,” These two dangers are coniple
mentary, since “the regression tw the undifferentiated oe complete disorgan
ization 15 as dangerous as rranscendence and orgamization™,

Is the solution really the “just measure” between the fwo cxiremes:
neither the new Organization nor the regression to undifferentiated vio-
lence® What we should ]“\r|||"||,'l1'|.'|."..-'1' here 15, rather, the very opposition
herween de- and re-terrnonalization — that is to say, Deleuze’s idea of the
rreducible rension berween the *good™ schizaphrenic-malecular collectiviry
and the “bad” paranoiac-molar one: molaririgid versus molecularfsupple
rhizomatic Joees, with their molecular SERInCnLarity ihascd on mutations,
de-terrirorializaton, Connooiis, and acoelerations), versus ¢ lasses or ,:;,.,l_.“l'_,;‘
with rheir rigid sepmentarity (fnary Organization, resondie, overcod
ing .15 This opposition {a variation on Sartre’s old thesis, from his Critrgue
nf Dialectical Reason, about the reversal ot the praxas ol authennc growp

dialectics ince the “pracoico-mert” logie of the alienatzd  mstrution

Deleuze himself often directly refers ro Sartred s a false (“abstrace™
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aniversalizanion, m so far as 0 obfers no space to articulate the kKey
distinction between the two different logics of the very connection between
micro- and macro-, local and global: the “paranoiac™ Stare which “re-
rerritorializes” the schizophrenic explosion of the molecular mulutude 15
not the only imaginable frame of the global collective social organization;
the [ emimist repolutionary Barey gives }‘:'l-.|‘_. ty e, r.=||;h;_-'|'.. announees| a
rocally differem logic of collectiviey., iBencath this opposition is, of course,
Deleuze’s profoundly ano-Leninist distrust of any form of firm global
Orpanizanon, What s interesnng here, however, s that Alain Badiou
himself. who draws attenoion to this anti-Lenimast thrust of Deleoze, seems
tor rely on the same opposiion in his “anti-Seatist™ assernon of the utopian
eoal of pure presence of the multnde, without any state of re-presentation
which rotalizes this muletude, and thus generates a remander for which
there 1s no place withan the torality — sigmbcantly, Badiow also refers here
ver Sartre.'#4 What Lli!-u.1'|‘5‘-'.!-LI o 01 this pl.'l'h!.*-:.'g'li‘-'c' is .‘-'.I'.1}‘-|}' the fundamental
sarvist msight thar the molar Stare has o “totalee” the malecular mulr-
tade becanse a radical Camtagonssm” s already at work within this
i-.lj;.:.',"J.'HrIln.'.

Mg Delewse saw very clearlv, we cannor provide m adsvance an unambig-
aous oriterion which will allow us o distinguish “false™ violent outburse
from the *miracle™ of the authentic revolunonary breakthrough. The ambi-
T 15 irreducible here, since the “miradde™ can occur only through the
repetition of previous failures, And this is also why violence 15 a necessary
mneredient of a revolunonary polincal act. That 15 o say: what s the
criterion of a polinical act proper? Success as such dlearly does nor count,
even if we define it m the dialectical rerms of Merleau-Ponty: as rthe wager
thar the futore will cetroacnvely redeem our present horrible acts {this is
how Merleau-Ponty, in Humarism and Terror, provided one of the more
|.|-;n||::_;,_-:||_ i||.,__.-;||-'_|;"|r|.;'|1|~. [ r|‘:|,' "-;r;'|:i."||x[ (N rc:‘.r::i:i-.rl'.:-E:.'. IL '.'-.'|'i |‘.-|.'-._'l.|r1ll:'
wstifed i irs final outcome is true freedom)y " neither does reference to
woiie abstract-universal ethical norm. The only cntenon 15 the absolutely
rivherent one: that of rhe enacted LT,

In a genuine revolutionary breakthrough, the utopian tuture s neither
simply fully realueed, present, nor simply evoked a5 a disrant promise which
wstifies present violence = it is rather as if, i a unique suspension of
l-:."]‘:|'l-.1|'.1|ii:.'. in the shorer circuir between the prresent and the future, we are

as if by Grace — briefly allowed o act as if the utopian future is {not yer
fully here, but) alrcady at hand, there to be seized. Revolution s experienced
hat as a present hardship we have to endure for the sake of the happiness

and frecdom of future generations, but as the present hardship over which
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this future happiness and trecdom already cast their shadow —m 1T, W ALre
already free even as we fight for freedom: we are already happy even as wi
feht for happiness, no matter how difficulr the creumstances, Revolunon s
not a Metrleau-Ponryan wager, an acr suspended ain the frter anderrenr, to
be leprimized or de-legitimized by the long-term outcome of present acts; it
s, as it were, s o ontological proof, an immediate index of its own
truth.

Let us recall the staged performance of “Stormmg the Winrer Palace™ m
Petrograd on the third anniversary of the Ocrober Revolunion, 7 November
1920). Tens of thousands of workers, soldicrs, students and artists worked
round the clock, living on kasha (tasteless wheat porradge), rea and trozen
apples, and preparing the performance i the very place where the event
“really happened™ three years carher; their work was cocordinated by army
officers, as well as by avant-garde arosts, musicians and directors, trom
Malevich to Meverhold. Although this was acting, not “reality”, the soldiers
and sailors were plaving themselves = many of them had not anly acenally
vl-:.nr;;,;-rl-\.;ni;-._i in the cvents of 1917, bur were also sumuleancously involved m
he real bartles of the Civil War that were raging in the vicmity of Petrograd,
a iy under siege and -;th*nngr_ from severe fond shortages. A cContemporary
commented on the performance: “The tuture historan will record bow,
throughour one of the bloodiest and most brutal revolunons, all of Rossia
was acting”;" and the farmalist theorencan Viktor Shklovskn noted that
“some kind of clemental process 1s taking place where the hiving tabric of
life iz being transformed into the thearrical™ ' We can all remember the
mfamous self-celebratory Fiest of May parades that were one of the supreme
signs of recopnition of Stalmst regimes if we need proot of how Lenmism
functicned 0 oan enticely different way, are not such performances the
supreme proot that the Ocober Revolution was defimtely ror a simple congr
détat by a small group af Bolsheviks, but an event which unleashed a
rremendous emanapatory potential ;

The archetypal Eisensteinian cinematic scene that depicts rhe exuberant
argy of revolunionary destrucrive violence (w hat Eisenstein himself called “a
veritable bacchanalia of destruction™) belongs to the same series: when, in
Cictaber, the victorious revolutionaries penetrate the wime cellars ob thy
Winter Palace, they indulge i an cestatic orgy of smashing thousands of
bottles of expensive wine; in Bebzin Meadow, atter the village Pioneers
discover the body of the voung Pavhik, brutally murdered by his own tather,
they force their way into the local church and desecrare in, robbing it of ats
|'|__-||._'-..__ ~..|_'||_|_=_|_'||1|:|5|_:_.; Over A leon. sacrl |'_1III'.-|'-' Loy iEe O YESTNunes, |-'|'||'-'."|3';':i':

heretically at the stacuary, ., 0% In thes suspension of  goal-orientated
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instrumental acovity, we i facr get a kind of Batmllean “unrestramed
expenditure™ — the pious desire to deprive the revolution of this excess is
simply the desire to have a revoluton withour revolution, It is against this
|‘--.ll-.|-‘:.',:ill.1||u§ that we should .a.r|:.r-=-.h..h e delicane Issue ol revolutionary
viodenoe which i an authentic act of hberation, not just a hlind passage a
Iacte.

And did we not el exactly the same scene in the Cireat Cultural
Revolution in China, with thousands of Red Goardises ecstancally destroy
g old historical monuwiments, smashing old vases, detacing old paintings,
chipping at old walls?'* In spite of (or, rather, because of) all ics horrors,
the Grrear Culmural Revolunon undoubtedly conmined elements of such an
citacred Ll il Ar the Ve el |'l-; |'ur;- ,-\.|,||._|'| ..,1|._I_il.:l,'-. Woils |l|||-ch_-\|_'|;_i |;|'. MMao
limselt |since he bhad already achieved his goal of re-estab ishing his full
power and getting rid of the wop momenklatra competition), there was the
#*Shanghat Commune”™: one million workers who simply ook the official
slogans senously, demanding the abolition of the State and cven of the Parny
iselt, and the direet communal organization of sociery, Tt is sigmificant char
IT Wis ar rhis ey |'“I-"-i|'|l I!|1.|l! Mao -::lrl.ll'l'l.':'. r|'|-:" FesToratien of -3;[1-.'|, Juhl_'
{otten noted parallel berween Mao and Lacan s fully justihed here: the
dissolution of the Feole Freudienne de Paris in 1979 was Lacan's “(rear
Cultural Revolution™, mobilizing his voung tollowers (who, incidentally,
wore mostly ex-Maoists fram 1968!) 0 order to get rid of the inner circle
ot his "mandarins”. In both cases, the paradox is that of 2 leader who
trigizers an uncontrolled upheaval, while reyimg o exert full personal power
~ the paradoxical overlappimg of extreme dictatorship and extreme emandi
;‘-.1::1II‘. (813 rI'n; M A5%85.

[t 15 with regard o pohtical wereor that we can locawe the zap which
separares Lenin®s era Fram Stalinism:'* 19 Lemin's time, torror was openlh
admitted | Trotsky semenmes even boasted, in an almost cicky way, about
the non-democrativ pature of the Bolshevik repamie and the terror it used),
whale in Stalin’s cime the symbaolic statas of the terror changed complerely:
terror turned into the publicly non-acknowledged obscene shadowy sup-
plement of the public othcial discourse. Tt 15 sigmificant that the climax of
terror (1936371 came atter 1935, when the new constitunion was accepied

this constitution was supposed to end the state of emergency, and proclam
thiat .'|'||:1!r_~. had gone back to normal: the SUSPENsIon of the civil righrs of
whole strata of the population (kulaks, ex-vapitalists) was revoked, the
I-r.u;xh:w Wak TN !'.l'i'-.l'l"‘x.'ll. .'|."||.i B OHE] "|.|'||' |.'|_':.' i:_‘il_'.l il :'r'|:--. -;_'-:-r'l'\.li'_|_|tj|||'_
was that now, atter the stabilization of che Socalist order and the annihila

o ol 1!'.!.' .'.='||.':I1:-' s AaC,, [I'Ii.' f"-l.:l'.il_'l_ L.'_||-.'-':| Was s |_-::-:::_'||;| a ..l._m\. SEHO LT
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{ i sunpect of the Sfate was no i-;|||:.-;-;" the '-.'-.-'-.-rf-:!'l;f. class (workers and
peasants), bur the people. This does not mean, however, that the Stalinist
constitution was a mere hypocnsy concealing the socal realiny the
possthility of terror is inscribed o s very core; since the class war 13 now
afficially over, and the Soviet Union s conceived of as the classless country
of the People, those who {are sull presumed to) oppose the regime are no
longee mere class enemies in a conflice that tears the social body apare, but
crnenues of the |':'._--:_||‘||.;_-_ VErmin, worthless scum which must be excluded
Iromm hwimamey mselt,

Chis repression of the regime’s own exeess was strictly correlative to the
mvention of the psychological individual which ook place in the Soviert
Union in the late 1920s and early 19305, Russian avant-garde art of the
carly 1920s (Futurism, Constructivism} not only zealously endorsed meus
trialization. it even endeavoured o remnvent a new mduostrial man - no
||_||'_-:|_?|_-;_'j the old man of sentimental [rlsmi0ns and roots in tradition, but the

the ggantic oo

new man who gladly accepts his role as a bolt or screw n
ordinared industrial Machine, As such, it was subversive in s very ulira-
orthodoxy™, in its overidentification with the core of the offical ideology:
the image of man or woman thar we get in Eisenstein, Meverhold, Construc-
tivist paintings, and so on, emphasices the beauty of his or her mechamcal
maovemenss, his or her thorough de-psychologizanion, What was perceived
in the West as the ulimare nmightmare of liberal imdividvalism, as the

wdeological counterpoint to “Taylorization™, 1o the Fordist assembly ling,
was hailed in Russia as the ntopian prospect of hberation: consider how
Meverhold violently advocated the “behaviourist™ approach to acung - no
longer emphane tamuharization with the person the actor s playing, but
ruthless bodily traming to achieve cold physical discipline, the actor's abilicy
to perform a senes of mechanized movements.! ™ What the Russian avanr
Earcle: artists wers ot h:'|'|_' s ~.||11'|‘~|j. -.|'.’|'-.".!I'|:|’_ I|'|-'.' COTSEY LIETNCES i
Lenin's own celebranon of “Tavlorization™ as the new saentuhe way to
arganize prodocnon,

Daes this vision (and practice} of mechamized producnion really harbour
an emancipatory potential? The Arst thing to do here s to ask an clementary
(LIS Wehat s a 1;1|_'r|:|':.'_'- Leshie Kaplan's ERSA Y -[0eIT { ‘exces-usine,
with its description of the “hell” of factory life, reveals the dimension
averlooked 1 standard Marxist depictions of the workers” “alienanon™,
Kapian opposes the self-enclosed universe of the factory w the open
crvicormnent ol :i||_' |,1|'|_";i-.:~|,|'. '.".l..l:'!-q. L I :|'_|_' |..'.-L:l"ll"- \'|":'Iq.":.' 15 a nmcless
that is to say, the

space in which ficnon and reality uloomately comade

very reality of this space functions as a fantasisate space cut off from 143
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enviroms, What 15 lacking i this space s the tull *background noise™ which
provides a life-world context for buman individuals: in a facrory, as Kaplan
puts it, instead of the nch tapestry of the background environment, there s
only whiteness — in short, 1t is as if, when we go into a factory, we enrer an
artificial universe deprived of the substamial wealth of the texture of real
e, In this space, thistonical-narrative) memory itself is threatened: workers
are cut off from their ancestral roors, and this also affects their own utonian
potential: reduced to robots endlessly repeating the same mechanical ges
tures, they lose the very capaaciry o dream, o devise projects of alternative
reality, What they experience 15 no longer nostalgia for a determinare past
sav, of therr previous more Yorganic™ farmers’ hves), bur, as Kaplan PUES 1t
perspicaciously, an "absolure nostalgia™ for an empry Otherness whose sole
posttive contenr 15, again, facrory lite irself - say, the empty corridors of a
factory,

However, 15 this loss of historical memory, of the capacity to dream,
really qust a negatve experience? Whar if thas disintegranion of our embed-
dedness 1in the concrere Iite-world s (2 necessary step towarnds) the emer-
genee el tree subjectivity? What of, 10 order to emerge as a subject, [ have
fArst 1o lose all the wealth of my ohjective being, so that, at this level of
objective being, T am nothing but a corporeal machine? This 15 what was
unbearable to and i the otficial Stalimst ideology, so that stalimist “sociahist
realism ™ s actually an attempt to reasserr *Socialism with a human face”,
ter reinscribe the process of industrialization mnto the constrames of the
trachitional psvchological individual: in Socialist Reahst texts, pamungs and
films, individuals ace no longer depicted as parts of the global Machine, bur
A% WATm passionare people.

Against Pure Politics

Phis reference to beraning violence also allows vs 1o distnguish Lemin’s
notion of wmversal humamity from the recent endency o imeroduce moral-
stic-legalistic reasoning into political scrugples. When “apolitical” human
rights are evoked as the ranonale tor a policical even a mulitary -
intervention, our fArst, naive reaction cannot fail to be that of spontancous
CLApCOGTITIEE: 15T E 1F :'m11|"r-|'Ti.'1!', o osee NATO forces infervene not for any
specific economic or strategic reasons, but simply because a country s
urm“}' '.':c:'..=.r|:1:_', the basic human rights of an ethnic group? Is this not the
only hope 1w our globalized era = o see some mternattonally acknowledged

torce as a guarantee that all countries will respect a certain minimum of
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ethacal (and. ideally, also health, social, ccologwal) standards? What can we
have against a respected internanonal ribunal i The Hague prosecuning
criminal pohticianss?

(Of course, the no less spontancous reaction at a | .eftist eadical s that of
contemptuous disteust: Arst, the neutraliry ot the reterence to human righes
15 obviously a fiction — in the prescnt constellaton, this reference o human
rizhts serves the global New Order dommated by the LIsA. The GUETHCHY 141
he asked apropos of every particular inrervention on behalt of human rights
« thus always: On what criteria did this selection rely? Why Albamans I
Serbia and not also Palestinians in Israel, Kurds m Turkey, ind soon? Why
is Cuba boycotted, while a much harsher North Korean regime gets bree
help 1o develop “safe™ atomic energy capacities? Here, of course, we enter
the shady world of international capital and its strategic mterests, Further-
more, this purely humanitarian-ethical legiimezation of an inrervention
thoroughly de-politicizes it, changing 1 o anantervention into |1|-||_1.=|n'..u
jan carastrophe, grounded in purely moral reasons, not an mtervention mto
a well-defined political struggle. In this way, the realicy of a polincal strugsle
i transformed into a moral steugele berween Good and Evil = 1o short, the
moralization of politics runs the risk of imperceptibly turning inte the
Ix._;.|i|_i_.._i_:,-:.'|ri_.;:|1| of morals, m which the 1:||||ri.;_'-.| OPPONenT 1S t s bormed it
the personthcarion of moral kvil,

But is this standard Lefist answer good cnoagh? What it amounts to 15 4
rehashing of the old Marwast denuncianon of a false wdeological o ersaliny:
“Universal human rights in fact previtege individuals in highly developed
Fiest World countries. . .. The problem wich this rehashing 1s thar it nsses
the umigue chance of torning hunen rights themselves mto a terram ol
hegemonic strugele, rather than surrendering them ro the cnemy. Let us
cecall the fare of the reference to human rights i the late esghtecnth century:
of course. ar the beginning, they were “in fact™ the rights of whire male
property-owners, silently excluding the lower classes, women, orther races,
and so forth. Their very umversal form, however, set i motion 4y wnstog
pable process of expansion: first women said *Why not us roo?”, then
Blacks (in Hairi) sard the same, then the workers. . .,

And i 1s well worth Following the same strategs oday. There will always
be a bitter taste to the tragicomedy of Milodevic’s arrest at the end of March
1001, and 1o his extradition to The Hague in Junce: in both cases, the act
was execured in order 1o comply with the deadline ser by the Ubaatar was
to grant Yugoslavia generous anancial and. This Dirter taste dires not result

omly from a suspicion that the world powers singled out Milosevic and

clevated him into a personthcation of Faal: it alses atresgs o rthe new
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Yugoslay government’s reluctance to admit Yugoslav |'|_-~'.|m-t'|~.'i!!i|ir1_.' Fowr the
war in the 1990s, its intention to ching to the myth of Yogoslavs as victuns
of Western agpression. Much more mmportant — and the first step In the
right direcrion — was the unexpected arrest of Augusto Pinochet two years
carlicr. Whatever its ultimate outcome, the immediate ideological repercus-
sions were immense: when Pinochet armved i London, he was perceived in
Chile as an all-powertul untouchable émunence grises after his arrest, the
psveholeeical harrier was broken, he was just a frail old criminal imventing
humibiaomge excuses: o avord arrest, The hmnaton of the Pinocher case,
however, 1s that he comes from a small marginal country.

What, then, comes atter Pinocher and Milofevié? The erue achievement
would have been to go tor the jugalar — o pursue thas logic to the very end:
to arrest someone whe “really marters™. And here Henry Kissinger s
arpuably the ideal candidare:'** the accusanion thar he 15 a war criminal 1s
an old and well-substanuated one [remember the famous BBC alk ar which
the moderatar asked him directly: “How does it feel to be a war eriminal?”®

Kassinger, of course, immediately stormed out of the studio). Furthermore,
he s no longer politically active, so the USA cannot clamm that has arrest
waould in any wav impede the funcoommg of us state apparatuses. Ths,
then, would have been an authentic political ace: of, when Kissinger was on
a world tour promoting a new book, some (preterably West European
counrry arrested him just as they arrested Pinochet. This gesture would pur
the international human rights machinery to the tese, forang s funcoionar
ws to clarifty their stance and make a choce: either the US Empire would
force his release, thus exposing the big fake of human rghes, or. ..

Sometimes, the mase cunning pohoes s that of wtter naivery - or, 1o
paraphrase Gandhi's ingemows quip apropos of Brinsh avilizaoon: “Univer-
sal Human Rights? A good idea — maybe we should test it out?™ Is not the
May 2001 decision of the LIS Senate orchesteated by Jesse Helms) o reject
any qurisdicoion of The Hague and other internatonal mnibunals over
Amterican Citizens — a decision which took Furopean Community govern-
menrs by surprise — already a clear sign of the open and brucal exclusivism
of US human rights policies? The only way to give some actual content to
the “anti-tetrorist alliance™ which s emeeging afrer the |1 Seprem ber
itacks 1s to confer the ulumate competence on some kind of international
court — which means that this coure will also have to have the nght to
prosecure Us citizens, No wonder thae after | imished reading Christopher
litchens's The Trial of Henry Kissinger, | had a kind of mverted Marun
Luther King cgalitarian dream: 1 saw, in the row of prisoners sirring on the
benches of the Hague trbunal, Milodevic alongside Kissinger; 1 imagined
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these two hardened unscrupulous cymics sitting together ar a able during
lreaks in the trial, sipping whisky and sharing their cheap wisdom, Ths,
theri. should be the message to those in power wha referred to human rights
i their arrest of Noriega, in their hombing of Irag, n ther ccononmc
slockade of Cuba, i che pursuing of the Yugoslay war criminals by the
Hazue tribunals arrest Kissinger or shat up!

I am rempted to go even further here — whar about the l,.l.'!.l.ﬁlll::"i""."lh.‘\-l'.'..ll[
sighted madness of President Bush's decision, at the end of March .-".l-:"l,- :n.w
rencge on his clectoral promise to implement the Kyoto treary on global
warming, which sets hmirs for carbon dixide emissions? Some of s critoes
were fujl} iustificd in claiming that this action amounred o the Americans’
betrayal of their responsibility as global ctizens: what ngh has the LISA
now to condemn Brazil for destroving the ramforest, or China tor building
2 dam on the Yellow River? The rotal cymicism of this decision lics in i3
justification: presumably, only i this way can we prevent a .!1ik|- i
electricity and oil prices, which would hit poor people hardest. This stance
af “first ccomomy, then ecology™ forgers that 1T was the very ™ de-regulation”
of the electricity supply in California which caused the power cnisis,

It is here that liberal-capitalist globalization should be counteracred with
a truly democranc globalization: why not start a big global campaign tor a
kind of international ecological court, aiming {in the long term, ar ieast) to
achieve some kind of legal status wath execurive authority, sermng clear
criteria for whar constitutes an ccological erime, and with the power to
impose at least some kind of measures agamst the people :!.'hi. INSTIEUEINS
responsible? Why not mobilize the tull force of the |'.!j.::-:|.'|!'-|.|.l..'|'|'ll|"-c=||‘\-|:-\.'
discourse, treanng (in this case) Bush not merely as a polincal adversary,
bur as 2 .,_ri;|-|i-_'|;'| who u|'|i'|||'||_1 'r'-l,' ['-'nl"ii-.":-‘ Irr.-:'ll.'l.'w..! s *~.1:-.'|:._ AT [ROFE -i‘.l._‘l.|5': d

Perhaps, on a more general level, should ake the risk of applving to the
logic of political subversion Lacan’s opposition ot masculine :;|:1'.1.'c-r-.1’|r.:-
and s consnuunive exceprion and femumne (no exceplion the set, wilnch
renders the set non-all) formulas of sexuation,'™ The normal oppositional
logie remains on the masculine side: e either assumes the posibion of a
"-II.':I]‘.|.I:' i."'h.Li."I“‘[I¢1||-'¢"H[l'|':|-|]|[" -_l._:'|_|| |'|__-:|-'__'_-_r-_] B [._"||_' _~.'_'.'*-.|!l.'l'.| [L"ZII'-_',iI'IL' [ SOMTIC
element l:|_:||'|_- -I._:u'.'n:', ST '.'-:_':'Hil:.-ll o 1 :'I;il."l‘..1T-."-.| MU OSSO, il'L"'
correct class position, scientific insight = which s supposed to puarantee
dhar one is outside the system, able to attack it without being contaminated
by 1t). or asserts the abselure closure of the svstem {lage capiralism contams,
" an unprecedented wav, its own excess, so that all atemprs break our,

| T i - e [ el el g - [ T 1 T 2 1 e - F o't L
fr LrAnSEress s dormant, are innherent ranspressieons taken mio account I

the system in advance).
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The way to break out of thes impasse 15 o reformulate the problem
terms of the femamine side of the Formulas of sexuation: there is nothing
which s simply external to the system, which s not part of it; ar the same
time, the system s non-all, e is never able o walize itself, fully to contain
the excesses 1t penerates. This means that the system™s excesses are thor-
oughly and irredeemably ambavalent jor “undecidable™, 1o use a more
tashionable term): the very element which was engendered by the system in
arder to guarantee its closure can turn ingo a threar - even the most trivial
Hollywood melodramas can be “transfuncuonalized™ into the bearers of
explosive utopian potennal, Nowhere 15 this more obvious than in the case
of relipron: it can funcoion as the “opuam of the people™; as the imaginary
supplement which makes us endure unbearable realiey, o it can turn against
the very conditions which gave birth to i, as was the case with difterent
sects and heresies, '™

The two Formulas of sexuation could be condensed o the triad Univer
sal/Parnicular/Singular, by imrroducing a splir into universaliey selt —
Hegelese: between “abstract™ and “concrete™ wmversality, or, in Lacanese:
berween (noe only “All S are P7, but) *S a¢ sueh s P, and “there 15 no &
which is not P*, First, we have the oppositon berween unmiversality and its
cxception — for example: “Man {as soch) 1s a ranonal being”, ~'.|:'!‘\-‘__‘|E=-.'I‘:1|.'|':'!'-e'|.|
by “Some men are not fully rational™ jand the racist implication —
therefore not fully human). Or, the more dircctly polincized version: A
citizen of the USA i, by defmition, tree”, supplemenred by “Some of them
do not deserve (are not ready and A for) tull freedom.™ The cruaal msight
here is the one into the structural necessity of this exception: as Hegel put
it, the differentia specifica is ar the same nme the difference between genus
and its specres, “Man as such s teee™ mieans that “Some people are not
tree.™ Or, with regard 1o the logic of exphar symbolic norms and ther

obscene supplement: “the Law 15 neurral and cqual tor all™ means that there
is a set of obscene unwritten rules which privilege some and exclude others,
and these obscene rules are the condinon tor the law to function ethec fl'-'-'l!l'
and regulate soaal relanons. In Kantian werms, the obscene unwnitten rules
which posit exceptions to the norm (e, the way we are not only pernitted,
but even obliged. o violate the norm) are a kind of transcendental schema
which mediates between the symbolic norm and “real hfe™.

Fhe “fermnme” counrerpoint to chis logic of universality and s constitu-
tive exception s “There 15 no man whe is not a ratonal being {or, more
|'||'|,'..._'_u_'§l.'_ Here s |!-'\-f_'!'|:|'::_'. indot man which is outside ranonah :.':" and, for
that very reason, “MNor-all of man 15 ranonal.™ The logic here 15 not that of
the exceptton o the universality, but of some abjecr, some singulanty,
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which directly gives body to the falsity of “its™ wiversaliey, Thas s the logie
of the singular sympromal clement, like the proletariar for Marx: it does noe
tunction only as an exception o ies universality; racher, i direct|y belies,
undermmes, this umiversality — the very existence of the proletariat means
rhat the whole of the capitalist system is “irrational”. (Perhaps this is alsg
how we should read Hegel's “Evervthing rational is acrual and evervthing
actual 15 ratonal™ from his Foreword o the Phili -5-’_:-;:."::; o Ha'_i.'r".'.': “There ig
nothing actual which 15 not ranonal.™) This 15 how proper dialeerical
“concrete umversality™ works: *there is nothing which is not political™ (or,
i rraditional terms, “there s nothing which is nor affected br class
‘~"~I'U._L’.!-1]t'":. which, precisely, does nor mean rhar '|1n|||:|f.- 15 everything™,
but, rather, that the political class struggle is that “pathological™ diagonal
teature which affects every element of the social edifice, submisting it 1o a
kind of anamorphic distortion.

In Iceland, some thirty mules northease of Revkjavik, yvou can see das
Ding in one of s lstorical conheurations, under the name of Althing®,
the site of the annual caucos of {almost) all inhabitanes during which they
debarted common issues and established new laws, Soowhat do von ;1-."r|:|_1;||:,'
see there? A high clift {from which the “law-speaker” proclaimed new laws
by shouting) separated by a rift valley from the plain to the east (where the
crowd gathered). This, then, s the hrst surprise: the leelanders chose as
their gathering place the site of a peological rupture (the divide berween the
Morth Amenican and the Eurasian continental plares, which are physically
tearing apart — this s why there are so many cacthguakes in leeland), as if
they intended to indicate how polincs 1s, i its very notion, the feld of
miractable antagonistac struggle. Imerestngly enoogh, the Alching func-
tnoned from 930 unal 1798, roughly the period of the French Revolution,
when the last assembly was held = agan, as if o indicare how modern
parhamentary democracy is incompatible with the active engagement of all
citizens, and thus belving the assercion thar the Althing was the first
democratic parhament in the history of humanaty, This Thing 1s not simply
the mute presence of the Real it speaks, imposing its decrees and
:lliiy'.t“'ﬁt'r'lf*-- When the assembled r‘-cq‘*'.lhl.lic'-l:l had reached a conclusion, the
speakers on top of the chiff informed them by shouting whar the Thing had
concluded.

[har 15 rhe difference berween the Althing and the modern democratic
parhiament or national assembly: in the Althing, the Thing coincides with
the big Other {the symbolic ordery; while in modern democracy, the Thing
femovment) s evacuated from the Other, the Ocher 15 the pewtral order of
laws, blind o the particulariey of enjoyment. If, none the less, we concede

e ———
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that the Althing was ap excmplary site of political ang

i o : agonsm, then,
perhaps, a puide to leeland culoure provides the

giaps, 4 gt FEAson In a quite open and
h“”-ilj way: " The essence of leelandic conversation is insult.” Is not insulring
the ac -.:-T:n_t Attempting to undermine his symbalic status) mscribed juld

S~ . L CHEE ; L Fl d 1 Lo
the very heart -:Imr ||..u pahitical process? Is this insulting nor the tundamental
modies oferands of polinical debare? S

From this point, we should return 1o the thesis thar one of the

[ o BT T : : ; ; I hlﬁh‘
teatures of democracy is the tra METOrntion of pohitical) enemy INCe

| | : : adver-
] W | BN i

sary, of unconditional AHEARONIEM IO Ag0nISHC COmpetinion: an ad

15 not a mortal thre: _ 2 priition: an adversary

; o et o power, since the place of it is originally EMpPTY, a
ginaliy prv, &

agents can legitimately

need 1o suspend the logic of

- " » e - - . " - 1} x I : - : }hlk I:?j

L.""..Ll'i.l'ﬁlli-.l LU CXS0IMMEamcaton in rI'!-l; |IIZ'|I.| 1l peodet s, |!|_:||,l,,;_'l,|__-i' Wy Hl"“”l‘li

place for whose (tempaoral) occupanon different
compete. ™ Whenever we hear thar we

Iwavs bear in mi } ' i
a b bear in mined that SuUCh an agonisiic r|1r|'.':|T;.r. minletude of adwvers 1riets

'n..."‘:-l-.llﬂ-'q..:l- LH m 1||'..||:| 'l'llllll :'IIL
F I . ¢
I|':l|,r|;| WERTICN l.ll.'l'-'ll_."\ |||I [ '.I u Lk | Is AiMGans | ECO o 1 o g {111 L] | | L] i

L LBl H [FTes :.." TIL I |‘.|.||.| . E [l I ””]"':.

not enennies. has by definition to relv on SO

reason, wide as this ficld of ARONISHC COMPCLNON can be, the translation of
dll[.l;.f-:.ull'-\.l.!'! Into agomsin, of enemy into adversary, can never he --.-:nln':l ‘e
= there will always he some “indivisible remainder™ of those whao d i
recognize this pacr. And are not the terms i which we have o i-l"ilL Lj I}I“l
exclusion necessarily cthico-lepalispe? SR
his means thar the kev palitical straggle 15 not so much the AONISE

tompetnon, within the feld of che admissible, of political suly L1 -LI I:
:t-.'k|im'.'|r.il|‘_|_- cach other as egiimare adversaries, bur, r.1|:.:l:||_'| ‘I|1|_iLL~1r\||tl-l:--.'..T
tor the delimiration of rthis ticld, for the dehnition of the I.|'-:'”'»=.'|‘=¢'-'1‘Lﬁ:|tl
separate the legitimare adversary from the legitimate enemy | o

Classic liberal demo racy, for example, involves the excommunication of
the cxtreme |Fascist) Right and {rerrorist or € onminist) Lefrs ||'-‘-.- i ”
Pact with them; coalitions are our of the question, Whe ~.I~-:.1:|I.1 :‘:u_.:{] :c‘ I-'“*I
slrategy not be IMpose an even more -|~|.~Ij._;1.' r;.uh.n:urn: L;n--; I1-::-.|: flb
:fTI'uJ_'h:._;Jc' between Right and Left ofren revoedve around rhe |.'|..'||_|-=-i.-|- of ;'r:L-
Far .H IEht, wirh the Right accepring its inclusion and the Lefr II'I'\i'Hl'i'l'-' i ir{
€xclusion (Haider in Austriz, the neo Fascist Alleanza J.'.r':ru'."-'- i [ "H
etc. ! Why not, instead al condemnimg our 2 ths et

of hand the introducti '
- L Sk = : . ¥y L Dduction of
3 01 istic and legalisoic Ategories into the political strupgple proper, extemnd
'|'\- il goe 4 % LR 1 F e e :
heir application, cehsunng the extreme Right as ethically Eval, as morally
Macceprable, as a parizh to be shunned? Iy t . YU,
e th ¢ shunned? In short, why not openly endorse
;|-,L policization of ethics, in the sense of abolishing the distance between
[ . 4 - B ] : :
€ two, of changimg the legal and moral terraan intge another battleficld of
] L L

Palitical Begemaor  re I i
cal hegemony, of resoring o direcr cthico/legal Arguments and meas
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ares to discredic the enemy 2 The goal of radical Letnsi politics should
therefore be the very opposite of unprincipled tolerant ‘,‘.-'*.!||.|_||-»n'; oy create
the ril'.|1||l.' Sprade 1 which some (racist, Cre. b statements and praciices are
nadmissible, that is. simply #ot possible - those who UITCT OF pracuse them
exclude themselves from the communal space, This 15 why. cvery tune a
radical Rightist stance {from Holocaust |'..-'.'i-:n-.!z~.|n tor anfi-termmsmi
becomes “acceptable” in public debares, the Lett suffers a k!.x':-.'.-_.l_ .

Do we thereby in fact court some kind of dangerous “extromism -, which
is also one of the standard eriticisms of Lenin? | cin's crinigue of *Lelnsm
as the Infantle Disorder of Commumnism™ has been mare than pertinent
aver recent decades, when the Left has often sucewmbed to the terrorse
temptation. Political “extremism”™ o "i“c-.'vui'*r'u_r:11.|-.-.':1||-cr:1 * should .al_-.-.-;lu. 5
be read as a phenomenon of ideok wrico-pohitcal displacemend: as an II'.L'.-.;:x
of its opposite, of a limitanon, of a refusal actually to "E'I::.'l right 1o the end™,

What was the Jacobing' recourse o radical “terror ab not ki of
hysterical acting-out bearnng witness 1o theie inahality L.u chsturh the very
fundamentals of economic order (private property, e1c.s A dies not :I'I-.-
same go even tor the so-called wavcesses” of Political Correctaess? Don't
thev. also. reveal a retreat from disturbing the real (economic, £10.) Causes
of racism and sexism? Perhaps, then, the time has come to raise as a
problem the classic topos, shared by practically all "I|"l:-:x[t1ll.:-l2|i.'l'.l | etrises,
according to which pohtical *totalitaramsm”™ somehow resulrs from thi
|'|r|,'-;,;_-;'|i|'|i'.'|:'|'.1|_'|:' of material produciion and technolingy aver the ineersubyod
e commumication andior symbolic practice, as 1f the root of |-~'1||Fn;.1|
terror resides in the fact that the “principle” of mstrumental s, ol the
technological explomanon ol nature, is extended .1]-.¢- To SO0CTY, S0 _'-:”7
seanle are treated as raw material to be transformed into MNew Men. What
r the exact opposife were the case? Whar it polical “IL'|'|L_:-L“ mdiwcates
precisely thar the sphere of imaterial) production s dented 0 its autonomy
and subordinated r.-r poeditical logic? Is 1t not that all politcal “rer rosr” L Fresmm
the Jacobins to the Maost Cultural Revolution, presupposes the I-m-.-.-l-:-ln'c
of production proper, ns reduction 1o the terrain ol |‘-Ir.-ii7'.n'.1l l.'j'll”lh[.‘.

Take Badiou's exalted defence ot Terror o the French Revolution, i
which he Qualcs the ||.]"1'_i|.i-.\_i,l'!il.ll': of the 5_'|ll.'.||'.s[1'll’.' tor 1aviusier: “la "-"_.'.l:n'--.
Iiguee wa pas besoin de savants. [ The epubhic has no Ln'-:-L! for sCIeniss.|
Badiou’s thesis is that the truth of this statement emerges 18 we cut i xhnih
depriving it of its caveat; "l répuhlique w'a pas de '-i'r'ﬁi.:.'.l.‘.'a. .I |.'|'||'II':il.'|"'|-'.|'|i||n...
has no needs,|” The Republic gives body 1o the purcly pohtical logic of
equality and freedom, which should follow irs path with no r:nw.a;-.-r.1r~.:1l11.
tor the “servicing ol goodds™ destined o sansty the needs of individuals, ™
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In the revolutionary process proper, freedom becomes an end 1 irself,
caught i s own paroxysm this suspension of the importance of the
sphere of the economy, of {matenal) production, brings Badiou close o
Hamnalk Arendr, for whoin, as for Badion, Freedom s ”IT'E"'"“'Ll to the
domam of the provision of goods and services, the maintenance of house-
hiolds and the exercise of admpustranon, which do noe belong to pn]itu‘w
propeer: I:"||.' |l|'||:'.' F"I.ILI :':-r !ll'l.'l: L|-:-r1| 14 Iill. -.||I'.II1!=.I.'I.I| '.:n.r':i[||._'.'||_ space,

In this Precise Sense, Badiow's (aned bylvain Lazarus's'=f) ]?I._-;q foor the
f-;_',||1|1:':||n_i.i of Lemin s more ambiguous than it mav appear: whar it n._'|u;;l|:..-
amounts to 15 nothing less than an abandonment of Marx™s key hthh: Lr b
how the polincal strugeele 15 a spectacle which, i order 1o be deciphered,
has to be referred to the sphere of economics (“if Marxism had any
analytical value for pofitrcal theory, was it not i the insistence thar rhe
[_*r-1|1||-|n of freedom was contamed im the social relaoons ||1|]'.||»'1||'= declared
‘unpolitical” — that s, naturalized — in liberal discourse™ *%). No wonder the
Lenim Badiou and Lazarus prefer s the [emim of Whar Ts 1o Be Done?, the
Lenin wha (in bas thesis that socialist-revolutionary consciousness has to be
‘:'L'.:l!.s'_hT tir the \*.'t:-rklzu; class from outside] breaks with Mars's .1]|L'j:1'c|
“coonomism” and asserts the autonomy of the Pohocal, not the Lenm of
The State and Revolwtion, Fascimated :*1:.' mirdern contralized iru!iu-dl':-m
magiming (depolioicized) ways of reorgamizing the economy and the state
apparatus.

[his “pure policies™ of Badiou, Ranciére and Balibar, more Jacobin than
Marxist, shares with ats great opponent, Anglo-Saxon Calroral Srudies and
their focus on strugeles tor recognition, the degradation of the sphere of the
ccommy. That s to say: what all the new French ior French-ornentated)
theores of the Pobincal, from Babibar through RBanciere and Badiou o
Laclau and Mouffe, aum at s — o put ot 0 tradimional phulosophical rerms
the reduction of the sphere of the economy |of material production} to an
“ontie” h;3|'.-'.':L deprived of *omalogical” .]iH:|i1:.'. Within tlus horieoin, there
i osmply no room for the Maraan “crinque of political economy™: the
strocture Of the vmverse of commaodines and capnal o Marx's Caprtal 15
not just that of a limited empirical spheee, but a kind of socieerranscendental
a prior, the marnx which generates the rorality of social and polinical
relations.

Fhe relanionship berween economy and polivics 15 uluimarely thar of the
well-known visual paradox of "owo faces or a vase™; vou see cither two
faces or a vase, never both - you have ro make a choice.™” In the same way,

vou ether tocus on the political, and the domain of the economy 15 reduced

Loy Lo 'L[IL|".'IIL-.l| servicing of goods”, or vou focus on the cconomy, anl
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politics is reduced to a theatre of appearances, to a passang phenomenon
which will disappear with the arrival of the developed Commumist (o
technocratic] society in which, as Engels put i, the *admimstranon of
people™ will vamsh in the “admimstration of things™.*

Ihe III."-f'-!I[.k'-.'Ilv '-\."-'.:-I'i.'il.'-ﬁ.' of Marxism l:'_|||; claim that if Vil reduce I.‘w.lii‘uiﬁ.*\.
to a “formal™ expression of some underlying “objective™ socioeconomic
|_1|'.-1._';-a._~,__ WEILE |I=H' 7|'_|" OPCTITE S .1r:|_| CONUIIEENY Consiitutive ar ||'|-. [.'Illl li-..'-.".l
field proper} should therefore be supplemented by its obverse: the held of
ECOOIMY 15, 1N tF5 pery I|‘r:u'.r_|.', irreducible o r:'||i1ll'-. — ths level of the form
of the economy (of the economy as the determining form of the social) s
what French “political post-Marxists™ miss when they reduce the economy
to one of several positive social spheres. In Badiow, the root of this noton
of pure “politics”, radically autonomous wirch regarcd to history, sociery,
economy, State, even Party, 15 his opposition berween Bemg and Evenr -
this is where Badiou remains *idealist”. From the materialst standpownt, an
Event emerges “out of nowhere™ within a specihe constellation of Being
the space of an Event 15 the manimal “empty™ distance herween Twior bemes,
the “other™ dimension which shines through this gap.**

So, Lenin the ultimate political srraremist should mono way be separared
from Lenin the “technocrat™ dreaming about the scientific reorganization of
production, The greatness of Lenin is that although he lacked the proper
conceptual apparatus 1o think these two levels together, he was aware of
the urgency of domg so - an impossible ver necessary task. " What we are

-

dealing with here is another version of the Lacaman "1l n'y a pas de
rapport .. .72 f, for Lacan, there is no sexual relationship, then, tor Marx-
ism proper, there s wo relationship betreeen economy and politics, no
“meta-language” that enables vs o grasp the rwo levels from the same
nentral standpomnt, although — or, rather, because - these twe levels are
inextrnicably intertwined., The “palitical™ class struggle rakes place in rthe
midst of the economy {recall that the very last paragraph of Capiral Volume
Il, where the text stops abruptly, tackles the class struggle), while, ar the

same time, the domam ot rthe cconomy serves as the !-x'.'!.' that enables us (o
decode political srruggles. No wonder the structure of this impossible
relationship 15 that of a Moebius serip: hirst, we have o progress from the
'|1-|||::i|_'_.5,| xE"'.'.,[.3||_||_' oy 10s COOMOIIG mirastruciure: ll'l;.'l!, 11 a hL'xlll'I-j ARefr, W
have to confront the irreducible dimension of the political struggle at the
very heart of the economy,

Here, Lenin's stance against cconomism as well as against pure polins is
crucial today, apropos of the split attitude towards the economy n (whar

remais of} I'.'II._II-»_'Z.'Ii -.'Ir'..':l:"-i! LELL ||':l.' e |'|-L'.I'li.i. l:'li.' 1:_|'!:'|'r'i.'-ll'|| TtEroredd [RIERN
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"J"-f'!'|||.'|;i~iT-" whao abandon rhe economy as the site of struggle and interven-
T Ml the other, the econOomses, fascinared by the rl.!.l'!.l.'[ll-l:'-llllll_'. ol [r:n;|.1 }'15:
;;Iu'n.ﬁ economy, wha preclude any possibility of a political intervention
proper. Today, more than ever, we should go back ro Lenin: ves, the
ECONOmY Is {he ]-..l.'l l.il.l!1!.|i|1, the battle will be LlL'q.:I.i-:_'l,l ';E'||_'||\_'1 W I]'|i,l".'-;_' (4]
break the spell at global capiralism = bur the intervention should be truly
political, not economic. Today, when evervone is “anti-capitalist™, right up
Stare to The [nsider) m which the villains are the 5-1|:_r. COrporatons, with
their ruthless pursuir of prof the signifier “anti-capitalism™ has lost its
subversive sting. Whae we should be discussing, rather, is the self-evident
opposite of this “ano-capitalism”: the trusc thar rhe democranc substance
of honest Americans can break up the conspiracy. This 1s the hard ke nel of

to the Hollywood “secwo-critical™ conspiracy movies (from Enemy of the

today’s _I!_i""|":'|| capirahist umiverse, s rrue Master spnrhier: demaocracy.

The limir of l\.ll.'ll'l{ll_.'-:-'-..:l 15 the State: in the democragic ;'|g'|._||l|'._|| |‘-I'I..H..":.":h.w.
the social body is symbolically dissolved, reduced to a pure numerical
multitude. The elecroral body is precisely nor a body, a struoctured whole,
but a tormless abstract multitude, a muloiode withour a State {(in both
Badiowan senses of this term: the Stare as the re-presented unity of the
multitude, and the Srate with s APppPararuses ), [he [HOHng 15 thus 1108 that
democracy is intrinsic to the State, sustained by its apparatuses, but that it
structurally rgnores this dependency. When Badiou savs thar che State 15
always in excess with regard to the multicude it represents, this means that
it 15 preciscly this excess which 1s strucrurally overlooked by democracy: the
democratic illusion is thar the democratic process can control this excess of
the Stare,

That s why the ann-globalization movement is nor enough: ar some
point, we will have to tackle the problem of the self-evident reference to
“freedom and democracy™. That 15 the ultimate Leninise lesson for today:
paradoxically, it 1s only in this way, by problematzing democracy — by
making it clear thar liberal democracy a priori, in its very notion {as Hegel
would have putitl, cannor survive without capitalist private property — thar
we can become truly anu-capualise. Did not the disintegration of Com
munism m | YY) provide the ulnmatre conhrmation of the most “vulgar”
Marxist thesis thar the acrual economic base of political democracy 1s
Fhi' |‘ll'i'~:lit' u—v.‘n.c:t:l‘.ip of the means of _Z'IIIIll.ll.i-L".illI'.._ thar 1%, & .I:‘.-'..'._'.li-.n'l-. with
s class distmctons? The big urge after the mtroduction of pabineal
democracy was “privatization™, the frantic effort to find — at anv price, in
Whatever way — new owners, who can be descendants of former owners

rl - W Ly L Fr I |
Nose property was nationalized when the Communists took POWLT, ©X
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Commumnists, apparacchiks, Mafasi . . . anvbady, as long as we get a “hasc”
ot democracy.'! The ulnmate rragic irony is that all chis is taking place toc
.:'LJ:'-'.' — at exactly the moment when, in First World *post-indoseral®
socieries, private ownership has started o lose its cenrral regulative role
i ||‘.-: hattle to be foughr is therefore twofold: hrst, yes, anni-caparalism.
\\!l [owever, anti-capitalism withoue tackhing the prablem ot capatalism’™s pofi
rcal torm (hiberal parliamentary democracyl s nor suthcienr, no marrer how
“radical™ 1t 1s. Perhaps the lure today is the beliet thar we can undermine
capitalisin without acrually problematizing the hberal-democrane legacy
which — as some Lefrisrs claim although engendered by capuralism,
acquired auronomy and can serve 1o ceincize capitalism. Ths lure 15 sercely
correlative to s apparent opposite: o the pseudo-Delewaan love-hate
bascimating/tascinated poetic depiction of Capital as a rhazomatic monsrer!
vampire which de-rerritorializes and swallows up everyvthing — indomieable,
dynamic, always rising from the dead, each crisis making it stronger,
Dionvsos—Phoenix reborn, ... It is in thas proctic fanti-jeapitalist reference
tor Marx rhar Marx is really dead: appropriated and deprived of his political
SEITHER,

Marx was fascinated by the revolutionary “de-territorializing™ impact of
L':a[1|r|||-.'1| which, i its mexorable dyvnamic, undermmes all seable tra-
chitional forms of human mweraction — evervthing sobid melts inte air, up 1w
the corpses ot the Jews who disappeared into the smoke of the Auschwatz
was avens, ... He criocized capitalism becaose s “de-termrorializanon™
was not thorough enough, because it generated new “re-terntoriahzations™
— the ultimate ohstacle to capitalism is capicalism arselt, thar s o sav,
capitalism unleashes & dyvnamic it is no looger able o contain. Far from
bemge outdated, this claim seems ro gain relevance with today’s prowing
deadlocks of globalizanon, in which the inherently antagonistic nature of
q..i.|"]l.'.|.i'1l'.1 belies s '-.‘.'lll'i-._:ll.'-.ll._!l._' I_I|l.||]|;‘:|'|. Tha ':"||-|1i|_'_'|:_. however, 157 15 1t still
posstble to imagine Commumism (or another form of posc-capiralise society
as a formation which hiberates the de-territonalizing dvoamic of capicalism,
freeing it of its mtrinsic constraings?

Marxs tundamemtal vision was thart a new, higher social order (Lom-
munisin} is possible = an order that would not only maintain lu;l eVen Faise
tor a higher degree, and fully release in reality, the porential of the sell
mereasing speral of productiviey which, in capitalism, on account of s
inherent obstacle/contradienion, is thwarred again and again by socially
destrucrive cconomic crnses. What Marx overlooked s that — e pur ion

classic Derridean terms - this inherent obstaclefantagonism as the “con-

dimon of impossibibicy™ of the tull deployment of producrive torces is
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simultaneously s "n.'-1||-.i=||r~|1 of |1-:u=|‘u|:-.'-. “1 if we abolish the obst: 1cle, the
ntrinsic contradiction of capitalism. we do e it get the fully unbridled L|rr1.'-:-
tr produoctiviry finally c-"nt“’“l of its in ipediment, we ]mn_ precisely this
productivity thar seemed - generated and sy nultaneously thwareed by
.?':m;_r.*.lzuznz b we rake away the obstacle, the very potential thwarted
by this obstacle dissipates | . . thar would be 2 1 possible Lacanian critique
of Marx, focusmg on the ambiguous over lap berween surplus-value and
urplus-enovment, e
While this constant self-pi ropelling revolutionizing still holds for high
Stalinsm, with its total productive maobiliz savon, “stagnant™ lare Real
Socialism legiommized ieself (herween the lis mes, ar least) as a society in '-.".ll:i-._i]L
we can live peacefully, avoiding capitalist competinive stress, This was the
last line of defence when, from the late 19605 ons wards, after the fall of
Ehruschehey (the last enthusiast who prophesied during a visit to the 1SA
thar “your grandchildren will be Communists™, it became clear thar I*'.u--;-.l~
soctalism was losing irs compentive edge m the war with capitalisim. So
stagnant Late Real Sociabism reas already, in a wav, “socialism with 2 human
tace ™ silenrly abandoming grear historical rasks, it provided the sccurity of
cveryday life going on in benevolent boredom. Todav's Oszaleie for defunct
"1||<.'_-;=__||~;|n I‘-1+I*~‘:|}' coinsists in such a LOMservanve |=.-:-w1<I.|L',|~!I-:-' thar self-
-.~|||~.r-m| reseeicted Wy of i.'r-;; Lven I'I-i'l‘*«.:..'.lj I Ante-o 1|‘-|r'||1'=1 artists from
Peter Handke to Iu~_~.|.|~'| Beuys celebrare this Aspect of Socialism: the absence
of sere sstul mobilizarion and frantic commodificarion. Erich Mielke himself,
the chief of the GDR secret police, sdmirred in stmple terms the Communist
regime’s inabs |I' Lik COpe with the capitalist |lr!'_:_-._ sl a.;'.l-[1|'.-.--|_-|| N5 YL
“Socialism 1s so good; so people demand more and more . That's the way
things are.”

i R

(M course, this unexpected shift tells us somerthis iz about the
dehceney of the original Marxist project wself: it reveals the |:|51|n|'|.||' oof
ts poal of unbridled productive mobilization. .

How was it thatr Wim W& q‘|-.|l.|-x Buerna Vista Socd Club (19991 3
|1.~!m-.u:-|_- and celebrarion of pre revilutionary Cuban music, u-i' the “
dition obliterated for many vears by the fascing Hng image of the Revalution,
was none the less perceived as a pesture of opening towards today’s —
Castra’s” — Cuba? Would it nor be much more logical to sce in this Alm
the nostalgic reactumary pesture far excellence. thar of discovering and
Fesusitatmg rraces of 3 long-torgotren pre-rey lutionary past {musicians in
their seventies and eightics, the old ...-|.1|-:.~I:|r-;1| streers of Havana, as if ome
has stood sull for decadesi? It s precisely ar this level, however, that we
should locate the paradoxical achievemens of the film: it depicts the very
nostalgia for the pre-revolutionary nighrelub musical past as part of zh;_'
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post-revalutionary Cuban present {this 1§ clear the very :'irwr wene, where
the old musician comments on old photos of Fidel and Che). This 15 what
made chis “apolitical™ flm a model political mtervention: by demonstranng
how the “pre-revolunionary” musical past was incorpeo .u;:.l it post
cevolutionary Cuba. it undermines the standard perception of Cuban realiry
[he price for this, of course, 15 that the image of Cuba we get 15 an mage
of a country where time is at a standstill: nothing happens, no industrial
activity: there are old cars, empty raiflway tracks; people just walk around

and. occasionally, they sing and play music, Wenders's € uba s theretore
the Latin American version of the nostalgic image of Eastern Europe: 2
space vutside history, outside the dynamic of tenchay's -;L'-.mn.| r1h':t|:'|':1i.f.1[:-:||-_.
lhe paradox {and, perhaps, the Anal message of the hlm} s that this was
the ultimare funcrion of the Revelution: nat to accelerare social development

but, on the contrary, to Carve OUT a 5pace 1n w hich time stands sull,

For They Know Not What They Believe

Capitalism 15 not just one hisroncal epoch among others — 1 a way, the
|y - B ) Tl e o . yorhyes arlesdril

once Fashionable (and 1oday tergonten) Francis Fukuvama was :._..l}... grleba
capitalism 15 “the end of history™. Christopher Nolan's outstanding nieo
LTl ' -l B s s (i 4 ' .

sinse thriller Mesesnro (20000 15, among other thimgs, a pertect metaplhor for
mstorical memory. As abaays,

where we stand today with repgard (0
menrento ultimarely refers to mori — the hlm s the story told in flashback,
from the final killing of the alleged murderer o the ortgmal crime) of G
voung man whose wife was raped and killed in his presend 2 and whio, .h_,-.
;.'mrcnw;m'r.r.':- of this trauma, suffers from an uncanny mental disorder: while
he can remember past events prior to the murder, he can keep in his r'.|||.'.{i
what has happencd since the trauma only for a couple of minures, so the
onlv way for him to organize his recent experience is through external
|||;|;u-r!.Li.|=.1-:-:hi':'|p'ric:m iall the time he takes Polaroid photos, wrires notes on
scraps of paper, or even has the crucial daga t.|‘.‘.c:u|_-.._‘| on to his body ). With
the help of these meagre resourees, he desperately trics to trace the murderer
and avenge his wife's death; the ending s amlngnous: either r|1;-r:-_'>'-..|x a
crime, but he himself was the murderer; or there was no ceiie at all, and
he simply needs this travmatic point of reference o justity and co-ordinare
his recent activities.

Is this not, in a way, the predicament of every one of us odav? Are we
all not splic hetween the remembrance ot the ofd hastorical past and the

i 1 " | x - " T s & P o
post-historical present which we are unable o insert mto the sanme prand
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narrative with the past, so that the present s experienced as a confused
succession of fragments which rapidly evaporate from our memory? In
short, the problem of our post-historical era 15 not thar we cannot remember
the past, aur history proper {there are more than enough narratives of that),
but that we cannor remember the present nself - that we cannot historicize
parrate it properly, that s, acquire a proper copmitive mapping with regard
to 1t cither we refer o some elusive trauma (like the Holocaust) -L-.-J.y.;m_-
unbearable truch 15 thar we ourselves are (co-Jresponsible for it, or we
constrisct such traumas in order to make sense of our present.

In whar precise sense, then, is 1.1_:1|‘..L||-r1| “post-historical™? A certain
excess which was, as it were, kepr m check in previous history, perceived as
a local perversion, a lioited devianon, s elevated in capitalism to ehe very
principle of social lite, 10 the speculanve movemenr of money begetting
more money, of a system which can survive only by constantly revolurion-
izing 1ts own condittons - that 15 v say, m which the thing can swrvive only
as iis e excess, constantly exceeding irs own “normal” constrames.

Let us rake the case of consumption: before modernicy, we were dealing
with a direct opposion berween mesderate consumption and irs excess
'._L'.l'.-lll.llli'!-.. [ (B "-'-ii.h -..:'I;':"|::=.|I'1I'I- '.:II.' [ I_I|1:' COTSLIMpPoOn of "|_|h|_'||_'~.:~.
things" | becomes the rule, thar s, the elementary form of buying is the act
of buying things we “don't really need™, There s an ccological imir o
prowth. of course: it s clear. for example, that the prospect of rapid
development m China, with millions ot new cars, would — in the present

waorld conscellaton — provoke a global ecologeal catastrophe, However, we

should not underestimate capitalism’s ability to colonize domains which
SCEI [0 TestsE 0 — fo murn carasrrophes cavsed by ot own development into
meentives to further development, IF it s one of capitalism’s  highest
achievements oo irn every human catastrophe (from allness to war) into a
source of lucrative mvestment, why should i nor also dao this wich ecology?
The notion that a serious ecological catastrophe will awaken us from
capialism and turn us meo devoted no-growth, no-proht producers Fatetully
underestimates capitalism’s capacity to turn catastrophes into blessings in
dhsguise, '™ This s why we should remain tathtul 1o Marx’s fundamental
msighe: unbridled capitalist expansion encounters its linnt not 10 an external
factor — the available ccological resvurces, for example = but in iself: the
himit of capitalism s whsolurely intrinsic rooir = or, as Marx lumself put i,
the limir of capitalism is capial nself.

And perhaps if is only roday, under the global capicalism in s “post-
sbustrial ™ digitalized torm, that — o pur it in Hegelian terms = really
existing capitalism is reaching the level of its notion: perhaps we should
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1 : S ~1lar o W

reirerane MMary's old ant evoluttonist dictum fans denrallv, taken verbatim
i i " M e RN Frveyk §

from Hegel) thar the anatomy of man provides the kev to the anatomy of a

monkey — thar in order to deploy the inherent notional structure ob a socil
formarion. you must start with its most developed form sarx locared the

clementary capitalist antagonism in the opposition between uses and

ismy, the potentials ot this opposinen are fully

exchange-value: mm capita
realized, the domain of exchange-value acquires autonomy,
pital which uses the produc-

is transformed

intos the spectre of selt propelling speculative ca !
nive capacities and needs of actual people only as 1ts dispensable _l:-|:1|'-c||<||
cmbodiment. Marx derived the very notion of economic crs from chis
hen reality catches up with the illusory self-generating

Eape A Crisis aoCurs W :
this specularive madness cannot

mirage of money begetting more moncy - .
go on indchnitely; it has to explode in ever stronger COIses. The ultimate
coot of the crisis. for Marx, is the gap between nsc-s alue and exchange-
value: the logic of exchange-value follows its own path, its own mad dance,
Irrespective of the real needs of real people,

It may appear that this analysis is mare re ;
the tension berween the virtual umverse and the real s reaching almest

levant than cver today. when

rangibly unbearable proportions: on the one hand, we have crazy solipsistie
‘:-["l_':_'li.].'l.['.l.2l1lt'- ahout furures, mergers, and so on, 1|:f,||_|1'. g chelr Wil inherent
logic: on the other, reality is carching up in the form of ecological caras-
|r::;‘-'1||_-:., poverty, the collapse ol social life i the Third World, mad cow
disease. This is why cyber-capitalists can appear o e the paradigmaric

capitalists roday: this 15 why Bill Gates can dream of cyberspace as providing

the frame for what he calls “frictionless capn alism”,

What we have here 1s an ideological short crcuin hetween the pwo versions
of the pap between reality and virtwahey: the gap herween real producoion
and the virrual/spectral domaimn of Capiral, and the pap berween expenential
ceality and the Virtual Reality ol evberspace. The crue horror of the slogan
“fricrionless capitalism” (s that although actual “frictions” continue, the ¥
become invisible, repressed into the netherworld outside our HIN'“"“"_“'U':_m
post-industrial universe; this is why the “frictionless™ universe of digiraliegd
communication, e hnalogical gadgets, and 50 on, 15 always haunted by the
notion that there is a global catastrophe [ust arcund the corner, threarening
1o explode at any moment, -

e actualiy seems that the cvberspace gap between my fascinating Screctl
persona and the miscrable flesh which s “me” ofiscreen [r:1"“!"'-;-~. i
immediate cxperience the gap between the Real of the speculative circulation

| ’ A | B A T LT 5 e B s s LA L]'T'I:I'\-.
of capital and the deab reality of the impoverished masses, Lin oclay

market, we And a whole series of products deprived of their malignant
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property: cotfee withour caltemne, cream withowr far, beer withour alco-
hol. ... Virual Realuy simply generalizes this procedure of oftering a
product deprived of s substance: it provades realiey feself |:‘||"]':|r'i'l,'|:"|_'| of ite
substance, of the hard resiseant kernel of the Real - just as decaffeinared
cottee smells and tastes like the real cotfee withour |‘u':11;t; real coffee. Virtual
I"u.'.i?!lx Is experienced as reality wathour being o, In the case of Virtual
E{Lxll:_rj-x the difterence dors not concern only quantity: coffee without
caffeine 15 sull parr of reahty, whereas Virtual Reality suspends the very
notion ol r;.'.L|i’.j.'. 2 s A reconrse o "I'l._',ll:l_:u " which will sooner or ll:lH'-I'
catch up wirth the virrual game, however, really the only way to conduct a
genuine critique of capitalsm? What it the problem of capiralism is not this
soltipsistic mad dance, bur precisely the opposite: thar it continues to
disavow s distance feom “realiey™, that it presents itself as serving the real
needs of real people? The originality ol Marx is that he plaved harh cards
simultaneously: the ongin of capiralise crises is the gap between use- and
exchange-value, amd capitalism  constrams  the  free  deplovment of
productivity.

e problem with the deconstructionist or Deleuzian poerey of capital s
that it wotally suspends Marx™s intention to provide an actual economic
analvsis of existung capitalism, not a critical philesophy of commuodity
terishism and rethcation. Let us take Dernida™s Specters of Marx:'™ does ir
not contain a tweosiwon berween Derrida’™s “official™ anti-capitalise claim (his
call tor a “New linternational™ against global capitalism) and his analvsis of
the irreducible specrraliey which has 1o supplement the gap of every positive
ontological edifice, as the proto-transcendental a priori which opens up the
space tor the specrraliey of capital? Does this not compel Derrida o
conclude thar, ulomarely, Marxs critigue of capitalism and his revolution-
ary project of a Communist society constituted an astempe o reduce (or,
rather, contain] the dimension of specrraliey and différance within the
positive ontalogical trame of vnalienated humanity in which the collective
“general intellect™ ' regulates its reproduction as a totally (self-Jeransparent
process: o short, s not Derrida’s conclusion thar capiral s différance: a
movement which never reaches completion ithe full circle of its circulation);
which alwavs postpones the final sectling ol accounts?

Capitalism expands by repeatedly “borrowing from the future™, by
referring to some indehnire turure moment of “full resmbursement™ which
15 torever deterred, like the constant rescheduling of the debes of Second
and Third Waorld countries by the IMF, with the fictional notion {which is
aperative. although noe one believes in o) char, ar some future moment, these

:I L -!  : ] - - L L kL i 3 5 5
debts will be repaid. Tt was John Mavnard Kevoes whe, in his criticism of

‘-\-.._“
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the 1dea that, o the long term, reality has o catch up with capral’s
5[ culative moveiment, ;5-{5-.'.:-L| :|i_q_'|':'r:.~.>.||'~' thar 1n th |I.II|_-_1 LelIy we are all
dead: actual economic life, however, 15 precisely the endless postponement
of this full *-L-1I|J:1;'. of accounts, S0, when kajn Karatant, in his otherwise
admirable Derndean reading of Marx’s Capital, claims that capitalism is
already irs own deconstruction, thar it s no lomger a srable self-centred
system disrupred by excesses and interferences, but a system which, pre
cisely, maintains irself through incessant selb-revolunonizing: a system
whaose instability 1s its very strengrh; one which s, m a way, m cxoess w itk
regard o itself {this, incidentally, is ultimately just a deconstructionist
II.Z.l'll'.I.L“w-ZI'a‘:IL of Marx’s formulations trom the Commoenst Manifesiol, he
altimately arcives at a purely formal defimmon of capitalism as a self

referential system sustained |J1_. its very structural imbalance:

(he self-referental ormal system s dymanmm becanse oF moessant imtermi
shippape  (self-differentiation . [t cannot iwamam a definitive meta-level e
center that svscematizes a systemn. Rarher, like the “mulnplicity of subjects
ceed. - 1n short, the self

1=
thar ™Nigtzsche onoe |.'L:-.-|‘---~i-_'n.|. 1L 1% NEWILICE

referential formal svstem is always disequilibriated and excessive,

How. then. is radical anti-capitalism possible within these co-ordinates? Iy
the notion of the anti-capitalist struggle as rthe srroggle berween two
specrralines, the “bad” specrrality of capital and the “good™ spectrality IL:-!
the messianic promise of qustice and democracy-to-come, strong, cnoughs
Are we ot — i so bar as we remain within this frame — compelled to apply
the deconstructive Jogic of supplement to this epposition itself, and to clamm
hat the “pood” spectrality of the messte promise as always-already
h‘rnnrmnna.ellml by the “had™ specrrality of capital? The standard deconstrug-
rionist notion of how L.I'!!']'.-.Ell:-J!'I s an order which penerates/contams s
OW I CROCSS, 50 that 1t s already irs own difffrance, |:1|:'!-LI.'|g'_ anv hxed cennre
o be subwerted, thus confuses what Marx so convineingly — and, 1 am
rempted to add, seductively - describes as the intrinsic “theological whim
sies™ of capital with s theory ot the class struggle, and of howe capitalisim
has inexorably to produce an excess it will no longer be able to contam.

Let us take a closer look at Marx®s elassic descnption of the passage from
money 10 capital, with irs explicit allusions to the Hegelian and Chrisoan
backeround. First, chere is the simple act of market exchange, in which |
sell i order to buy — | sell the product I own or made in ornder 1o briay

another one which s of some use to me: “The simple circulation of

commuodities — selling in order ro buy = 15 a means of Carrying out 4 purpose

unconnected with circulation, namely, the APFPropPrialiced O g vilues, the
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sanstaction of wants. "' Whar happens wirh the emergence of capital is
not just the simple reversal of C=M-C (¢ ounmodity=Monev=Commodise)
o M—0=M ~ that 15, investing money inte som -'i'--'1:‘.1'c-..|.z1-' n order T'“
sell ot agamn, and thus ger back (more noncey; the key ettecr HI.'.I|1'~c reversal
is the exrer -'.'.,.I:I.'..,L:f.r.l'l?.' ol .I'-.'Ia|.!‘.'il|l': “The circulation of ey as capial 15,
o the contrary, an end m itself, for the expansion of value takes place only
within this constantly renewed movement. The circulation of capital has
therefore no limits. ™% Crucial here is the difference berween the capitalist
and the rradinonal mser, hoarding his rreasure m a seeret hideour, and the

capitalist who augments his teeasure by throwing it into circulation:

e restless never-eoding pro<ess of prong makine alone 5 whar he aims ac,
This baundless erecd atter riches, chis [REAsIOLLEC Clhase abter ¢ schanpe-valae,
= comnmon o the capitalist and the nosers bur while rthe mser 5 merely s
capntalist gone mad, the capiralist % 3 ratienal miser. The never-end g,
LB T arh o3 '."\-.-.|..I:-::._l.' value, which ¢ e s strnves aler by "'\.:'l:'l-\.::"_:\:'_ Fiy

sV nis mancy from circalation, 15 atrained by the more acute capitalise, by

LTSRN LNy LI g il atresh o L'-q_lll_E”-lll_

~one the less, this madness of the miser is oot something which sitnply
disappears with the rise of “normal™ capialism, or 0% pathological devia
tron. It s, rather, fafrerens to it the miser has his moment of triumph in the
economic crrsts. Inoa crisis, it s not — as you would expect — money which
|l..-.-:_'*- s value, and we have ro resort o the “real™ value ol commmodities:

ceymimeciaties r!'ll,"|i'~|l;,|'||,'x 1E||_' ._':1||1.|'.|_|i|'|'||‘|'|| i3] "||_I;_ L% II"E U':'"' I"I.'l.".?'-"|"§_

waeless, becanse there s no one tor buy them, In a cnsis:

mongy suddenlv and immediotely changes Trom i merelv nominal shape,
maoney o account, mto hard cash, Profane commodines can no longer replace
. The use-valae of commodiries Becames value-k 4%, ane therr value vanishes
1 the tace OF their ewn form ob value, The boorgeois, drunk with prosperity

and arrogantly certain of himself, has post declared thar maney s a puarcly

IR ETA DY ST a1, L .||i|i'|.|:||-\.""\- AlOnNe dre ey, 3k -.|. B reow .'|'!-.'

i | . : ; :
ll;":l"'l-.l!l\.' LEY FUNCPLIFRGES PV CT Fhe markers of 1he world: only money s 3
commaodity. - T a ceisis, the antithesis between commaodines and their value-

tormn, maney, s rased 1o the lovel of an absolute contradiciion,

I as crucial how, in thes clevanon of money o the status of the only true
commeadsty {“The capualisr knows thar all commodirties, however scurvy
thev may look, or however badly they mav smell, are in faich and in rrurh
money, inwardly circumcised Jews™'%%), Marx resorts (o the precise Pauline
defiminion of Christians as “inwardly circumeised Jews™: Christians do not

need real external crcumcision (that s, the abandonment of ordinary
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commodities with use-values, dealing only with money ), since they kKnow
thar each of thes ardmary commodites s already 'L'!I"-'-'-’I-'-“_‘- crrcumersed ”,
char s true substance s mooney, [0 1 even more crocial that Marx describes
'_'I'II_' |'-:'.'“."\-.I;-f|!' v Mmoney 10 L.'I'!'!IT-:.l Imn -.l:l.' |"'L"\-.""'i|-.' I']:':a':'-' 1301 Lerns ol l!'l‘i-'

passace from substance to subject:

lv truth, however, value 15 here [in capital| the actave fagiar i a process; n
WG, . hile con ANy assuming ihe LT i1% 15y RUREAY CBf TTIRITe .I:'l-\.I (o} :I:II.IILiiI.h’.'\-.
it at rhe same time ,_'I'_.'||||_:':._'-- in :|'&.|!:'|:I||:f| L ditterenciates wselt by throwing ofl
surplus=valoe from mself; che onging] valee, i other woeds, el B wls spanta-

neowsly. For the movemnent, 1o the conrse of which i adds "“'|"I s-value, is its
W IOV EIMENT, 105 ¢ N Pansuin, theretore, 15 AUlONEEL CXpPansmHl. |5-I.'--J'.I3~~.' il 1%
value, it has acguired the occult Qusarkany ol betng able o acd waloe to ieseld, T
|'|'__'|_-_h_~. Lorrnly 1iv Mg -:_'I'I-,|'||:|5-'_._ ar, ab the least, lays Eialldon CEss. .

] s circnlarion, C=M=C, the value of commodines armned ar che

n independent of their use-values, e, the Form of maoneys but the

came value mow i the awculanon M-O=%, or the arcelatwrne of capatal,
suddenls prosents itsell as an mdependent substance, endowed with a motion
of i1 own, passing through o hfe-process of s own, m which money and
commadities are mere forms which it assumes and casts off in turn. Nay,
more: instead ot -f_".1§'.|'.' T PrEseTILng the relanions of commodinies, 0 enters
RO, 0 L0 S1Y. - Inte priviate relations warh reelf. It differentiates itself as
E1 i L] :| -L.:.|||: irom |I-!_|r A= ~.-.|'|"|!_ *C-'.':'|:::': as the tather -.i'-”.'.'l'l. [iTEAles 'IIII'*-r.';|

frim himsclf gug the son, vet both are one and of one age: for only by the

surplus-value of 10 pounds does the 1HF pounds ongimally advanced become

| ||'|I.| P - BT R A '| IS '...L.h PEACC, w00 SOHEIL QLS .I“:-\. SEHI, .l le .||| WLARY, SEEL
i rl

farher 15 Bepotren so sesn does therr dilference vamish. and they AN DeCome

one, 110 pounds.

In short, capital 15 money which 15 no longer a mere substance of wealth, its
universal embodiment, but value which, through s arculaton, generates
more value, value which mediares sy isell, retroactivels p.-x:Liu:_', ils oW
Ul'-'.'ut'l"l"-mnr-nc.. Firse, moncy appears as a mere means of the exchange ot

ommuodities: instead of endless bartering, we first exchange our product for
the uoiversal ;_-._|;u-.;_||_-|:'. of all commoditics, which can then be -'1-.|'..L|'.3:-..-.|

tor any cominodicy we may need. 1hen, once the circulation of capital s ser

m maotion, the reladonship is iverted, the means turos into an end o itself

the very passage through the “material™ domain of use-values (the
production of commodines which sansty individuals’ particular needs) 13
posited as a moment of what is substantially the sell-movement of capital
itself — from this moment on, the true aim 1= no longer the satisfaction of

ndividuals’ needs, but sinply more money, the endless repeatng ot the

VETERMWAVEII LEMIN'S CRTOIC] 283
:_'.I.'-. wdateon as snch. © . This arcane circular movement of self-positing is
then eqguated wath the cencral Chnsnan tener of the ident 1ty of Q-:ui‘:]n:

Father and His son, of rlw |1'u1n-.1<| ite conception by means of which the
-.||~.3._|n. “ather directly (withour a female spouse ) bepets his only son, and
thus forms what s argualbly the ulomate single-parent familv.

I+ capital, rhen, '.|||.' true Subject/Substance? Yes and no: for Marx, this
:~I.';|- I.'II',_-:."Il.|I.':":I:-_', n..l'l.l|=.1' MOYEment 15 — b pruT iron ||'.:_=[|;_‘||;|:1 [PFITS —
precisely the caprtalist “unconscious fantasy”™ which parasitizes upon the
proletariar as "pure substanceless subrectiviey™; for thas reason, capital’s
spesulative selb-generating dance has a limit, and it brings abour the
comditions of s own collapse. ']||iu msight allows us o solve the key
INTETPICaTl Ve ablem of the (Jenre at o e oW are we o reacd irs hest |:I1rr_'::~
words: “Ia tratle, Foneeper™ s

First, ot course, they imply thar this truth has to be asserted against some
false .1[!'|"L'.ll-.ll'.'..l.' or expericnce: the evervday experience thar the ultimare
goal ot capital’s arenlarion is srill the sansfaction of human needs, tha
Ll [HILEE i‘~ '\-I!II|1|'- Aomeans af :_‘.*.'I'l_l'_'l!!=_ abaout r|'||h 'h.'|||'k.|‘ ACTIO 10 3 e
cthcient wayv. This “truth™, however, is mot the reality of .mp.ulnru Irl
reality, capiral does not enpender ieself, but explons the worker’s surplus
value, S0 chere s a ey SEACY third level 1o be added o the simple OPPOSITION
ot subjecrive experience (of capital as a simple means of efficiently satisfving
people’s needs) and obpective social |':'.1:|Ij- (ot exploitaton): the "|.~E'*|..--:‘Tiw
deception”, the disavowed “unconscious™ [antasy (of the mysterious self
generating circular movemens of capital), which is the rruth (albeit not the
reality] of the capialist provess, To quote Lacan agam, truth has the
structure of a henon: the anly way o formulate the cruth of capital is to
describe this heoon of s “immaculare” self-generating movement, And this
insight also allows us to locate the weakness of the above-mentioned
“deconstrucnionist™  appropriarion of Marx’s  analvsis  of capitalism:
although it emphasizes the endless process of deferral which characterizes
this movement, as well as irs fundamental inconclusis ciicss, ity self ]:h,._l-.g--
the "'-.||.--'l.~r1-:r|'|'..[.'r'-l|'x‘ "retelling snll describes che fantasy of ..||1|| al =
describes what individuals believe, alth ough they don't know i”

All thas means thar the urgene rask of economic analysis roday is, again,
to repeat Marx's "cringue of political economy”, withour succumbing to
.Ihx ..-.'.1|“'1Ti|||'| of the multitude of il_J.qw:-'_-:'u:_;i;_'h 1rE- " oSt industrial” societies.
The | Key change concerns the status of private property: the ultimate element
of power and control is no longer the last link in the chain of investments,
the firm or mdividual wha “really owns™ rhe means of production. The

ideal capitalist todav funcrions i a wholly different way: investing bor-
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rowed mency, “really owning”™ nothmg, even i debr, bur none the less
controlling things. A carporation is owned by another corporanon, which
15 again borrowing money from banks, which may ultimately mampulare
money owned by ordinary people like ourselves. With Bill Gawes, the
“private property of the means of production” becomes meamngless, ai
feast in the normal meaming of the werm.!

The paradox of this virtualization of capitalism s alomarely the same as
that of the electron in elemenrtary particle physics. The mass of each element
in our realicy is composed of 1ts mass at rest plus the surplus provided by
the acceleranon of irs movement: an clectron’™s mass At rest, Bowever, s
zero; its mass consists only of the surplus pencrated by the aceeleration of
its movement, as if we are dealing with a nothing which acquires some
deceprive subsrance only by magically spinnmmg wself into an excess of iselt.
Does not today’s virtual capitalise function in a simalar way his “ner
value™ 1s zera, he directly operates qust with the surplus, borrowmg trom

the future?

“Cultural Capitalism™

This virtual capicalism, brought o its logical conclission, confronts us with

the Master-Signifer at its purest. Just imagme a totally  “owsourced
company — let us imagme, say, that Nike “outsources™ not only s materal
praduction (to Indonesian or Central Amencan contractors), the distribu
tion of its produces, and s markening strategy and advernsmg campapgns,
but alse the design wself, o some selected 1op designer agency, and,
moreoever, borrows money from a bank. Nike would therelore be "nothimg
m atselt” — nothing bot the pure brand name “MXike”, the “empry” Masrer
Sieniher which connotes the culwaral expenence pertammg o a certain
“lifestyle”™. This s where the polermes agamse the tetishized role of the logo
m our daily bves goes wrong: o overlooks bow rhe efficiency of ditferent
logos 1s parasitical upon a certamn gap (hetween the Maseer-Signibier and the
chain of “normal™ sigmehers) whach pertains o language as such - chere s
no sich thing as a language whose terms direcely desipnarte realioy, byvpassing,
“hiestvle™ connotations.

['wor new labels have recently established themselves in the fruic juice
and also we-creaml marcker: *forest fron™ and “mulovitannn ™, Both are
associared wirh a clearly idennhed tavour, bur the poimnt 15 that the connec-

von berween the label and whart o designartes 1s ulumately contneent: the

label cannot be directly grounded in its designared content. & ditferent

5
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combinatien of torest frints would produnce a ditterent flavour. and it woulid
b ]'L"'ﬁ"«-i‘."ll. b Preicrate ‘.lll., S f-:.::'rlll.-'l' artifig 12y ithe same, of conrse, Pes
for “mulovicamin® poce), so that we can vasilv imagine a child '..I,h_-::-., 01
beig given authenoe home-made forest troie juice, complains to his mother
T 1 - =

Ir].T. i ~.|-:r. what | wane! 1 want the regl :L.;:'-.al frut juice!™ I is all too easy
to dismiss rhis as an example of the way hxed designations funetion within
commacdity fetishism: what such examples reveal is a gap which pertams to
language “as such™: there is always a gap between what a word actuallvy
means (in this case, the flavour recognized as “mulnivitamin™) and what its
meaming would be were it to function literally {anv juice enriched with 2
mulorude of vicamins), The autonomongs “symbalic cthowenoy™ 15 5o strong
that it can sometimes generate effects which are almose uncannilv mysterions:
I clearly remember how 1 reacted when, for the Rest temae, 1 tasted “zuppa
inglese [sherry trifle = literally *English somapy | ™ lralian ice eream: although |
had no idea whatsoever whar this “Enslish soup™ rastes {or should taste)
like, the effect of recognition was instant and spontancous - | immediarely
“knew "™ that whar | was licking tasted like trppa inelese, |

|I..':'l.'i:IZ'.' Kitkin has called this new stage of commodification “cultural
capitalisim™. In “culiural capiralism™, che relationship beoween an objecr
and its symbal-image s turned around: the image does ot represent the
product; rather, the product represents the image. '™ We buy a product — an
organic apple, for example — because it represents rhe ||.-1..1|-,|- of a healthy
htestyle. This reversal is brought to its extreme when a a-..uIrl..I;u-. ANSR10-
troan beconies the ulromare HHmE o Tererence, as om '.:'|:,' case of Moznrts
Piano Concerto Noo 200 since the 1960s, when the second movement s
||-I|--L| fivr :|_':- somndreack ot rhe popular Swedish sentimental love ston
Elvrra Madivan, even “serious” recordings of it usnally add the film's ‘.|r5c'.:
Mozart, Puno Concerto No, 20 (“Flvira Madigan™), so thar when we busy
and listen oo the CI, the experience we buy is that of an s Romantic
melodrama. . .. Along the same lines, the main reason why so mans people
sull contnue to o o “real” shops s not so much that vou can '.‘w-:_'-.' and
teel”™ the product mself, but thar ven can “emgoy browsinge irself as oa
recreanonal actviee™. . ‘

As the -_\:.-:i!||'t§;- (M |'I.I'.:'I;’I IR OFEEEL ;':5'-|'|!:- |-'||_||.__-||_-|-,.I Che very |-"-'"|'-5|'.i'- al
protest against the ruthless capitalist exploitation of natural resources is
alre 1y canght in the commuodificanion of CXPerienees: _-_|:_-1|||.-:.*1|'. cooloey per
cewves ttsclf as a protest against the digitalizationdvirmahzation of our daily
tives, and advocates a return 1o the direct experience of sensual material
reality, o all s unpredicrabie tragiliey and substance, eeology irself 15

| SRS . . SENETR] '
branded as a new Hfestvle = what we are really b ing when we buy “oreanic
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food ™. and so on, s already a certain cultural experience, the cxperience of a
“healthy ecological hifestvle”™. The same goes for every return to “realiey™: o
recent TV advertisement shown on all the main Ub channels fearures a group
of ardinary r:-:-n:'-]'-'n. ar 3 harbecue with country musie and dancing, with the
weompanying message: “Beef, Real food For real people.” The irony 15 that
the beef offered here as the symbol of a certamn litestyle (thar of “real” gr Ass-
roots working-class Americans) is much more chemically and genctically
manipulated than the “organic™ food consume d by “artthcial™ yuppies.
Ultimarelv, Maton irselt s turming nto an expericntial commaodity: we
buy things which enable us to experience ourselves as participaning o a
Narionhood. . .. And [ am tempted o risk even a step further, following
Benedicr Anderson’s thesis on nations as “imagioed commuuites™: ' w hiat
i pnations were “artificial” formations from the very outser? Is nor the rise
of modern nations (as opposed o premodern “orgame” communities) co
dependent with the rise of capitalism, that s, of commodity production? s
not “nation”™ the undead spectre of a Communiry which sLafts o haunt us
after the market economy has killed the “hving” orgamc COmMmuUItes?
Nation is an “mmagined community™ not only i the sense thar irs maternal
base is the mass media, not the direct mutual acquaintance of 1ts members;
it is “imagined ™ also in a more radical sense of an “imagiary supplement
to the social reality of disintegration and srresolvable antagonisms. MNanon
thus funcrioned from the very beginning as a fetish: the pomt s not to belheve
i the National Cause, bue to use this belietf as a prop which enables us o
engage in our cgatistic pursuirs (Cwe are really demgat tor our natien” |
The ultimate example of not only commeodity fetishism, but, in a much
more literal wav, ferishism wseif commaodified, is today’s Japan, where you
can buy from vending machines, alongside cans of Coke and prepacked
food, panties guaranteed to have been worn by young girls. What we are
witnessing today, the dehning feamre of “postmodern” capitalism, 1. the
direet commodification of vur experience itself; what we are buying on the
market are less and less products {material objecrs) which we want to own,
and more and more life-experiences — experiences of sex, cating, comrmuni-
,h-_|'_i|':|:__ .__|'_|_|_'_!',|_| .;|||::-.._||'_|':!|__-:_|:|_ |‘:~;1:'[La_1|".lli:|_g in A |I|-."t-l:-.|_|.'_ .l"nl.l'll.'l.'l'l.'l_ |'||‘i||_-.,'r-:
are increasingly there simply to serve as props for this expericnce, '.'-h'.._'l'.. 15
mereasingly offered for free to seduce us into buying the true “exper wential
commaodiey ™, like the free cellular |1|1'=*'1:“» el el th we sipn a one-year

comtrach:

As cultaral production comes to dominate the economy, poesds mcreasingly

rake on the qualities of props, They hoecome mere platforms or settings arownd
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which claborate cultural mearangds are agted o Tles lose their material
impartance and take on symbohc importance [hey become less objects and

ITLOE [asals Loy .'|-.'||: Ll .|:I._|I_:_' I_|||_ ;-._-:I..||;:'|_||:,_'|_ il :I'-I.'-J ¢ XPEriences, !

[his s the trend = from “Buy thes VD player, and ger five DVDs for free!”
o “Commit voursell to buying WD from us regularly (or, even better.
buy access o a cable which allows you tree access to digitalized movies).
and we'll give you a DVD plaver for free!™ - or, o quote Mark Slouka’s
succinet observanion: *As more of the hours of our days are spent in
synthetic environments . .. hbe ateelf is turned into a commodity. Someone
makes it for us; we buy it from them, We become the consumers ol our
own lives.” "™ Here the logic of marker exchange is brought to a kind of
Hegelian self-relaning identiev: we no longer buy objecrs, we ulbimartely buy
ithe fime of) our own life. Michel Foucault’s notion of turning one's "}|_|:
iselt into a work of art thus finds unexpected conhrmarion: [ buy my bodily
fitness by visiting fitness clubs; 1 huy myv spiritual enlightenment by enrolling
Im 1‘I'.iI'.-i-.'l'!1;||'I1T.'t| I'|'|!.'l'.l|I|.I.I.ir‘-[I COHATSCS: | |"'II_'-.' Yy |‘i|_|:‘:-:iq_ persona |'-_1_. BoHng (W]
restaurants frequented by people with whom | want o be associared.
Although this shift may appear to be a break with the capitalist market
cconomy, we conld argue that st brings ws logic to irs consequent climax.
The industrial market economy mvolves the temporal gap herween the
purchasing of a commodity and its consumption: from the seller’s poine of
view, the attair is over the moment he sells bos commediry = whar happens
afterwards (whart the purchaser does with it, the direct consumption of the
commodity| does not concern him; in the commodihcation of expenence,
this gap s closed, the conswmption iself s the commodity bousht. The
;!-----ul|1l 1% ot closing this gap, however, 15 inscribed into the very pominal
snc logne of the modern sociery and its community, Thar is o sav: since the
purchaser buvs a commaodity for its use-value, and since this use-value can
be broken down into its various components {when | buv 2 Land Rover, |
dov so i order to drive myvself and other people arcund, and o signal my
participation in a certam hitestyle associated with the Land Rover), there is
v lomical nexr step rowards commaodifying and selling these components
directly At the end of all this,
theretore, is the solipsistic fact of subjective experience: smce the subjective

|'.i:i]|:_'. LR | I:I}-ll.'.l.J l.:‘-'. |ZI._I".'i|:;_' [ i

expericnee of individual consumption 15 the ultimate goal of the entire
production process, it is logical to bypass the object, and o commodify and [
sell this experience dircedy, And perhaps, instead of interprering rhis
comimodibcation of experiences as the result of a shift in the prevailing

mode of subjectiviey (from the classical bourgeois subject focused on
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possessing objects, to the “postmodern™ Protean subjecr focused on the
wealth of his experiences), we should, rather, conceive of this Protean
subject itself a5 the effecr of the commaodibcation of expenences.’

This, of course, compels us o reformulate completely the classic Marxist
ropic of “rethcation™ and “commodicy fetishism™, i so Far as this ropi
still relies on the nonon of the fetish as a concrete object whose stable
presence 11|'|r'|__-:-;|_.1|:|_'-. 1t% soecal |:|-:_'-.|'i_!|[i-:'-:1 |".1I'.Il.|l:'-‘-.':l..'.|i:-. fEpsd1rsm :n'-ll-.|'l=."-
ies acme precsely when the fetish irselt 15 “de-matenalized ™, turned into a
fluad “immatenal™ virtual ETEITY; MICHACY [etishism will culmaate wach the
passage 1o its clectronic form, when rhe lase rraces of s marecialiny. will
disappear — clectrome money 15 the third form. after “real™ money which
directly embodies its value (gold, silver] and paper money which, although
i 15 a “mere sign” with no inemnsic value, soll chings rooars marerial
existence. And it is only at this stage, when moeney becomoes purely virtual
point of reference, thar 1o fnally assumes the form of an imdestrucnble

spectral presence: | owe you a rhousand dodlars, and no maatter hoss neans

material notes 1 burn, 1 will still owe you a thousand dollars = the debn s

mscribed somewhere in virtual digital space. .., [oes not the same go for
warfare? Far from heralding owenov-hest-century warfare, the WO twin
towers explosion and collapse in Scprember 200 were, ruther, the last
spectacular ery of twentieth-century wartare, Whar awairs us 15 something
much more uncanny: the spectre of an “immatenal™ war where the artack
% invisible — virnses, possons which can be anywher anc nevwhere. L the
level of visible marterial reality, nothing happens, no g explosion, vet the
knewn universe starts to collapse; life dismtegrates. . .. We are entering, a
new era of paranoc warkare, in which our biggest task will be o wdennity
the enemy and his weapons, It is only with this thorough “de-marcrialie
ation ™, when Marx's famous thesis trom §he Compnoner Mamifesto accord-
ing ro which, in capitalism, “all that 5 solid melts o an™ ™ acquires a
much more literal meaning than the one Marx had momand, when not only
5 our marenal social reality dormnated by the x|1m||.|!.-'-'.‘~-.'n.'.|5;1iiw -
ment of Capital, but this reality wsell is progressively ™specuralized™ (the
“Protean Selt” instead of the old self-denncal Subject, the elusive Hhindicy of
s experiences instead of the stability of the owned objecrs s m short when
the usual relationship between solid matenal objects and fluid wdeas s
rurned around (ohjects are progressively dissolved in fluid expenences, while
the only stable things are virtual svmbolic abliganonst — a0 s only ar thas
point thar whar Dernda called che specrral aspecr of capirabsm' ™ 15 fully
actualized,

Convincing as it may sound, however, Rifkin's vision has its imiranons:
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he prasses all too rapidly from an “imdustrial™ o 2 “post-induscrial ™ order,
in which (s0 we are repeatedly told) marker and ownership no longer play
the kev role. What about the obvious all-pervasive fact that the market Js
stll Frere? Tirst, “culrural capatalism™ s focus on marketing CXPEriences, not
obects, has o rely on a complex material infrastructure {food. machinery,

if B

ete. ) second, experiences themselves still have ro be sold, and thus marketed
there are people who owme them (in the gpuise of copyrighes on brand
mamies, orc, o So, insread of claimme thar marker and ownership no longer
play the key role, we should, rather, arpue that the character of r-.wani“{-
is changing: what matters s less and less the ownership of marerial objects,
and more and more the cwnership of “timmatenal™ formulas of experiences
fcopyriphts, logos _ . ). :

Che key insight is that “endtoral capitalisne™ is nor a totality - if we are

to grasp it in it torahiry, we have to include both poles: the production of
cultural experiences as well as “real” material production. What character-
izes " lage camitalism™ is the sphit berween the production of caltural CNPer
ences as such and s (parnally mvisible) material base, beeween the Spectacle
{03t theatriea EXPEriEnce| and irs secrel SLLEINE MOeCnanisms; rar From
disappearing, material production is still here, rranstuncnonalized into the
supporting mechanism for the stage producton. In today's ideological
perceptuomn, work irself (manual labour as opposed o the “symbaolic™
ACiivaly cultural |.:||l.:'L|'.|'\..[|I|'I'I:. Nl sUX, ANPEErs as the site |:-|. -;'-|'|-.|_'|_‘-.'1|_-
indecency to he concealed from the public eve. The tradinon which poes
back to Wagner's Rbempgold and Lang's Metrapaodis, the tradicion in -'.'Nlu-.'l'l
the work gocs on underground, in dark caves, culminares today in the
“mvistbility™ ot the millions of anonymous warkers sweating 10 Third
World factories, trom Clinese Gulaps o Indonesian or Brazilian assembly
lings ~ the West can aftord to babble abour the “disappearing ':.U!kuu-.:.
class™, even as its traces are easily discernible all around ue all we need :-;-.
do s to look at the liete label *Made in . . . (China. Indonesia, Bangladesh,
Cruatemalal™ om mass products, from jeans to Walkmans.

What s crucial in this tradinon is the cquation of labour with crime — the
wea thar labour, hard work, is an indecent crinunal activity to be hidden
from the public eye. The only place in Hollywood cinema where we see the
production process inall it intensity is when the hero of an action film
penerrates the master-criminal’s secret domain and finds a site of intense
labour (distlling and packaging drugs, constructing a rocket that will
destroy New York - . ) When, in a James Bond movie, the master-criminal,

atter capruring Bond, usually akes hun on tor of his dlegal factory,

ts this not the closest Hollvwood comes to ch proud  socialist-realise
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presentation of tactory producnon? And the function of Bond's intervention,
of course, 15 to explode this site of production in a Areball, allowing us 1o
return to the daily semblance ot our existence 10 a world where the working
class s “dsappearing '

Today, the two superpowers, the USA and China, relate more and more
a5 4 .-|-|1.”|1I ||;.;E | ;;?'-|||.|'_ |_':"||_- | h.,-‘l. 1= turuing Into a8 Counery -C'll. III.’lI'..’:I:l.'IZ.Jl
planning, bankmng, services, and so on, while its “disappearing working
class™ {except for migrant Chicanos and others who work predommantly i
the service economy) is reappearing m China, where the majority of Us
I_'ll".il_‘ll_l-\,,[':H Fromm toys 1o clectronic i‘:.'.l".'.'-k.l:L, are "|'._1|1I:|‘._1-\;r‘:lr|"l.i n ideal
COmI TS BT .'_'l!1||_.|.|'-.r L-~;|'-I|1||:.1T|r-n: TH lell'.t'i, |iI‘I'IITL'I.| |Fl.'l'l-.|'|f‘-| ol mewe
ment for the warkforee, low wages, . . . Far from being simply antagomstic,
the |'|-:_'|r|:'||1_-.._i1:.['| between China and the LSA 15, ag the same fime, -.!l.'-:']"f:-
symbiotic. The irony of history s thar China fully descrves the title
“workers” state™ it is the state of the working class tor American capatal,
Although Ritkin is aware that the cvber-commodibcanon of expernence of
“cultural capitalism™ affects only 20 per cent of humankind, he does not
develop thas structural co-dependency between this 20 per cent and the
remaimmng skl per Cént.

Hlow, then, are we to situate not only Thied World manual labour
sweatshops bur digiral swearshops like the one in Bangalore, where tens of
thousands of Indians programme software for Western corporanons? Is it
adeguate 1o designare these Indians as the “intellectual proletanar™? Wil
they be rthe Anal revenge of the Third Waorld? Whar are the consequeinces of
the (for the conservative Germans, at least) unseetling fact thae, atter decades
ol impornng hundreds of thowsands of physical immgrant  warkers,
Crermany has o discovered rhar it needs at least tens of thousands of
mtellectual immigrant workers, mostly compurer programmers? The disab
ling alternative of today’s Mardsm is what 1o do abour the growing
importance of “immatenal producton” woday (cyber-workers)? Do we insist
that only those involved in “real™ marerial producnon are the working
class, or do we take the fateful step Ol ..In.u'u'["'.i'1;_: that these “symbaolic
workers™ are the {true) proletarians of today? We should resise this step,
hecause 1 obfuscates the division berween immaterial amd material prodoc-
Loy, the s it mm the '.'-.n::-_':-«,,i_:l;_" class berween [as a rule, uL'-llj;I..li".lli-.;li|'~'
separated) cvber-workers and marerial workers [programmers i the LISA
or India; swearshops in China or Indonesial.

P .-i'u.'.|=1' it s the bBgure of the ung I'l‘.'.‘rii-‘_-'» d {jobless) TS wha stands for

fhuee YT 'l"ll!-il.'l.l.'l.ll. LT T:"I;' "\-I.-I'f-iT.',I'TI.II determananon of an LETHL TR ':"‘-l.'-.J

person rennns that of & worker, but he or she s prevented from either
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actualizinge or renouncing it, so that be or she remains suspended in the
;‘-:17-:.'|'1.=.||I:- of a worker who cannot work Perhaps today we areinca
sense, “all jobless™ jobs tend to be based more and more on shorr-term
contracts, sa that the jobless state 15 the rule, the zero level, and the
remporary job f by exception. This, then, should also be the answer ti
advocates of st meluserial soCiely T whose message o workers i that
theirr fime 15 over, that their very existence 15 obsolere, and thar all they ean
count on s purely humanmitarian compassion: there 15 less and less r.,,.,]rn for
workers in the unmiverse of rl.:-l.!.'l:".“\. .:||1Er.=.|, and W hli-:-'.ll.l.l. Ll.'.]'-.’- I'_|:'|L' i]ll."l.'
logical conclusion from this facr, If today’™s = post-induserial® sociery needs

tewer and tewer workers to reproduce itselt (20 per cent ot the w-;:-ri-.;ln-r..::7

on some accounts), then i s not warkers who are 1 excess, Dt Capital
itself,

Thes limucation af Rifkin's VISIONn also accounts j.l_:-.' [|'|-:_' wieakness of hisg
proposed soluton o our cnsis — you can almost fouch the :1i~:f1'|:|'|~1r1¢3f
between the outstanding first part of his book and the “regression™ inco
|-=:.-n:.'1'.m|r|'|1 Mew Age argon in the second part. Kiflkin's premiss is culture
as the communal soil of human existence, which precedes the cconomy: if
wi are able to produce and exchange objects, we have to share a common
space of cultural understanding, and every material production 15 ultimarely
parasitic upon this space. As a result, when the market threatens to colonpee
anel swallow up culture, it unknowingly drains off 1ts own resources; we
should theretore find a new balance between market and culture by revital-
g civel socety and commumity life, affirming their autonomy against
market torces — we need not only aceess to commuodities, but even more
access to our shared cultaral substance. - - This |1~L'|-1:£--nxa?||1|--|: cannot fail
to remind us of the preudo Olriental MNew Ape talk about the need o
establish the balance of opposite primcples — in thas case, ot the marker
cconomy and its culrural foundation.

Ratken 15 not alone — many other analvsts have also pointed our how rhe
currenl expansion ol f.=,|l.:|".| CAausey @ Progressive l.||"1||||{':"_'\,|.|=||l|' of societal
links: the old “orgame™ forms of il society and politcal organization are
increasingly replaced wath forms of mreracnon orgamzed on the market
maodel; the ultimare consequence of this stance is the idea, proposed by
some neoliberal wdeclogues, that the polincal logie of decision-makimg as
such should be replaced wirh the economic one = the true voting in our
socictios gocs on every dav, when, by buying a product or service, we
“wole T FOP 0 AgAINAT 105 CORPETTors along the same lines, we should strive
te treat the state apparatus as just another *service organization™ a society

|.'|1-:--"-m_'~. Ti1 i afone 3B .,'|‘i-:||.'_|,' nli ._'-:'-1'|'.|"l|'ri'.'-:-|'. .['\. maor T .j-':lj..'.ii.".l| COnse-
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quence of this stance that the state flag isell, the symbol of national
commumity, 15 turned into qust another company logo?l It s becoming
increasingly clear, bowever, that the marker cannot play the role ob pre-
marker forms of soaal hfe: a shopping mall cannor replace a pobnical
meeting proper: an opion pell cannor serve as a subsotote tor genmne
|_'J|_'|.I,1|I,'._I| Cllgagenienty ]‘.-.IEI._|. COLLrsSes 0 "::-i“':iliil.l.l.| I.'J.II'-"-'.!'I.1 LTI :":':.";-Hl'
real educanonal interaction.

Furthermore, does not the nse of so-called Ypared communines™ -
residential guarters isolated from their environs, the upper-class equivalent
of ghetros — show how the First World and the Third World can no longer
be simply opposed as distinet political umeies: they are developing more and
more within each polifical umity {stare, ciry}? 5o when, a decade ago, Francis
Fukuvama launched his pseudo-Hegelian thesis on the "end of histony™, he
was right, although not in the way he thooght in so tar as the proper
opposite of history 15 nature, the “end of history™ means thar the social

process iself s more and maore “naturalized”, experienced as a new torm

of “fate™, as a blind vncontrollable torce. There are mulniple reacnions
and svmptoms of this theear: desperate atemprs o revive old torms ol
“organic” communal life, from conservative prass-roofs organizations 1o
more hiberal attempts at the revival of cvl sociery; calls for stronger stane

"eand

control and recourse to violent measures to maimtam “law and ordes
so o1, These reactions are doomed 1o talure precisely in so far as rthey are
mere reactions: instead of challengimg the market logic mselt, they resign

themselyves o moere -L].LIEI.IHL' I LaaLaont,

A Cyberspace Lenin?

Yo where 15 Lenim o all chis? According to the prevaitling doxa, in the yvears

Ihom [he wrealive capacitics

after the Ocrober Revolunon Lenin's loss of fa
-.Jl. '|i1|.' [MIa554¢s I.-: |.| |'|IE1I g I.'I'.'||‘|:|.l'-.l.-"-.' I:|'||.' I'll|.l.' T A T .lI'.l’.i ine xl.il.':'lli!-lh. [
rely on the authority of the expert: he kaled “the beginning of thar very

EI.LI_I,'Ii,!I'. riII'I-:; '.'-':"II..'I |'I-IZI|IL.L"- ".'.'I” II.'I_'.!uil.' BT ER :l':x' I:'.ILL:__'._II.ZI.I!II.J1 e .I.'II_E CRLEITICU L S

and agronomsts wall do most of the ralkmg™ . "% Technocranc posr-polines:

nt

:.L'I'II'I.‘- IL_li'._I-. about how '.|II'.' :l|.'i|.| 1 ‘1-|.IL'.L|I‘1I;' Tl lIiI!.ll.'-_{!L Che Celrrany o

monopoly capitalism may sound dangerously nave today:

; . . .
Coapritaasm has orcated an mooounyiid difriratis e the shagpe ol the banks,
Y r.Ju;.'.r: S |"'- '\-"-[.'.I SCEVICE, CONSUIMETS  SOCREEHS, 'I|'l‘| athee CIM PNy eEes s,

Wbt frg banks soctalism would be pmpossibile, | L Our task is hore merely

srredidantes this excellenr 2 [F[*iraeTing, T NLEEC 10

Cir derpr obfF welvar eaferalssfreally
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geei DEser, even meire demooninc, even morn comprehensive . This wall

Y i T L | I . N . T B - - - )
e ConInery-widle  faeeig - il i CENT Y -'...|: decdsfime of :|;|_- I-;|.._|||.__;|.,.|:

L

and distribution of goods, this will be, so e speak, something in the natare of

'] ]
the serelefom o socialist socieny

Is this not the most radica CXPrESRLOn of Marx's noton of the rerrerial
mtelicct regulating all social lite 1o a fransparcit way, ol a post i1-=-|I;|,.';L|
world in which the *ads VST EATION o !‘-|'-'|!'||-:‘ ] '\1|:;"\-_'_'!-..|||1|,"'|"| by the “admm

istration of things™ 2 It is casy, of course, 1o play againse this quote the tune

ot the “crngque of mserumental reason” amd “administered world |eerteal
tete. Weit]™: the "rotaliarian™ potential is mscribed in this very form of
total socal controll Tt s casy to observe sarcasucally that in the Stalinist
epoch, the apparatus of social adminstranion did actually hecome “erern
bigger™. Furthermaore, s not ths post-pelitical vision the very opposite of
rhe Manist nonon of the erermity ot the class srrupele {“cvervthing s
polincal™)?

However, are thmgs '.-.1|:}' S0 :|[|.'|[||I'-]:_'_|_':|::|i|'\-\._:' Wehat if we e ;1:.1-. ced the
(obviously dated) example of the ceneral bank with the Waorld Wide Web.
today’s perfecr candidate for the General Intellect? Dorothy Savers claimed
that Aristotle’™s Poetres 15 in Fact the rtheory of the detective novel aeant la
letire SITICE OO Arnstotle didn’ il know abour the detective novel, e
had to refer 1o the anly :"»':1"|'|‘-|l'x at ks Li‘.-.|'nn.'|'. the tragedies. L5 Along
the same Lines, Lemm was o face de '-.I.'||:|‘Ir|:_: the theory of the role of the
World Wide Web, but smce the World Wide Web was unknown to him, he
had to reter 1o the unfortunare central banks, Consequently, can we also

:"'-'-r'l'*:-'-"-" -"r'!' W '-"-'-Ij II-'-:l'-lll' IFl'-“-.'-f-' Sl r.:'.:-:':-'.': .f-e"l.lll.lllull 'I-'t |'.'.I-','-'|::~:~_'.'.i.ir'. S

i

say that
Our task s here merely o lop off whar capatalistically smerilares thas
excellent apparatus, 1o make ot even brgeer, even more democratic, even
more comprehensive™? In this context, T am rempted 1o revive the old,
approbrious and half-forgorten Marxian dialectics of the productive forees
.'IJIl.l ||'||' ||._'5.'|;i||| %41 |‘-||_:.|,_i|_:._|:_.:-:|: I 18 .\,!\,E'.'I_'.,I_-.EH ] -._.||,_|i|,: (Y] ‘l,-,':|| |||;!§_ |_':||'||._:._l_|?l.'_
it was this very dialecries which buried Re Uly Existng Socialism: Socialism
Wil LII'|.=.|.'||.' T Kili=faln [|'||_ (RREREH lresim ||i|_||,|~.|r|,| 1y 11.;|~..'-||_':.;i|5-.,[:':__1_|
:.".":'I:'l':"rll:._

One of the tragcomic vicrims of the disintegration of Socialism in ex-
Yugoslavia was an old Communist apparatchik interviewed by Ljubljana
student radiey in 1988 The Communists knew they were losing power, so
they desperately tried 1w please cveryone, When this old cadre was asked
provocative gquestions about his sex hfc |'~j.' the student reporters, e |_||_"i-\.1!|_'r
ately tried to prove that he was in touch with the VOLNENET Eeneration; sInce,
however, the only language he had ar his disposal was wooden bureaucrat-
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ese, the result was an uncanny obscene mixture = statements hike *Sexualiey
is an important component of my daily actviey, Touching my wite bevween
her thighs gives me great new mcentives for my work of building socialism
And when we read East German official documents from the 19708 and
early 19505, tormulating their project of turnmg the GDR mio a kind of
Silicon Valley of the Eastern European Socialist bloc, we cannor avesd the
same impression of a tragicomic gap between torm and contene: while they
wiere fully aware that dumsalizaoon was the way of the botere, they
approached 1t terms of the old Socalist logie of mdustrial plannmg
their very words betrayed the fact thar chey did not undersrand whar was
really going on, the social conseguences of dignsheaanon,

However, does capitalism really provide the “natural™ frame of relagions
of production for the digical umiverse? Is there not also, 1 the World Wide
Web, an explosive potential for capitalism ieseli? Is not the lesson of
the Microsoft monopoly precisely the Lemimst oner mstead ot bghong
this monopoly through the state apparatus (remember the courr-ordered
splitting-up of the Microsoft Corporation), would it not be more “logweal”
simply to natiomalize i, making e Freely accessible? '™ S today, | am thus
tempted to paraphrase Lenins well-known slogan *Socialism = elecrribca
tion + the power of the soviees™: “Socialism = free access 1o the Interner +
the poreer af the sopiets.” (The second element is crucial, since it specifies
the only sovial orpanizapon withim which the Toterser can realiee s
hiberatimg potennal; without i, we would have a new version of crude
rechnologmical determumsm, )

[he key antagomsm of the so-wcalled vew (digital) imdusteies is thus how
we can maintain the form of (privare} properry, the only form within which
the logic of profit can prevail (consider the Napster problem: Napster was
i orgamnization offering sottware tor the free circulanion of copyrighe
recordings of pop music), And do noet the legal complicanons in biogencrics
point in the same direction? The crucial element of the new international
rrade agreements 15 the “proecnon ot intellectual property™: in a merger,
whenever a big First World company takes over a Third World company,
the hrst thing they do s close down the research department. Phenomena
emerge here which subject the notion of property to extraordinary dialect-
cal paradoxes: in India, local communicies suddenly discover that medical
practices and materials they have been using for Centurics are now owned
by American companies, s they have to be boupght from them: now that
the biogenetic companies are patenting genes, we are all discovering that

prarts ol IiI”‘-n.'l".l. S UNUT SLCTTCTIE I proanetily, are .I:I'1.IL,|'. Lnsler L] .":::_l"..

orwned by others.
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The outcome of this crisis of private property and the means of produc-
tion, however, 15 by no means guaranteed — this is where we should rake
inter account the ulimare paradox of Stalinse sociery: against capitalism -
which s a class society, albeit m principle epalitarian, without direct
hierarchical divisions = “mature™ Stahmsm 15 a classless society articulated
m precisely dehned hierarchical groups (top romenklatura, rp.,_-ﬁm'.;--ﬂ] intelli-
gence, the army . o b This means that even for Stalinism, the classic Marxise
nonon of the class strugele 15 no longer adequate to deseribe its hierarchy
and domunation: i the Sovier Union from the late 1920s onwards, the key
socil division was dehined nor by property, but by direct access to pm'..'u.'.r
mechanisms and o the privileged maternial and cultural condinions of life
(food. accommodanon, healtheare, freedom of travel, education). And
perhaps the uloimare rony of history will be that, just as Lenin's vision of
“central bank Socialism™ can be properly read only retrospecrively, from
today’s World Wide Web, the Sovier Union provided the Arse model of a
developed "post-properry™ society, of the true “late capitalism™ in which
the ruling class will be debined by direct access o the {informational,
administranve) means of social power and control, and o orher material
and social privileges: the point will no longer be 1o own companies, but
directly to run them, to have the nght to use a private jet, to have access to
the best healchcare, and so on = privileges which will be acquired not by
owning property, but by other leducanonal, managerial, ete.] mechanisms.

I'his, then, 1s the approaching crisis which will hold our the perspective
of a4 new emancipatory struggle, of the complete remvention of the political:
not the old Marxist choice between private property and its nationalization,
bur the choce berween a hierarchical and an egabranan post-property
society, Here, the old Marxist thesis on how bourgeois freedom and equalicy
are based on privare property and marker condinons takes an unexpected
twist: what market relatens enable are (ar least) “formal™ freedom and
“legal™ equaliry: since social hierarchy can be sustamed through property,
there 15 no need tor s direct polincal assernion

I, then, the rele of property s diminislhing, the danger is that its gradual
disappearance will creare the need for some new | racist or expere-rule) form
of hierarchy, directly founded in individual qualities, and thus cancelling
even the “formal™ bourgeois equality and freedom. In short, in so far as the
determimimg factor of social power will be inclusion infexclusion from the
privileged ser jof aceess to knowledee, control, ergl), we can expect an
increase movarnous modes of exclusion, up to downnghe racism. The hrst
clear sign of thes is the new alliance berween polines (government) and
natural sciences: i the newly emerging hopohtics, the government 15
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instigating an “embryo industry™, a control over our geneuc Jegacy that s
outside democratic control, justifed by an offer no one can refuse: “Dhon's
VOl wWank 1o |'||,' cured of cancer., | .-=||'l-.ll."-.. 'III.;.Irl":”rl‘i.'- L .‘.' ."-I"-'.:'I'Ii ',‘“II:I-
cians are making such “scientific™ promises, however, scientists themselves
remain deeply sceprical, otten emphasizing, the need tor decisions to be
reached throuph a wider social consensus.,

The ultimate problem of genetic engineering lies not i its unpredictable
comscquences (what 1f we create monsters — tor example, humans with no
sense of moral r ~;|u'||~.i':||':i:-.'."l but 1 the way brogenene engineering Funda
mentally affects our notion of education: instead of educating a child o be
a good musician, will it be possible to mampualate his or her geoes so that
he or she will be “spontancously™ inclined towards music? Instead of
instilling in a child a sense of discipline, wall it be possible to mampulate hs
or her zenes so that he or she will “spontancously™ wend 1o obey orders?

Chne of the most 1:1_!_'|1:_|:'|;‘:1"-'."| prospects 1:-'|'=.'III.'-.'| up by the identihcation of
the genome 15 thar of a DNA warfare wlich will give new meaning 1o the
notion of “cthme cleansing™: it is well known (although not widely
reported) that secret army agencics all over the world are already vsing the
latest Db LI TR results to experiment with lechal chemical substances
which, when disseminated, will affecr only members of a certam ethmic

group. The sitwaton here s radically open = if owo classes ol people
pracdually emerge, the “naturally born™ ones and the genctically mampu
lated ones, it is nor even clear i advance whach class will occupy the higher
level in the social hierarchy: will the “naturals™ consider the manipulated
ones as mere tools, not TRy froe |‘."'.-:|:.'_x. ar will the much more Tt
manipulated ones consider “naturals” as helonging to a lower rung ol
evolunon?

S0 the struggle ahead has no guaranreed ourcome — i will contront us
with an unprecedented need o act, simce 10 will concern not only a new
mode of production, but a radical rupture in whar it means o be a human
bemng. ' Today, we can already discern the signs ot a kind of general unease
- recall the series of protests usually listed under the name *Scartle™. The
ten-year honevmoon of triumphant global capirabism s over; the long
overdue “seven-yvear ieh™ 15 here — witness the pamcky reactions ol the
Mmass mecia, which, from Tiwne I:I-Il'.-""'i""" [ i.'\‘h'?\\'.l started all of a sudden
e warn us about the Marxists mampulating the crowd of “honest™
protesters.  The problem pow is the sorictly Lepinist one: how de we
actuabize the medin’s accusanons? How do owe myent the orzamzanona
structure which widl confer on this unrest the form of the umversal polingal

demand? Otherwase, the momentum wall be lost, and all thar will remain
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'-'-"” |'l.' |:|.:r_:'_|:|.|| I_|:H'_-._|;i:_||'|-.|. . |"l._'.'|'.||'n. OTEanzed _||.._1- a4 mew I:-l.rl:"fllli"'L'al.'..'l.'
with a certam ethciency, bue also strictly limited zoals. marketing ﬂ|';1|:'|'*.‘
and so o, In shorr, wathour the form of the Party, the movement |'-:|'u.1iln;
caught i the vicious cyele of “resistance™, one of the big carchwords of
“posrmodern™ '|'“|"l||r||_"a._ wluch hkes o oppose “good” resistance to power
toa “had™ revolutionary rakeover of power = the last thing we want is the
domesticatum of anti-globalization into just another “site of resistance”
AEAINST Capatalism,

As a resule, the key “Leninist™ lesson today is: polinics without the
orgamzatumal torm of the Party is politics without politics, so the answer
tor those who wanr just the fquite adequarely named) “New Social Move
menes” is the same as the Jacobins' answer to the Girondin COMPromisers:
“You want revolution withour a revolunon!™ Today's dilemima is that there
dre two wavs open tor sociopolitical engagement: cither play the game of
the system, engage i the “long march through the institutions™, or become
HAUTIVE 101 pew ‘-.-.!-LI:I: MOV Iments, ot fEmumnism '_|'r.::-':||[_-'| |,'.,'|||r'!rl1,' o anto
racism. And, again, the limit of these movements is thar thes are mor
palitical 0 the sense of the Umiversal Singular: they are “single-issue
movenents” '-.'-|'I\..ZI lack the L|I‘.I!l:_'||'-.i|||' oF winversality — thar is o '-.-.1'._' they

do ot rednte to the social totaliey

Against Post-politics

In *A Contribunon to the Crtigue of Hegels Philosophy of Right™, Marx
deplovs something ke the logic of hegemony: ar the climax of revolutionary
enthusiasm, a “universal class™ emerges, that is, some particular class
imposes itselt as vniversal, and therchy enpenders global enthusiasm, since
SiCn |.||~.-:_' [ e |"I:"'.I."!'_'.'-\.Z-i-.il.' 141 l.;'ll. Fremch E':.I,,"-\.IEILI[E:Iii'_ ll;,"'.|'._g| '__:|L'|! :'.|||]|_|'.l-.'h. i:.

the disillusion so sarcasncally deseribed by Mars: the dav afeer, the gap

it stands for sociery as such aganst the ancien régime, antisocial crime as

herween the Unaversal and the Parvicular becomes visible agains: '--’I"'1~l|'--‘*"
'.'=1|-f|.1|' ]‘-r’llf':l EITIETECS Ak fhe ac .'|,'.|_||1:.' ipk umaversal |i|.-_._||:|5|1 and so on. s
For Marx, of course, the only universal class whose singulariry (exclusion
from rthe society of property} guarantees its actual universality is the
profetanat, This s what Ernesto Laclau rejects in his version of the logic of
negemony: tor Laclaw, the short crcut between the Universal and the
Particular s afways illusory, temporarcy, a kind of “transcendental paralo-

g T Plowever, s Marx™s proletanar really che neganve of positive full

essential humanity, or “only™ the gap of universality as such, irrecoverable
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noany positnvity 2 In Alain Badiou’s werms, the proletanar s nor anocher
particular class, but a singularity of the social structure and, as such, the
pmversal class, the non-class amone the classes,

What s crucial here is the properly temporal-dialectical tension between
the Universal and the Particular, When Marx savs that in Germany, because
ol the compromiscd peminess of the bourgeosie, if s oo |are for |'|.:rri,1|
bomrgeois emancipation, and that for this reason, in Germany, the condition
ot every particular emancipation is srrversal emancipation, one wav 1o read
this is 1o see m it the assertion of the universal “normal”™ paradigm and irs
exception; in the “normal” case, partial (false] bourgeois emancipation will
be followed by universal emancipation through the proletarian revoluton;
while in Germany, the “normal™ order gers mixed up. There is, however,
inother, much more radical way to read ic; the very German exceprion, the
Crerman bourgeoisie’s mabihty to achieve partial emancipanion, opens up
the space for a possible nnfrersal emancipation.

lhe dimension of amiversality thus emerges (only) where the “normal”
order thar links the succession of particulars s disrupted. For this reason,
there 15 no “normal™ revolution: cach revolutiona rv explosion s grounded
i an exceplion. in a shore crcait of “too late” and “too carlv™. The French
Fevolution occurred because France was not able to follow the "normal”
English pach of capatabist development; the very “normal™ English prath
resulted 1o the “unnatural™ division of labour between the capitalises, who
held socioeconomic power, and the aristocracy, which was lefr with political
power. And, according o Marx, this was how Germany produced the
ulrimate revolution i thought (German Idealism as the philosuphical
counterpart of the French Revolution): precisely because i lacked a pelineal
revolution.

Phe structural necessity of this non-contemporaneity, of this discrepancy,
15 what gets lost in Habermas: the basic point of his notion of “moderniry
as an unhnished |1|I.:il.'~_'." is that the project of modernity contained two
tacets: the development of “mstrumental reason™ (scientifc-technological
manipulation and dominaoon of nature) and the emercence of intersub-
jective communication free of constraints; hitherto, only the firse facer has
been tully deployed, and our task is ro brng the progect of moderniey o
completion by actualizing the potennal of the second facer, What, however,
it this discrepancy s structural? Whar if we cannot simply supplement
mstrumental Reason with communicational Reason, since the primacy of
I'.I!~||'I1!i1'.".II:.1| Keason 1s |.'-.-'1*~ri‘.'|:7i'n.'|_' o |_‘||||_|-'_'.'|1 |ﬂ_|_'_|_m:'|!| AL -u_:._'!]_- ||_||'-|_':'|'|1_1~;

15 tully consistent i applving the same logic o rodav's globalization = his

. . e . q- : . - s
Lrcses 1% that of _L.'_Il..l!".'l'l.l'.\,l'!ll,,:ll as an . uithmshed preanect
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[ e discrepancy e raceen progressive ecoinorme mtegration and the political
mtegration whech lags behind can be avercome ooly throueh a politics which
Aims ar comstructme a higher-leve vapacity of polimeal acting which waodild he

able 1o ka e pace with de regulared ny rhts, 5

In shorr, there 15 no necd o hghe capitalist globalization directly = we need
only to supplemwent 1t with an adequate political globalization (a stronger
central political body in Strasbourg; the imposition of pan European social
|:'5_'.::a|;|:i:1|'.. ety Howewer, whar if, apam. modern capitabism, which gener
ares cconomie plobalization, cannot simply be supplemented by political
globalizanion? Whar if such an extension ot globalization to the political
project forced us radically o redefine the contours of economic globaliza-
fion irself21*0

I short, Habermas's basic atotude 15 nothing less than a disavowal of
the tweentietl-cemtury — he acts as if the twenticth ceneus v, In its specific
dimension, did st take place: as if what happened in it were basically just
contingent detours, so thar the underlving conceprual narearive — thar of
enlighrened democratic hiberalism, with s indefinite progress - can be told
without them. ™ Along the same lines, in order to characrerize the demise
of the Socialist regimes in 1990, Habermas coined the term “catch-up
revedurion™: '™ the West (Western liberal demaocracy) has nothing to learn
from the Eastern |"|_|r|:|_1;_-;|,_| LoomimLinist CRPETICNCC, SICE 1N 9900, these
countries sunply caughe up with the social development of the Western
liberal-democratic regimes, Habermas thereby writes off this experience as
simply acadental, denying any fundamental structural relationship between
Western democracy and the nise of “totalitariansm™ = any notion that
“rotalitarianism™ s a svmprom of the inner rensions of the democratic
project ieselt,

Ihe same goes for Habermas™s trearment of Fascism: against Adorno’s
and Horkhetmer's noton of Fascist “barbarism™ as the ineluctable outcome
of the “dialectic of Enlightenment™, the Fascist regimes are for him a

contingent derour (delay, regression) which dovs nor affecr the hasic logic
of modernization and Enlightenment. The task is thus simplv o abolish this
derour, not 1o rethink the Enlightenment projecr itself. This victory over
“totalitarianism™, however, 15 a Pvrrhic one: whart Habermas needs here is
a Hurcheockian lesson {remember Hitcheock™s claim thar a film is only as
Interesting as its main evil chareacter), Dismissing the “rotalitarian” deadlock
as a mere contingent detowr leaves us with a comfortable, but ultimarely
mpotent, position of someone who, unperturbed by the carastrophes

arcunid ||i|'|.. Lli'li_'ﬁ- [11 ::'Ii.' :'5-.-.‘-Il. ratm I|.|_:-. ot [:"|I_' LNIVEESE,
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The promise of the “Seartle™ movement bies i the tact thar it s the very
opposite of its usual media designanon {the "ano-globalization protese™ 9o
is the Arst kermel of 3 new _.;."-,-:'a;.'." movement, global with regard o ars
content (it aims ar a global controntanon with wday’s capatabism) as well
as s form (0s & plobal movement, a mobile mternational neowork reads
to intervene anvwhere trom Scattle o Prague). [t s more plobal than
“global capiralism®, smce 1t brings mto the game 1ts victims - that 15, those
who are excluded from capitalist globalization, as well as those who are
included in a way which reduces them o proletarian misery.™® Perhaps |
should take the nsk here of applving Hegel's old distincrion berween
“abstract™ and  “concrete”  universality:  capucalisc  globalizanon s
“abstract™, tocused on the specolative movement of Capital; whereas the
“Seartle”™ movement stands for “concrete unmiversaliey”, both tor the cocaliey
of global capitalism and for its excluded dark side. The realin uf capitals
globalization 15 best l'.‘.'m.l'!l'.|".|i!iL".E ]*_1' the victory mn June 2(H]] of the Russian
nucléar lobby, which forced the parliament's decision thar Ruossia would
import nuclear waste trom developed Western countries.

Here, Lenin's reproach to hberals s crucialy they merely exploic the
working classes’ discontent to strengthen their posicion vis-a-ves the conse
vatives, instead of identifving with it to the end."™* Is this not also true of
roday’s Lefr liberals? They Like to evoke racism, ccology, workers' griev
ances, and S0 on, to score points over the conservanves — rdthont endanger.
img the systers. Remember how, in Scatle, Bl Clinton himself deftly
reterred o the protesters on the streets ourside, rx'|r1:'.|x|'.:1;.', the assembled
leaders inside the puarded palaces that they should listen o the demon
strators’ message (the message which, of course, Clinton meerpreted, depriv
img 1t of s subversive sting, which he areribured o the dangerous extremises
mercduciing chaos and violence into the majority of peaceful proresters).

This Clintonesque stance larer developed into an elaborate *carrot-and
stick™ strategy of contamment: on the one hand, paranoma ithe notion thar
there s a dark Marxist plot lurking behind it); on the other hand. i Geneoa,
none other than Berlusconi provided food and shelter for the anne glerhali
zation demonstrators = on condinon that they “behaved properly™, and did
not disturb the official event. It is the same with all New Social Movements,
up ro the Zapatistas in Chiapas: ¢stablishment s alwavs ready to “listen o
their demands”™, depriving them of cheir proper political somg. The svstem
is by definition ccumenical, open, tolerant, ready to “hsten™ w all — even if
you insist on your demands, chey are deprived of their universal politcal

sting by the very form ot negotianon. The true Third Way we have to look
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For 15 Hhs thicd way between II'|-irI‘.':I‘,i|||'_,|,|:,.-':,'q_| |‘.|\_||'|i;_|||'g|;_:|t_||_':.' [ a;ilil.\ ,'||'|;_1 |_;'||_
New Social Movements

As asign of this conerging uncasiness and need for a rrue Thicd Wav, it is
INTERCSTING T0 see how, 1n A recent INTErview, oven o conservabive liberal like
Jobn le Carre had to admir thar, as a consequence of the “love affair
between Thartcher and Reagan™ in most of the dev cloped Western countrics.
and especially in the United Kingdom, “the social infrastructure has practi
cally stopped working”: thas then leads him o make a direce plea for, at
least, *re-natwomalizing the railwavs and water™. ™ We are in fac approach-
g a state i which (selecrive) private affluence is accompanied by a global
ceological, infrascructural) depradation which will soon start o affect us
all: the quality of warer 15 not a problem confined to the UK - a recent
survey showed that the enrire reservolr from which the 1os Angeles area
gets s water 15 already so polluted by man-made toxic chemicals char i
l.'.'|'| SO0 |‘-l. !.'I'|‘-|:|-~il!'!'.l:' I I“:;'|.-.'|_' i[ |_|ri:||-'_.1i:1i|_' Ve ||1|._|;|5_-']| j=|;_- LN .;..-|- |:|'|l.'
most advanced flters. Le Carré expressed his fury ar Blair for accepring the
basic Thatcherite co-ordinates in very precise terms: *1 thought last time, in
1957, thar he was lying when he dented he was a socialist. The worst thing
I can say about him 15 thar he was telling the truch.” " Maore precisely, even
if, in 1997, Blair was “subjectively™ lving, even if his secret agenda was o
save whatever can he x.‘|-'-.'.1:i':-:'“|_‘| of the socialise _1j'_.___'||_{;'|_ he woas "'-;.|-.:._-|_-!i-.,|_ [
|'-I||'|§'. I.!II.' 'Il'lfill'. |Zi*~ .l:"«L':IIIi.Ili "'-|.I"'!1'|,,|i"‘-l._' a-:u_i;'|||~.r CONYVICEIOn was i I«.:"'II‘
deceprion, an illusion which enabled him 1o fulfil lis “wbjoctive™ role, that
vt -;-:-:':'Ii“-'-".'l'|_*.‘_ the [harcherite "revolution™

How, then, are we to respond to the eternal dilemima of the radical 1efr:
should we '-I.r.:.l.l.':_:il.-l.“:-' support centre-Lelt Bgures like Bill Clinton AR ainst

the conservatives, or should we adopt the stance of It doess’t matter, we

shouldnt ger involved in these fights — in a wav, its even better if the Righe
s directly in power, since, in this way, it will be easier for the people to sce
the truth of the situanon”? The answer 15 a varanon on smalm’s answer to
the question: “Which deviation s worse, the Raghuist or the Leftist one?™:
they are bath wwarse. Whar we should do s adapt the stance of the proper
dialectical paradox: in principle, of course, one should be inditferent 1o the
struggle between the bberal and conservauve poles of today’s official politics
— however, oure can only afford to be indifferent if the liberal option is in
fproeer, Ortherwise, the price may appear much oo high consider the
catastroplue consequences of the German Commumst Party’s decision in
the carly 1930k not to fovus on the serugrple against the MNazis, wich the

h P v |y |, 4 PR LR e -
justthcareon thar the Nan dicrato ~1|:|pI wias rthe last desperate stage of
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capitalist doownation, which would open the eves of the working class,
shatrering their beliet in ~bourgeois™ democratic instirurions.

Along these lines, even Claude Letorr, whom no one can accuse of
Communist sympathies, recently made a crucial pomnt o his answer to
Frangois Furer: today’s hberal consensus 15 the resulr ot a hundred and hiey
vears of Letust workers” struggle and pressure upon the Stace; it mcorpo
rated demands which were dismassed by hberals with horror a hundred
vears ago = even less '™ [f we need proot, we should simply look ar the lisr
of the demands at the end of the Comirtrnisst Marufesto: aparet Irom twa or
three of them [(which, of course, are the crucal ones), all the others are
today part of the consensus {ar least the disintegranng Welfare Stane
consensus): umiversal franchise; free educatong uwmversal healtheare and
care for the elderly: a limitanon on child labour. ... In shorn, today’s
“hourgeos democracy™ is the result noc of bberahsm’s intrinsic develop
ment, bur ot the proletarian class strupgle,

It is true thar, today, it 1s the radical populist Right which wsually breaks
the (stll} prevailing liberal-democratic consensus, gradually making accept
able hitherto excluded deas {the parnal jusnhcanon of Fascism, the need to
constrain abstract citizenship on grounds of ctluuc idenuiy, erc. ). However,
the hegemonic liberal democracy is using this tact o blackmail the Len
radicals: “We shouldn’t play wath fire: against the new Rightise onslaughe,
we should insist more than ever on the demaocratic conscnsus = any crigicism
ot it, wittingly or unwittingly, helps the MNew Right!™ This 15 the kev line ot
separation: we should reject this blackmail, raking the risk of disturbing the
liberal consensus, even up to questioning the very notion of democracy.

The ulumate answer to the criticism thar radical Lefr proposals are
utopian should thus be that, today, the true utepia is the belicl that the
present hiberal-democrane capitalist consensus can go on mdefinicely, wirh
out radical change. We are therefore back with the old 68 slogan “Sovons
réalistes, dewmandons Uimrpossible!™: in order to be a trme “realist™, we musrt
consder breakme out of the constraints of what apprars “possible™ (or, as
we usually put it “feasible™)

[F there 15 3 lesson 1o be learned from Silvio Berluscom’s electoral vicrory
it May 2001, it is that the true utopians are the Third Way Leftists — why?
The mann temptation o be avouded apropos of Berlusconi™s vicrory in Traly
I5 [0 use 1t as a pretext for ver another exercise in the tradition of the
conservative: Lettse Krelturkritil (from Adorno to Virliol, which bemoans
the stupidity af the mampulated masses, and the echpse of the autonomous

individual capable of crincal reflection. Thas, however, does not mean that
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all !'I.'-\.i-:1l:'l-.'|:!.| cvents have [un happen twice: Napoleon had to loge twice, and
:Il.;l If:: I;.“;I-:..II;I. Ill:wlq; I::} I.[||'.I.:.I| 1|i::!|.kl:::;lltll Itlt:ijﬂl:lr :: : :1. II_I:L_I__I_:L_ I:Ell-f”f_m twice for us

. . e n at: the fiest time can be
witten 4t .!‘u J. e _.=.-.-.h||_'|'||i1| CHUTICSITY, while the SPCond .-_1_._-"1,--,“5“:“,‘:5
that we are dealing with a deeper necessiey.

Socwhat did Berluseom achieve? His victory provides a "-II-IJ-'TL“‘I\HLL‘ lesson
abour the role of muorality in politncs: the altimare outcome of the grear
maral-political catharsis - che anri-corruprion campaign of “clean hands™
wluch, a decade ago, ruined Chrisnan Democracy, and with it the idealo-
mical polarity of Christian Democras and Communists which dominated
posrwar Itahan polines — s Berluscont m prowver, It is some Il"”".' ke ]-?,l”“_”
Murdech winning a Brinsh election: a polincal movement run as 2 business-
!~.._|i"||._-|r:. -.'I'I:'|-r3~r|-|:__ H_.,I..'»\..,l_:._"“ © II"-?-\.'..f ||-|.'.|'.l' 1% 1Ny |”|:|:'—'\.:-] 5 I}usi[[,._‘l_! EJ.i”'ﬁ'.
PUL = a5 1t name indicates — more hike a sporrs fan club. 1, in the good ald
Socialist countries, sport was directly politicized (remember the DDRs
ENCEIONS INVESIMENT 10 ats top achletes), now, politics itself is turmed into a
sportmg contest. And the parallel goes even further: if the Communise
regunes nationalized ndustry, Berluscont 1s, in a way, privatizing the stare
itsell. For this reason, all the Letnises” and liberal democrars’ worry about
the danger of nee-Fascism lurking beneath Berlusconi®s vicrory is misplaced
and, m a way, much oo optimistic: Fascism 1 still a determinate political
pragpect, '-1.'§||||._' m the case of Berlusconn, there s |__-|r'|'|;'|[|_-|'-. Irr;.'.ill,-lr_i:- |||rl\.:|r'|g
beneath, no secrer ideological project, just the sheer assurance that things
will tuncrion, that he will do beteer. In shorr, Berlusconi is frostspolitics af
its paerest."™* The ultimare sign of “post-palitics™ in all Western countries is
the growth of a managerial approach to government: povernment is recon
cl -.-._-_I as & managerial tuncoon, deprived of its properly political dimension.

The true stake of today’s pohtical struggles is: which of the two former
main parbies, the conservarives or the “moderate Left™, will succeed
Proscnbongg itsell as [Il.ll'} L'I:Elj-J;J%i.'l_l'_ the -_|||~.,:-|._|__-.;-.'i.;.:._:||___:_I S[arit, AEainst .,| ¢
other parry dismissed as “soill caught in the old ideological machine™? If the
19805 belonged 10 the conservanves, the lesson of the 19905 seemed to be
T|1.'|‘.. 1 our |Il:l. l.'.'.!'llr.'lii'-[ m.:-l_il.'lil."-., [hird 1'."-:-._l_:. oAl .._||_':|'_-|;;._r_|_.._} I |
more relevantly, posc-Communism i the ex-Socialist counrries) acrually
functions as ‘.|L-. representative of capital as such, m s totality, aganst irs
particular tactions represented by the various “conservative”™ parties, which
then, in order 1o present themselves as addressing the entre population,
alsor ey o satisfy the particular demands of the ane capitalist strata (say, of
domestic “parrione™ middle-class workers threarened by cheap immigrant

labour — recall the CDU, which, against the Social Democratic proposal
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that Germany should import 50000 Indian computer  programmers,
baunched the infamous slogan “Kinder statt Inder! / Children cather than
Indians!™). This economic constellation explams to g great extent how and
why Third Wav Social Democrats can simultancously seand both for the
mrerests of big ._'.1|'-|[;1| and for the muloiculturalst tolerance which auns at
protecting the interests of ethnic minorities.

The Third Way dream of the Left was thar the pace wach the Devil magha
waork our; OK, no revolution, we accept capitahism as the only game n
rewwnt, Dut ar feast we will be able to save some of the achievements of the
Weltare State, and build a sociery thar is tolerant rowards sexual, rebigions
and ethnic minoricies. 1f the trend announced by Berluscom’s victory
persists, a much darker prospect is discernible on the horizon: a2 world in
which the unlimited rule of capiral is supplemented not by Let-lhiberal
tolerance, but by a tyvpical post-political mixture of pure publicity spectac
and Moral Majority concerns (remember that the Vatican gave Berluscom
ts tacit supportl), If there s a hidden adeologcal agenda to Berlusconi’s
*post-politics™, it is — to put it bluntly - the disintegranion of the fundamen
ral post-World War 1l democranic pact. In recent vears, there have already
been numerous signs that the post-World War I anti-Fascist pact 15 slowly
cracking: from “revisionist™ historians to the MNew Righe populises; so-called
“taboos™ are disappearg. . .. Paradoxically, those who andermine this
pact refer to the very liberal universalized logic of vicoimizanon: sure, ther
were vicoims of Fascism, but what about other victims of the Postwar
expulsions? Whar abour the Germans evicted from ther homes i Ceecho
slovakia? Do they not also have some nght to thnancal) compensation?

Fhe immediate future Belones not to outeipght Baghnst provocatears hike
Jean-Marie le Pen or Par Buchanan, but to people ke Berluscom and
Haider: these advocares of global capiral in the sheep’s clothing of populsr
nationalism. The strugele berween them and the Thad Wavy Left 15 the
struggle over wha will be more ettecnive 10 counteracung the excesses of
global capitalism: Third Wav mulncultuealise tolerance or popalist home
phobua. Will this bormg alternative be Europe's answer to globalization?
Berluscom s theretore post-polinics ar its worst: even The FEconownist, that
staunch voice of anti-Left hberalism, was accused by Berlusconi of being
part of a *Communist plot”™ when it asked some searching quesnions about
how a convicred crimuinal can hecome Prime Manister! What this means is
that, tor Berluscoms, all epposition 1o his post-poelitics 15 rooted 1noa
“Commumst plor™, And mnoa way, he is righe: this s the only e
oppositon; all the others — liberals or Third Way Letusts — are basically
plaving the same game as he 15, only with a ditferent gloss. Is the Third Way

— e — e e
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Lett reallv able te otter a global aleernanve 1w Berlusconi’s politics? And the
hape 15 thar Berlusconi wall alse be right abour the second aspeet of his
paraneiad cognitive mapping: that his victory will give an imperus 1o the
more radical Lefr,

Return versus Repetition

Where, then, are we today? The entire history of the Soviet Union can be
comprehended as analogous to Freud's famous mage of Rome, a ity whose
]'I::*-'.'-" L ] -.|L'|'-.I*~:I.'..'l.| 10T IS eesent an I|:l. Pl S .:-1' I..:i||.'.'|":'|'|| |.,I YETS 3t .'||'-\,_§"|;|_|_'-.J
logical remyvinders, each new level covering up the preceding one, like
fanother madel) the seven lavers of Trovy so that history, in s regress
towards over older cpochs, proceeds like an archacologise, discovering new
layers by probing decper and deeper mto the ground, Was not the (ofhcia
weological) history of the Soviet Union the same accumulation of exclusions,
of turning people into now-persons, of 4 reeroactive rewrniting of history?
e logically, “de-Stalmizanon™ was indicated by the opposite process
of “rchabilitation”™, of admiwing "errors” in the past politics of the Party.
I'he gradual “rehabilitation™ ot the demonized Bolshevik ex-leaders can thus
serve as perhapy the most sensinve mdex of how far fand 1 what direcoon
the “de-Sralinization™ of the Sovier Union was gong. The first to be reha
mhtated were the semor military leaders shot i 1937 ( Tukhachevsky and
others): the last o be rehabilitated, in the Gorbachey era, just before the
collapse of the Communist regime, was Bukharin = this last cechabilitation,
of course, was a clear sign of the turmn towards capitalisny: the Bukharin who
was rehabilitated was the one who, in the 19205, advocated a pact berween
workers and peasanes {owners of their land), launching the tamouos slogan
“Enrich yourselves!™, and opposed forced collectivizauon. Sigmficantly,
however, onc fgure was werer rehabilitared, excluded by the Communises
a5 well as by the ano-Communist Bussian naoonalises: Trooskv, the “wan-
dering Jew™ of the Revolution, the true anti-Stalin, the arch-enemy, opposing
“permanent revolution™ to the idea of “bumilding socialism in one country™,
I am tempted here to sk a parallel with Freud's distinction between
primordal (foundimg) and secondary repression in the Unconscious: Trot-
skv's exclusion amounted to somethimg like the “primordial repression™ of
the Soviet State, to something which ¢an never be readmitted through
“rehalulnaten ™, simce the entire Order rebied on this negatve gesture of

exXCh s, I!l||"1l'-i'.' 1a Thees oarees Foer o |.|'Ii.'IL! 1% T1EF TLHIIN] IL".|.|IL'I 1 I

1990 Really Existing Socialism or in pose-1990 Really Exasting Capiralism,
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o do with Trotsky’s permanent revolution — perhaps the signiher “ Trosky ™
is the most appropnate designation of that which is worth redeeming 10 the
Leninist legacy. Here we should look ar “Halderlin's Hyperion™, a bizarre
bur crucial short essay by Georg Lukacs written m 19335, in which Lukacs
[rrarses I IL'_L;,:.'!-:H endorsement ol the HH;‘:HEL':JI'I._ Thermidor aainst Hilder-
lin's muransigent heelity to the heroie revolutionary uropia;

Hegel comes to terms with che post-Thermidonan epoch and the closs of the

3 . : ; .
revidutionary period of bourgeois development, and he buslds up hss philis-
ROQMY [ -.':-.-.'|:. o an  wide rstandme o this riew Lurming-pnnt m oworll
!'.|"|.| . .II||il.||.'| 111 II:..'I-\.!"\- NO CCUTEREeI TG Waldy Thc pst II'.\,': LDk reaeaty

he remams fairhtal o the old revolutonary adeal of renovaring " polis”™

demaoctacy and is broken by a reality which has no place for his ideals, ot

even on the level of poetry and choughe

Here Lukacs s referring 1o Marx’s notion that the heroe peried of the
French Revolution was the necessary enthusiasoie breakthrough followed by
the unheroic phase of marker relanons: the rrue soomal function of the
Revoluuon was to establish the conditions [or the prosaic reign of the
bourgeois economy, and the true heromsm hes not in Blindly clinging ro the
carly revolunionary enthusiasm, bur m recopmizing “the rose i the cross of
the present”, as Hegel liked to paraphrase Luther - that is. in abandoning
the posinon of the Beautitul Soul, and tully accepting the present as the only
possible domain of actual freedom. Thus it was this “compromise™ with
social reality which enabled Hegel 1o take his cruaal philosephical step
forward: thar of overcoming the proto-Fascist noton of “orzame™ com-
munity in his Systern der Sittlichkent manuscripr, and engaging in a dialece-
wal analysis of the antagomisms of bourgeois civil soviery, (Thar s the
properly dialectical paradox of the proto-Fascst endeavour to return o a
|1rc-|1:m|r|'.‘1 “orgamic” community: far from |'-'.'!I1;.:_ 5-:|.'1|1|_~. “reactionary”,
Fasaist “feudal Socialism™ 15 a kind of compromise solunon, an ersalz
attempt to build socialism within the constrames of capitalism self. ) It is
abvious that Lukacs's analysis is deeply allegorical: m was written a couple
of months after Trotsky faunched his thesis thar Stalinism was the Thermi-
dor ol the October Revalution, Lukacs's texr should therefore be read as an
answer o Trorsky: he accepets Trotsky's charactenzanon of Stalin’s regime
as “Thermudonan™, giving it a positive twist — instead of bemoaning the
loss of uropan energy, we should, 1na herolcally resigned way, accept ots
calsequences as the only acrual space of social progress.

For Marx, of course, the sohering “morning, atter™ which tollows the
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revolunionary intoxicanon mdwcates the onmnal limitation of the “bour-
geons” revolutionary project, the falsity of its promise of umiversal freedom:
the “reuch™ of umiversal human rights are the nghts of commerce and private
property. IF we read Lukidcs's endorsement of the Stalinist Thermidor, it
implies {argubly agamst his conscious mtention) an utterly pessimistic anti-
Marxist perspective: the proletaran revolution tselt is also characterized by
!|'.l_' SERR |"l.'l'-.'.'l.:.'ll 1Ls |:|.|~|-;-r]. F.]II'-.I.:I:"\-.I] Asserticen ||:' [!‘l.'-.'l.'l_‘ll]] and the ETVSLLIIE,
awakening in the new relations of dommanon and explotation, which means

that the Communst project of realizme “actual freedom™ failed.

What, ehoen, are we toodo in these crcomstances? The Qe hlem wich those
few remaining orthodox “Lenimists™ who behave as if we can simply recycle
the old Lenmsm, and contimue to talk about the corrupted leaders' betrayal
of the workmg masses” revolutionary impulses, is that 1t 15 nor quite clear
from which subjective posinon of enunciation they speak: they either engage
themselves m passionate discussions about the past (demonstrating with
admirable erudition how and where ant-Communist * Lemmologrsts™ falsity
Lenin, cte), i wluch case they avoud the questom of why japart from d
prrely bustorical materest) this matters ab all today; or, the closer they get o
contemporary polines, the closer they are to adopung a purely jarponistc
pose which threatens no one.

When, in the last months of 2004, che Milogewid regime mn Serbia was
hnally toppled, many Marsists i the West rased the question: “What
abour the coal nuners whose strike led o the disruption of the clectricity
supple, and thus, in ettecr, broughe Milofevic down: Was rthar nor a genuine
workers' movement, which was then manipulated by the polittcians, who
were natienalists or corrupred by che ClA?™ The same sympromaric point
cimerges apropos ol overy new social upheaval (like the daisintegranon of
Real Socialism ren vears ago): in each of these cases, they identity some
working-class movement which allegedly displayed a true revolunonary —
or, at least, Socialist — porential, but was first exploited and then betraved
by pro-capitabist and/or panonalist forces. In this way, we can continue
dream thar Revolution 1s round the corner: all we need 1s the authentic
leadership which would be able ro arganize the workers” revolunonary
potential, [t we can beliove s members, Solidarnosé was onginally a
workers” democrartic-socialist movement, later “berrayed™ by its leadership,
which was corrupted by the Church and the CIA.

]IIi.'IL' 15, O Cosuarse, An |.'||,' 19621118 'i.ll. I.ZI.JI|'| 11 l|'|i'1 .l|:||"ll.:-.'|LiL: |!|.'IL' l:l|.[J-Il'Iq.'|[L'

tiromy of the dismtegration of Communism was that the great revoles (the
GDERE m 1953 Hungary in 19365 Solidarity in Poland) were ongmnally

workers” uprisings which only later paved the way tor the classic “anti
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Commurnist” movements — before succumbing o the “external™ encmy, the
regime got a message about s falsity from those whom these “workers
and peasants’ states™ evoked as thor own secial base, This very tacr,
however, also demonstrates how the workers” revolt lacked any substantial
socialist commutment: in all cases, once the movement exploded, 1t was
smoothly  hegemonmized by the standard “bourgeois™ deology (political
trecdom, private property, national sovercignty, cre,

This mystenions working class whose revolutionary thrust 15 repearedly

thwarted by treacherous navonalist and/or liberal politicians is the ferish of
some of the remaining Trotskyists, these actual Holderlins of rodayv’s
Marxism — the singular point of disavowal which enables them o sustain
their overall interpretation of the state of things. Their fetishist fixation on
the old Marxist—Leminist framewaork 18 the exact opposite of the tashionable
talk abour “new paradigms™, abour how we should leave behind old
“zombie-concepts” like working class, and so on - the two complementar
wavs of avoiding the effort to think the New which is emerging today, The
fiest thing to do here s o cancel this disavewal by fully admitting thae this
“authennic” working class simply does sof exist 2 And it we add o this
position four further ones, we get a pretty clear picture of the sad predica-
ment of today’s Lefr: the acceprance of Cuolrural Wars (feminist, gay, anei
racist, erc., mulniculmoralist  struggles) as  the dominant  rerrain of
emancipatory politics; the purely defensive stance of protecting the achicve
ments of the Weltare State; the nave behet i evber-communism {the 1dea
that the new media are directly creating conditions for a new authennc
community); and, hnally, the Third Way, capitulation ieself. Ler us just hope
that the present ano-globalization movement will mtroduce a new dimen-
sion by, finally, again conceiving of capitalism neither as a solution nor as
one of the problems, bur as the problem wselt,

The reference to Lenin should serve as the signifier of the effort to break
the vicious circle of these false opuons. The first thing to do is ro learn o
decode the way the basic political conflicr contimues 1o function as the secret
point of reference of even seemingly “apolitcal ™ antagonisms,

Let us take Kraysetob Kieslowski's Decalogue, a senes conspiecuous for irs
“apolitical™ stance: the first thing thar serikes the viewer who is aware of
the historical circomstances in which Decalogre was shot is the total
absence of any reference o polines: although the series was shot in the most
turbulent period of post-World War IT Polish history (the state of emergzency
imposed by General Jaroeelski’s coup d'érar in order to curb Sohdarnry),

Baeslowski resisted the temptation o score casy points by spicing up the

IOy with direct dissident thrills, A close ;'|."|._||:.':-.i:-._ however, demonserates
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how this very avondance of expliair politicization was, in its proper historical
context, a polincal gesture par excellence - the gesture of rejecting not only
the ruling Communist regpime bur also the “dissident” opposition, at least
mits classic ann-Communist form. Furthermore, the political dimension is
not simply absent, but actively erased: m so far as the conflict berween
saience and religion m Decalogue 115 the encoded formulation of the
political struggle bevween {“scientific” atheist) Communists and (religious)
"'||'l|'.-.|.1l':r:- dissadents, 2 the n,,'.1T,,1,w.|,"-:||‘1|'||" i wluch science and ]i'JiFiiJl‘. LS
|"I.'I'I-.:| cach other announces the depoliticization of the universe of thie
Decalogue, a hmatation to the world of muddle-class privacy, with irs typical
rraumas (ethical chowces, Adelity, aborrion).

From here, T am tempted o return to Kieslowski's earlier Blind Chanee —
this 15 the flm's xr:1r}'|:l1|.'. Wirek runs to catch a train, Three variations
tollow on how such a seemingly banal incident could influence the rest of
his lite, One: he carches the train, meets an honest Communist, and becomes
a Parry acovist lnmself, Two: while running for the tram, he knocks down
a railway goard, 15 arrested, brought co mal and sentenced to unpaid labour
In 3 pPare, where he meets SOMCOne Irom |||_|,' -;||'-'|'\-|;:--;i7i|'||', Fr.;_-__ Eli rur,
becomes a mulitant dissident, Three: he simply misses the train, returns o
his interrupted studies, marries a fellow student and leads a peacelul life as
a doctor unwilling 1o ger mixed up in polites. He s sent abread o a
symposiwmyg the plane he is on explodes in midair, . .. In so far as there are
reasons o clhum that the only “rrue™ story is the third one (the first owo
being just Wirek's hallucmated alternatives when he s approaching dearch),
the flm indicates the escape into privacy after the deadlock of the struggle
berween Communists and dissidents — in shorer, Blied Chanee provides the
kev to decode Decalogne 1.

i |-::l".'.':"‘.'-."".l i this triad !I.'.l”:.' -'.'l::|:1'||'|||.'Tl.'.h are the |||'-‘_i|||'|x |.._',|,|:.. exhausted, as
the tinal catastrophe (the hero’s death in the plane crash) seems to mdicate,
funcrioning as a kind of closure? What if there is a fourth option: repolitic
ration Beyard the opposinon Communismi/dissidence, and its sublation in
|"':?"‘-|:":- CRETRITHLATRAST ot |"l:":lllq_:li *-\.l.:ll.!l.'l:-.:‘" This politicization 15 not \.i.‘|||:".|:.'
external to the previous oney s base should, rather, be conceived as the
ntersection of the rwo apparently opposite poles of Communism and disst
dence. Does 1100 .r:"_'-..n'|'r..-'_;.'|".' il praxmnt 1 ||'|i:_-. direction, with its SOCICTY -:_III
philatehses, a kind of secrer authentic community, thriving under Socialism
because it is allowed contact with foreign countries % Are nor these philatel-
1sts, then, the model for other societies i which the communal spirit survives,
from psvchoanalytic associations o subversive hall-illegal polincal organi-

zations? There is vet another aspect to this: Fredric Jameson has pointed out
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howwr, today, the srandard doxa against conspiracy theones [they are the
political eprstemiology of the poor, projecting their perplexity into the fantasy
of a seeret enemy which pulls the strings, and the reference o whom thuos
explains all) s no longer sufhcient. Today, a lot of ongomng phenomena have
vy e oexplamed through some kind of conspiracy theory {acts of semi-
clandestine government agencies; the sirategies of large companies), And., in
order ry hghr them, we are more and more m need of our own halt-
clandestine orgamzanons. Perhaps Lemin's formula of the Party from his
much-vilihed What Is to Be Dore? has acquered new relevance today,

Jolm Berger recently made a salient point apropos of a French poster for
the Interner investment brokers Selttrade: under the image of a hammer and
sickle cast in solid gold and embedded with diamonds, the capoion reads:
“And what if everybody prohted from the stock market?”™ The stratepy of
this poster 15 obvious: today, the stock marker tulfils egalitarian Communist
criteria: evervbody can partcipate mo. Berger indulges moa simple mental
experiment; “lmagine a commumcations campaign today vsing an image of
a swastka cast in sold gold and embedded with diamonds! It would of
course not work, Why? The Swasoka addressed potential victors not the
defeared. It invoked domination not justice.” ™ The hammaer and sickle, in
contrast, invoked the hope that “hestory would eventually be on the side of
those strupgling for fraternal justice ™. 2 The irony 15 thus that, ar the very
moment when this hope is officially proclaimed dead by the hegemaonic
ideology of the “end of ideologics”, a paradigmatically “post-industrial”
enkerprise (s there anything more Posc-1nduse rial™ than dealing with scocks
on the Internet?) has to mobilize this dormant hope in order to pget its
message through,*” “Repeating Lenm™ means giving new life to this hope,
which still comtinues to haunt us.

As a result, repeating Lenin does not mean a retirn to Lenin = to repeat
Lenin 15 to accept that “Lenin is dead”, that his particular solution failed,
even faled monstrously, but that there was a wtopian spark 10 it worth
saving.#™ Repeating Lemin means thar we have o distinguish between what
Lenin actually did and the feld of possiblines he apened up, the tension in
Lenin between what he actually did and another dimension: whar was “in
Lenm more than Lemn mselt™. To repear Lemin is ro repeat not whar
Lenmm did bue what he faded ro do, his missed oppormunies. Today, Lenm
locks like a hgure from a different rime zone: it is oot that his notions of
the centralized Party, and so on, seem to pose a “rotalitarian threat™ = i s
rather that they seem o belong to a different epoch to which we can no
longer properly relare.

Instead of reading this fact as proof that Lenin s outdated, however, we
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should, perhaps, risk the opposite conpecture; what if this impenetrabilicy of
Lervinn is 3 s1gn thar there s somerhing wrong with owr epoch? Whar if the
fact thar we experience Lenin as ireelevant, “out of syne™ with our postimd

ern tumes, unparts the much more unserthng message that our nme irself is
“out of svne”, thar a cerram histoncal dimension s disappearing from
If, to some people, such an assertion appears dangerously close to Hegel's

imfameous quip when his deduction thar there should be only cight planets

circulatng around the Sun was proved wrong by the discovery of the ninth
planer iPluro): S0 much the worse for the faces!™, then we should be I"J.’ldf,'
fully toassume thus paradox.

Howe did the wdeology of Enhghtenment evolve o eighteenth-contury
France? First there was the epoch of salons, i which plulosophers tnied to
shock their benefactors, the generous Counts and Countesses, even Kings
and Empresses (Holbach Frederick the Great, Dideror Catherine the Gorear)
with thewr “radical”™ ideas on equality, the orngin of power, the natare of
man, and so on = all this remaining a kind of mrellectual game. At this
stape, the idea thar someone could rake these wdeas hrerally, as the blueprint
for a radical soaopobincal vansformation, would probably have shocked
the idealognes themselves, who were either parr of the entourage of an
enlightened nobleman or a lone pathetic hgure like Rousseau - their reaction
would have been that of Ivan Karamazoy, disgustied upon learnimg that his
bastard halt-hrother and servant have acred on his nililisne ruminanons,
killing his father. This passage rom intellectual pame o an idea which
actually “seizes the masses™ s the moment of frutd - in i, the intellectual
ooty his own message back moits invertedfirue torm. In France, we go trom
the gentle reflecrions of Roussean to the Jacobin Terror; within the history
of Marxism, it 15 only with Lenin that this passage occurs, that cthe games
arc relty over. And itois up 1o us to repeat this same passage, and
accomplish the fatetul step trom ludic “posomodern™ radicalism o the

domam in which the games are over

There is an old joke about socialism as the synthesis of the highest
achievements of the whole of human history to date: from prehistoric
socienes it took primitivism: from the Ancient world it took slavery; from
medicval socicry brutal demination; from capitalism exploitation; and trom
sacialism the name. ., A Could not something similar be said about ouwr
attemnpt o repeat Lenin's gesture? From conservative culoural criticism it
takes the wlea that today’™s democracy v no longer the site where crucial

LCCISEOITS Are III.1I.||': From CvEarTrsphace I-.||.'IZZl!l!-.-'.'.:I..H ||U.. Il.|l.'-:=| llfl-:l.l the '-'.l'-?-"-il
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dieital nerwork nffers a new space for communal life, and so on: and trom
| enin moee or less just the name iself, ... This very fact could, however,

be turned 10 an argument fovr the “retuen to Lenin™: the extent to which the

|1i_-'|4-;- “1emm™ rerains mws subversive ;-|,!|"_|;' b5 25y .I|-~.|:1-~|:-r-;m-ﬁ =AY I"'.'I'I.

for example, one makes the “Lemnist™ point that today’s democracy is
exhausted, that the key decisions are not taken there, ane 15 dircctly accused
ot “toralitariamsm™; when a similar point s made by socielogists, or eve
Vaclav Havel, they are praised tor the depth of thew msight, . .. This
resistance is the answer o the queston “Why Lenan? ir 15 the signvher
‘Lenin®™ which formalizes this content found clsewhere, transtorming, a

SETICS of common notions inte a subwversive the wetical formation.
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