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Abstracts: 

The following the sis is a work of cultural psychoanalysis in an era properly defmed as "post
Holocaust". It begins with an extensive working through of Lacanian concepts, followed by 
an exallÙnation of fantastical appropriations of the trauma of the Holocaust - fantasies that 
serve as the very frame of our reality, or rather, hyperreality. After a further working 
through of the relations between the crypt and the unconscious (partially through a reading 
of Hamle~, the thesis then brings in Marshall McLuhan and Jean Baudrillard to help further 
elucidate sorne of the key arguments. 

La thèse suivante est un travaux de psychanalyse culturelle après la Holocauste. Ça 
commence avec une analyse de les idées de Lacan, et après sa une exallÙnation des fantasies 
attaché a les blessures de la Holocauste - fantasies qui sont la cadre de notre realité, en fait 
notre hyperrealité. Après une exallÙnation de les relations entre le crypte et le inconscient 
(en part avec une exallÙnation de Hamlet), la thèse rencontre Marshall McLuhan and Jean 
Baudrillard pour aider avec les debats les plus grave. 
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Prolegomena 

Zizek suggests that ail philosophers have basically one fundamental argument on 

which they elaborate cime and cime again. So it is for me; l write of the failure of the social 

fabric as the shunning of symbolization, for fear of the necessary failure of symbolization. 

And l circle this cime and cime again in the following thesis; you will pardon me if it at cimes 

appears repetitious, or indeed compulsive. In this thesis l attempt to bind this trauma - of 

the fear of trauma, of encountering the Real - so as to, with you dear reader, mourn the 

situation, or at least mourn the very impossibility of mourning. Or, indeed and in deed, bath. 

RIP 

Toronto, July 2004 

Introduction 

The following thesis is, in the vaguest possible terms, a psychoanalysis of 

(post)modern culture in the wake of the Holocaust, or more appropriately - for it is a 

question of appropriation, of incorporation - of what the Holocaust has come to me an for 

us. This thesis seeks to understand the nature of social relations, understood as intrinsically 

structured through language. Language, or the Symbolic, is understood to have an internaI 

deadlock at its heart: the Real. The Real is both what makes every symbolization fail, as weil 

as the very thing that gives rise to symbolization. It could be understood as the gap in 

language, a gap in which the world of things, as weil as the subject, situate themselves. 

Following the trauma of the Holocaust, it was (and is) argued by many that to even begin to 

symbolize such horror would not only be impossible, which is partly true, but also immoral, 

which is false in that it depoliticizes and renders ail symbolizations suspect. The gap of 

language, which crea tes and is experienced as the "primary trauma", is filled in many ways, by 

the superego, the crypt, and the big Other, the latter of which is preferable given that it is 

something to which we ail relate through our places of enunciation (thereby making desire 

possible). 
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Given that this thesis relies on a web of theoretical and psychoanalytic notions, the 

fust and second chapters will, to the extent this is possible, explicate each notion separately. 

To highlight their interrelation, however, the terms - besides the registers of the Symbolic, 

Imaginary, and Real (which are simply mentioned too often) - will be highlighted when they 

are discussed outside of their own sections. The ultimate focus is an understanding of the 

conversational/testimonial encounter as involving a place of enunciation (the subject of the 

unconscious), the ol?jet petit a as the objective correlate of the subject of the unconscious 

between the enunciation and the enunciated, the enunciated, and, finally, the annunciation 

(the satisfaction of speech qua Other-Jouissance). The thrust of the argument is that, in fear 

of the necessary primary trauma of the gap in language, we continually attempt to exorcize 

our places of enunciation. This results in a "crypt-fantasy" in which we all partake, a fantasy 

itself guided by a collective superego, which fllis in for the lack of an(y) Other. In forgoing 

the barred subject, the deepest level of subjectivity, we turn its objective correlate, the ol?jet 

petit a, into something more and more inhuman, beyond our reach, or conversely, as the 

enunciated itself. In concluding, it will risk a provisional definition of testimony, so as to 

lead into why the testimonial encounter is shunned today, which is the focus of the third 

chapter. 

The third chapter will begin by discussing the (post)modern predicament in relation 

to the Holocaust, followed by an analysis of the "crypt" and incorporation, introjection, and 

melancholia. Whereas the unconscious is formed through repression, the crypt is formed 

through foreclosure; whereas the unconscious recognizes that which it is repressing (through 

the repression itself), the crypt pretends as though the trauma in question never existed: the 

trauma is fore-closed. When the ambiguity of language is itself shunned, so is the Other; the 

Other thus transforms into a crypt-Other, guided by the collective superego. We should 

note immediately the distinction between the "crypt-fantasy" and the crypt. Of the crypt, 

nothing should be said, for its formation is, by its very defmition, un-acknowledged - and yet, 

the crypt (or the crypt['s]-effects) is today everywhere in discourse, and it is this paradoxical 

discourse on the crypt that we call the crypt-fantasy. Exorcising one's place of enunciation, 

and thus Other(s), requires something to give order to one's universe. On the one hand the 

superego does so, and its obscenities are thereafter counter-acted by the crypt-fantasy. On 

the one hand, pornography, on the other eroticism: both fantasies, ascribed as one to the 

male and the other to the female, converge asexually in the absence of an(y) Other to 
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mediate them. Or perhaps the lack of a(ny) Other makes them converge. The crypt itself is 

not a feminine structure, just as the Other is not a masculine one, but the fantasies of the 

superego and the crypt-fantasy have been made into male and female, respectively, even 

while they paradoxically converge asexually in the desperate avoidance of the Real of sexual 

difference. 

The fourth chapter will focus on the logic of victimization present today, wherein to 

fmd a place in today's (nonexistent) big Other one must be in some way traumatized. It will 

introduce the notion of "crypt-Iove", especially in relation to Hamlet, wherein we all seek 

recognition in a purely fantastical manner. Through the analysis of Hamlet's situation it will 

open on to a discussion of Derridean/Levinasian Messianism, followed by a few more notes 

on the superego and its role today as the (nonexistent) big Other. Today, we "p®ay" for and 

to the crypt-Other. 

The fifth chapter will sharpen this perspective through an analysis of technology, 

suggesting that technology emerges through the death drive, and vice versa. Technology('s 

effects) is thus Real, and could be equated with the Real of the Other, both of which we 

foreclose today. From this perspective, the cyborg is the other as technolo!!J and technolo!!J as other, 

wherein to testify with Other(s) one must assume one's 'cyborg'-status. This veers into the 

work of Marshall McLuhan and Jean Baudrillard, wherein the latter's notion of hyperreality 

could be understood as a result of the crypt's abolishment of representative distance, so that 

the gap of language is either denied or acknowledged and taken as a reason to not even begin 

to attempt symbolization; either way (for they amount to the same) the result is that objects 

take on an obscene and "stupid positivity", with which there can be- seemingly - no 

Symbolic relation. When the gap qua Real, and the Imaginary for that matter, is no longer 

mediated by the Symbolic, we enter the era of hyperreality. 

The sixth and fmal chapter will by way of conclusion broaden and expand the 

definition of testimony, suggesting that in 'postmodern' times, by virtue of our cynical 

distance towards any big Other, we would be closer to testimonial encounters were it not for 

our ultimately believing in Others of the Other, that is, in our paranoid fantasies of an 

obscene superegotistical Other 'pulling the strings'. If we just Realized the 'Other of the 

Other' to be the other h/imself in h/is Real aspect, we would arrive in the domain of 

Other(s), and we would do so through the death drive. 
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*** 
To place this thesis in its theoretical context, let us introduce some questions and 

notions that will eventualiy become clearer. Near the end of a recent text, in a chapter 

entitled "The Demise of Symbolic Efficiency", Zizek states: "in a sense, 'the big Other no 

longer exists' - but in what sense? One should be very specific about what this nonexistence 

actualiy amounts to"!. Since the big Other never existed in actual fact - as it is always only 

continualiy (presup )posed in quotidian encounters - "what is increasingly undermined lS 

precisely the symbolic trust which persists against ali sceptical data"z. 

In the same text, in a different context, Zizek discusses Lacan's notion of l'apparole, or 

the self-enclosed assertion of jouissance of empty (meaningless) speech, which in a way is 

both the very figure of the drive and yet somehow manages to avoid a confrontation with 

the Real; thus the problem for the analyst when confronting this is to ask how we can re

introduce a Limit, thereby returning to the "domain of prohibition/Law, communication 

off and meaning"3. As Zizek writes, "in short, l'apparole is to la parole what lalangue is to le 

language"4. Zizek suggests there must be something which precedes l'apparole - "which is 

not to be identified with the blissful circuit of self-satisfied drive"s: we will cali this the death 

drive qua "ontological 'Big Bang"'6. Since the goal of analysis is to traverse the fundamental 

fantasy so that the subject can 'regress' from desire to drive, the question is how we can 

avoid (what we will cali) the stupid positiviry of the drive, given its associations with mysticism, 

that is, celebrating the (compulsively) repeated missing of the Goal. This translates into the 

Real as transcendent, impossible, without realizing how the Real is not only what is 

impossible but also - and this is what is so nerve-wracking - is possible. L'apparole, then, 

wh en divorced from mediation with Other(s), might be seen as a sort of fantasy preventing 

any "ontological 'Big Bang"', that, while quasi-Real, avoids the true dimension of the Real

the shift of perspective from the Thing as Real to the Real as that which prevents access to the 

Thing - that we will cali the most radical dimension of the death drive. 

Zizek, foliowing Lacan, insists that there is "a desire that remains even after we have 

traversed our fundamental fantasy", and this desire is the "desire of the analyst"; it is 

"supposed to sus tain the analytic community in the absence of any phantasmic support; it is 

supposed to make possible a communal 'big Other' that avoids the transferential effect of 

the 'subject supposed to ... [know, believe, enjoy]"7. As he immediately continues: "In other 

words, the desire of the analyst is Lacan's tentative answer to the question: after we have 
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traversed the fantasy, and accepted the 'nonexistence of the big Other', how do we none the 

less return to some (new) form of the big Other that again makes collective coexistence 

possible?"S But perhaps another question needs to be asked: can a society function in the 

absence of fan ta smic support? Surely it cannot change without traversing the fundamental 

fantasy (via the death drive), but can it exist without fantasy whatsoever? In explicating the 

traversing of the fundamental fantasy, do we not in the same moment partake in some 

manner of fantasy? This thesis will argue that we must do so, not simply for pragmatic 

reasons but for theoretical ones, given the very nature of human communication, or 

tesrimony, which will be herein elaborated through a Lacanian framework. 

And yet, the very goal of this thesis is to elucidate ways in which communication can 

be opened up to this traversing of the fantasy, in discourse. At the same rime, it will seek to 

make clear that today's 'nonexistence of the big Other' is (unfortunately) in no way that of 

the analytic community, for today's (presup)posed 'nonexistence of the big Other' is 

precisely that: (presup )posed, which is to say jantasticalfy assumed. While Zizek is right to say 

that it is precisely trust that is lacking, the point here is to foilow his very warning that "one 

should be very specific about what this nonexistence actually amounts to" and note that we 

in fact trust that we do not trust, we (presup )pose the nonexistence of the big Other, which is to 

say that it exists in its presumed nonexistence: it is ex-posed. This makes it ail the more non

negotiable, all the more superegotistical. The big Other has lar;gefy been replaced ry the (collective) 

superego; this understanding is everywhere implicit in Zizek if nowhere, to the best of my 

knowledge, explicitly laid out. This fantastical replacement prevents us from the "ontological 

'Big Bang'" (qua death drive), thereby preventing the big Other (qua anti-big Other, 

equivalent to trusting that we do not trust) from change. It is a fantastical replacement that 

can never fully replace the big Other, since the superego is fundamentally dependant on a big 

Other with which it places itself in relation to; the bizarre dynamic of our situation is that 

rather than the Law giving rise to the superego, the superego appears to give rise to the Law. 
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Caveat: Theoretical Methodology 

l strongly believe that it is better to fuily assume, as best one can, the work of one 

thinker rather than partiaily assume that of many. Only wh en one encounters - wh en one 

submits oneself to - the work of one thinker is one exposed to the Real of their (and our) 

thought. When one glosses over several thinkers to then create a pastiche or bricolage, it is 

ail too easy to simply take what one wants, that is, to have decided in advance, and to have 

thereby foreclosed the Real. l am, it is perhaps already clear, a Zizekian. Since he is a 

Lacanian, l am so as weil, if one step removed. What this amounts to is that in those 

situations where hairs could be split between Zizek and Lacan, l will for the most part simply 

take the Zizekian viewpoint, since my focus is more to split hairs with him. Most of my 

references to Lacan, then, simply support the Zizekian viewpoint, but this is not to deny the 

fact that many hairs could be split between the two. At the same rime, the discussion of the 

crypt within a Lacanian framework is unique, and the impetus to develop this was my 

thought that something was missing in the Lacanian framework to describe the peculiar Oack 

of) social relations of today. 

In my encounter(s) with Zizek, especiaily in the beginning, l often found myself 

wondering why he could not simply lay out the Lacanian deflnitions he was going to employ 

before he "ventured off" into cultural analysis, and this is, in part, a frequent criticism of 

Zizek. l decided, then, that my own the sis would lay out the terms before l myself ventured 

off, but as l was writing it l realized - or should we say: Realized - that it was not a simple 

task. Indeed, l have gained a new (or rather further) appreciation of Zizek's work - by virtue 

of his circling around a certain traumatic kernel of our being(s), one that simply will not 

ailow for a neat descriptive analysis. That said, l have not dropped my attempt at a 

terminological "laying out", for it remains a heuristic aid both for myself and any potential 

reader. 
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Chapter 1: Terminology 

Symbolic-Imaginary-Real 

The Symbolic is the realm of the signifier. Foilowing the Saussurian insight, the 

relations of signifiers to referents is entirely arbitrary, thus effectively negating the "actual" 

object, and thereby creating the gap in language. The signifier is the murder of the thing; in 

this precise sense, the signifier is mourning stricto sensu. (As Richard Boothby writes, this 

death constitutes in the .Sj.1.pj~ç~ the eternalization of his .9~.§i.J;~2.) The Qth.~. situa tes itself in 

and as mediator of the gap of language, so that when the Q.!b~1; is exorcized ang the gap 

foreclosed, ,QeJiir~ suffers. The capacity of a sign to evoke the signified depends therefore on 

its imbrications in the whole system of signifiers, which means that the third term introduced 

between the ~\!b-J~çt and the object is the whole Symbolic itself. We should raise attention 

immediately to the conjunction of the Symbolic with abjection. As Julia Kristeva argues, it is 

only by constituting a realm of the abject (initiaily the mother) that any and ail relations 

between the ~\!b.j~çt and object can existlO
• As Zizek notes in a different vain, it is only in 

giving one's excrement in the anal stage that one is able to take part in the cycle of gifts and 

symbolic exchange in later life. To hold back one's excrement is ulcimately to refuse 

symbolic exchange qua gift-giving, a predicament brought to life in the image of the anal 

Miser hoarding his gold, thereby not taking part in exchanges while holding out the hope of a 

pure exchange11
; as we will see, there is a sort of correlation between the Miser and the 

feminine structure of being in the Symbolic in full without Limit, for it is the pure exchange 

that Woman has access to. The ~nYnçÏjt.!~q content funcrions as excrement by virtue of its 

very materiality. Through the ~llldllçigte_q content qua excrement via ~.ps~çb (or writing) one 

ailows for relations between objects and ~.!lP.kÇ,ts to exist. 

The ego ide al, in contrast to the ideal ego of primary identification in the mitror stage, 

is of the symbolic register, formed through identifying with the father in the final stage of the 

Q~di.p.!lJi_complex. It transcends the aggression of the Imaginary stage, thereby fostering a 

certain libidinal normalization. It is equivalent to identifying with the f!1Ë-Ke,Ls.1g:t1if!,el (or 

"unitary trait") 12. 

Most descriptions of the Lacanian registers begin with the Imaginary, as this register 

is, seemingly, the 'fust' stage of psychological development. It is argued that humans are 

born premature, for relative to other species we require an extended cime period of care and 
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guardianship by our parents before we are able to survive on our own13
• This is a mostly 

accepted fact, although we could immediately argue that this prematurity is because of the 

Symbolic, thereby eliminating a chronological priority to any one register; where Lacan 

speaks of a biological gap l speak of the gap in language, which perhaps caused any biological 

gap - and certainly necessitates the relative fIxity of the imago. Lacanian accounts go on to 

suggest that the human infant thus perceives itself as a caps morcelee, or "body-in-pieces". 

The mirror image stage, for Lacan, is a founding moment in the constitution of the ego, for 

when the infant catches sight of h/is image s/he gains the sense of a unifIed body. This 

image and the ego are inextricably intertwined. This is a process also found in animaIs; what 

differentiates the human version is its fIxation on and continuaI fascination with this image. 

This identifIcation with the image is a primary one, giving birth to the ideal ego (in contrast 

to the ego ide al) 14. The ego is thus an object, or a sort of projection of a bodily surface, 

whereas as we will see later, the crypt-fantasy "is" this surface. A projection, by its nature, is 

stupid, for it for the most part cannot media te; there is thus a certain stupid positivity to the 

ego (although even more so to the crypt-fantasy). 

Lacan argues that the Imaginary register lS alienating, leading to an aggressivity 

against this image. Boothby situates a fIrst instance of the .4.ejt.!;l;uiriY~ here1s
• There is a 

problem with this defInition of the Imaginary as alienating, however, for it is not at this point 

clear what the Imaginary alienates one from. Being alienated from a "body-in-pieces" makes 

little sense, unless we situate a privileged ~lJJ~js:~tive role for such a state in the Symbolic, that 

is, if Symbolic existence requires a certain kind of experience of a body-in-pieces, to which 

the Imaginary alienates one from. Indeed, it has been noted that there is no Imaginary 

register in itself, but rather that it is always already structured by the Symbolic16
• To clarify 

what makes the Imaginary register alienating, l propose the notion that the body-in-pieces 

does not precede the mirror-image, but is strictly correlative to it17
• Only when one catches 

sight of oneself in the mirror does one at the same rime (retrospectively) understand oneself 

to be incomplete, wherein the difference between being complete and incomplete is but a 

shift of perspective in an ever-continuing Gestalting. Even when one thinks one's image to 

be complete, the very danger of shifting perspective gives one the feeling of being alienated, 

and the very shift of perspective could be seen as the Imaginary .4.ejt.!lL<Y:i'L~, which leads to 

the Symbolic. However, since the shift of perspective requires a subjective position only 

possible in the Symbolic, the shift of perspective here is, paradoxically, but an elision of the 
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shift of perspective (and thus the alienation). That is, the fantasy of the body-in-pieces is, 

weil, just that: an Imaginary fantasy, which from then on protects one from what is Reaily 

terrifying, the shift of perspective itself. At the same rime, it is only via the fantasy of the 

body-in-pieces, and particularly its coalescence into the fantasy of castration, that the shift of 

perspective, and thus the Symbolic, can emerge. 

Lacan's Schema L (to the side) is a way of 

understanding the relations of the registers, with a 

focus on the Imaginary. The point is to note how 

to reach the _S.ll.pl~ç...t of the unconscious (S) one 

must somehow pass through the wail of language 

(a-a'), which is the Imaginary axis of the ego and the specular image. Thus the discourse of 

the OJb~t reaches the _S.ll.pl~~t in an interrupted and inverted fotm. As Boothby writes, 

"Schema L articulates the structured process ... in which the speaking subject emerges as a 

question to itself. This questioning is in its essence a questioning of the ego,,18. The subject 

receives this questioning ability through the Other, which means that should the Other be 

foreclosed, the subject cannot pass beyond its "stupid and ineffable existence" 19(as "S"), to 

quote Lacan. 

The Real is also born with the Symbolic, and is strictly internaI to it. The Real is in 

fact the Symbolic in the mode of non-ail, which is the (logicaily prior) Symbolic that lacks an 

external Limit/ exception; thus the "line" between the Symbolic and the Real is the very 

founding gesture of the Symbolic20
• The non-ail is !language, or lalangue, which in this sense is 

anti-Symbolic (and thus anti-Other). In discourse its equivalent is, as noted, l'apparole. Right 

away problems develop. The idea that non-ail language - !language/lalangue - is "logicaily 

prior" contraructs what we and Zizek said earlier about there having to be something prior to 

l'apparole. If we understand the rise of human language to be tied to the symbolization of 

death, and/or to our early technological interventions into the natural order (thus spawning 

the need to signify such changes), then the Symbolic is inrimately tied to the Q~ajlu;lriy~ qua 

act, qua cut into the world (and into death itself). From this perspective, that is, the very 

shift of perspective of the Symbolic .d.e.fl11LQJjy~, the Symbolic (qua unconscious) and 

lalangue/ language (qua cryptic) emerge at the same rime, in this mad moment at the origin of 

the Symbolic. And yet since it is only through the Symbolic qua Limit that we can 
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understand trus, the priority does indeed lie on the side of the fi~!!tlul!iy~ qua act/Symbolic. 

We can only ever gesture towards !language/ !a!angue, a gesturing that increases in inverse 

proportion to the decline of the Symbolic/Other. This gesturing "is" the crypt-fantasy, that, 

paradoxically, the superego demands. 

The Real is the very stumbling-block that gives rise to every attempted 

symbolization, and is the reason why all symbolizations must fail in some way. Zizek lucidly 

suggests that the Real is both the Thing to which direct access is not possible and the very 

obstacle that prevents this direct access, or rather, that it is the very shift of perspective from one to 

the othe?l. Contemporary sociery, it will be argue d, flcuses on both the Thing itself and the very obstacle 

that prevents access to the Thing, theref?y avoiding the true dimension of the Rea! as the very shift of 
perspective. This shift is the çjfLall2.fjriJ!~, the ultimate Real. The Real can itself be a fantasy - we 

can only know the Real through fantasy - and such is the case in the notion of an impossible 

spectral Thing, as well as the notion of the Real itself being what blocks access. In fact, we 

could view these two sides of the Real as a fantastical Gestalt akin to the complete image (the 

Thing) and the body-in-pieces (the Real as blocking access), a Gestalt that does everything it 

can to avoid the true dimension of the Real as the very sruft qua g~~t.h_gtiy~ from one to the 

other. The Thing is the Holocaust, and the trauma of the Holocaust prevents us from 

symbolizing the Real. In this way, in trus fantasy - and simply because the Holocaust of 

course involved very Real trauma does preclude a fantastical way of (not) dealing with it, 

precisely because of its vast horror - we !lllllJl_n_ci~t~ the Thing qua trauma of the Holocaust, 

without going through the Real itself qua Jie_a.tb_d.r.iy'ç, which is to say we avoid the act, we 

avoid t~~t:it:D..9.!1'y. We gesture towards the Holocaust, but we refuse to 'actualize' its horror 

through the Symbolic, that is, we refuse to mourn it. 

The crucial opposition is between the Real and reality. Whereas reality serves as the 

external boundary that enables us to totalize language and make a closed system of it, the 

Real is the internaI deadlock in the heart of language. The bar which separates the Real from 

the Symbolic is strictly internaI to the Symbolic, and trus prevents the Symbolic from ever 

acrueving identity. As Zizek writes, the problem for the signifier is not its impossibility to 

touch the Real but its impossibility to attain 'itself'. Crucially, "the object inscribes itself in 

the blank opened by trus failure. The very positivity of the object is notrung but a 

positivization, an incarnation, of the bar wruch prevents the signifier from fully 'becoming 

itself',,22. The more language "fails" - that is, the more we are "consciously aware" of 
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language's failures, using this very "knowledge" (acquired through language, we might note) as 

an alibi for not even trying - the larger the gap, and thus, especiaily in rimes of technological 

hyperrealism (in cinema, photography, television), the more the object seems positively 

"there". At the same rime, the more the gap is filled in the larger the object looms as weil 

(since subjects can only relate via the gap), and so the point here is that the object takes on 

an air of positivity insofar as one does not try to mediate the world of things through the 

Symbolic (qua contingent qua its constitutive deadlock). 

The Real, then, is the inert remainder foreclosed from (what we expenence as) 

reality23. It returns in the Real of spectral apparitions; this we could understand as the stupid 

positivity of haunting. The Real is what the .SJl.Pj~Ç.t renounces to become immersed in this 

lifeworld, and it is radicaily unhistoricae4 (interestingly, ideology is also unhistorical, or at 

least presents itself as such; in this presentation it seeks to channel/ fill up the Real, thereby 

reducing subjective relations). 

As Zizek notes, the three registers should also be understood as fractaily mapped 

onto each other. The real Symbolic is the signifier reduced to a senseless formula, as in 

algebraic equations. The imaginary Symbolic is the realm of Jungian symbols. The symbolic 

Symbolic is~_e_e.Çh and meaningful language. However, the big QtlteL(qua meaningful 

language) also partakes of the Imaginary, and is thus not simply symbolic Symbolic. The 

point is that one cannot have meaningful language without the Imaginary, without the Qf?!d 

P.f.t.it.Jl., since it is the Imaginary which ailows people to believe that they are referring to the 

same things. The real Imaginary is the f.a.!1J~~ as the imaginary scenario occupying the place 

of the Real, and is thus the gateway to desire. The imaginary Imaginary is the image as such, 

the decoy. The symbolic Imaginary is that of Jungian symbols. 

The real Real can be understood as the horrifying Thing, the alien from Ridley Scott's 

filin of the same name. The symbolic Real is the Real as consistency, as the signifier reduced 

to a meaningless senseless formula and without relation to the world (as in algebraic 

formulations) 25. The imaginary Real is that certain "je ne sais quoi" or unfathomable 

element one senses in relation to the Qt;b.~J~. As we will see, it bears a strong relation, then, 

to .O..th~0QldÜ;~m.Ç.~. It could also be said to have something to do with the satisfaction of 

§p~s;çl:! or .~QQ1!.Qg~tjm}. One might suggest that the satisfaction of ?.p~~çh qua ~Q)11JJ1çiltti9!.1 

is nothing but the "je ne sais quoi" of the imaginary Real. 
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Objet petit a 

This (non)concept is perhaps the most difficult term to understand in the Lacanian 

lexicon, as it has at various points taken on features of ail three registers. 1t was fust used 

interchangeably with the ego in the specular image (see Schema L, above), and was thus 

stricdy 1maginary. 1t then became the object of d.ellir~, the part-object separable from the 

body, and thus no longer bearing a relation with the specular image. 1t became inflected with 

the resonances associated with the agalma, the object of 9~§ÏJÇ; which we seek in the other. 

Foilowing on this it developed more into the register of the Real, as the object which can 

never be attained but as such serves as the cause of 9~§ÏJÇ;. This sets in motion the 9j:jYJ~s 

and their partial objects, wherein the 9!iy~s circle around it27
• Thus the o~jet petit ais both an 

object of anxiety and the final irreducible reservoir of libido. 

The Symbolic dimension of the ('o~jet petit a" is of a secondary nature, in that the o~jet 

petit a is the Realleftover or remnant le ft by the introduction of the Symbolic. 1t is what 

must be given up to enter the Symbolic, but only comes to be through being lost. This is a 

forced choice, a sacrifice that serves to conceal the Qth~'s lack. What one should do, then, 

is to repeat in reverse this forced choice, that is, to sacrifice the sacrifice, in which case the 

ol?jet petit a is de-extracted from the (big) Qt.h~!. This de-extraction is correlative to the 

(barred) §hLb~es:.fs identification with the o~jet petit a, wherein the §llb~e_cj: realizes its role in the 

(presup)posing of the big Qth~!. For the barred ~tlQj~çt this is "the moment of the 

[Kierkegaardian] 'mad' decision when, instead of the l, the symbolic identity, the univers al 

law, we choose [okfet petit] a, the exception, the particular object that sticks out form the 

symbolic order"ZB. This is a limit experience, l would argue, and is not something one can 

fuily experience; one will always be in some manner blind to the way one (presup )poses big 

Qth~s with the okfet petit a(s) in the background. 

We will later locate the okfet petit a as between the ~.!1.1l.!ls:i~tç;g and the place of 

~.!l.1l.!l_ci~tiQ1! in the testimonial encounter; it is thus inextricably related to the §'1J.l;~j~ç! of the 

unconscious qua place of ~.!1.1l.!ls:ia_tio...n (and is only artificiaily divorced in post-Holocaust 

times by virtue of our exorcising our places of ç;l}1Jl}Çi~ti9.D, so that our place of ~.!1.1l.!ls:i~tiQ1!, 

and thus okfet petit a, come to seem alien to us), as weil as, in a different sense, to the 

satisfaction of ?p~~çb qua ~!]'!]'ll!].ç!.aj:i.9.n. Today one rnight say that we locate ourselves as 

Iy.Igf.cls of fl!l1J.1l/'!..ci.aJi.2!l, that is, cryptophores, so that the okfet petit a seems not to be the 

objective correlate of the '§l!b~es:! of the unconscious but rather that of the "'§1Jb~es:!,' of the 
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crypt. For that reason the ol:jet petit ais at once more haunting in its spectral apparitions and 

yet more and more extracted from and hidden under the big Ojb~~ of today (qua an ti

Qth~[sD. Without Q!h.~~(s), one cannot identify with the ol:jet petit a qua objective correlate 

of the ~l!.bj~çt of the unconscious; instead, it becomes more fantastical, (impossibly) without 

Symbolic mediation. One becomes blind to the object-cause of 9~~Ï!~. 

While the ol:jet petit a is by its nature something inhuman, something in the subject 

more than the §l1bkCj, something ex-timate, it is also - or rather: for that very reason - the 

medium of human relations (and at the conjuncture of the three registers). Wh en one 

forgoes one's place of ~llJlllSil!.tiQ.11, that is, when one attempts to exorcize one's place of 

~.!1Jlll_cil!.tiQl1, one is effectively (and it is a question of efficiency) trying to exorcize the barred 

pllbie_cj, thereby making the very medium of relations, ol:jet petit a, fuse with and yet continue 

to hide un der the big OJbs.:.r. The ol:jet petit a and even, paradoxically, the big OJb~~ (the big 

Qth~ as Thing/ spectre), come to take on more features of the Real qua without Symbolic 

mediation. 

One might also suggest that the oo/et petit a is theQ~l!.tb_QriY~, or that an identity with 

the ol:jet petit a is equivalent to "riding the fLe.!t!h. .9.!'i..vJ:(. The object-cause of g~~4.~, then, is in 

this sense the .ckaJb_ciriy.~, a valid daim wh en one realizes that it is the 4~ajb_ciriy.~ that dears 

the space so that g~~4.~ can emerge. The 9s.:!!th_.9!&~/ object-cause of desire dears the big 

QthG% so that a new big Qt.h..~! can emerge, via Other(s). l:te.§!!:s.: is then only possible in the 

continuaI iterability - repetition with difference - of the Qtb~!, that is, insofar as it is 

annulled via the 9s.:!!th_.9!&~ and brought into existence again (in a different way, however 

slight) through Other(s), through testimony. One presupposes because of the .çkajb_QriY~, 

and the (presup )position is taken away by the g~~t.h_ .9.!'i..v_~. Since the oqjet petit a is the 

medium of relations between ~l!.Q.js.:çtp., death lies between §1.!bÎ-ei=t~ and between the 

unconscious and the S:!ll1!li=!.aJ~Q. Wh en theQriY~ is foredosed it takes on the features of the 

repetition compulsion, for the precise reason that it is foredosed so that the big Other can 

remain the same. The repetition compulsion is then a sort of fantasy that covers over the 

Symbolic sie.!t11;uiriy.~ qua iterability. After aU, the notion of the repetition compulsion as 

P~.!tl1:LclriY~ was fust introduced by Freud to describe the reactions of soldiers returning 

home from war, that is, from experiences of the figure of the Symbolic 9~!J.th _d.Ûy'~ qua 

originary violence (qua cutting into the world). In te.§!:Îm.Qll):: one de-extracts the oqjet petit a 
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from the big Other, through Other(s), which is to say one extracts its origins of theq~aJb 

.p.Ji'C.~ qua cut/ symbolization in/ of the world. 

The ol:jet petit a can also be understood as the inevitable surplus in the discourse of 

the Master, and is here aligned with the ~!Jp~[~Q; later, this will seem inaccurate wh en we, 

following Zizek, place the ~llP~1::~Q as produced by the domain of knowledge, S2, rather that 

by the Master, S1 29
• In 1973 Lacan asserts the relation between the ol:jet petit a and the 

semblance of being, and a year later he puts it at the centre of the Borromean knot, or the 

place where aIl three registers intersect. Finally, in p.§~çl}Q~ll:Ù~tiçfteJl.tm.e.!1J, it is as ol:jet petit 

a - or death mask - that the analyst should place h/imself'°. 

Oedipus Complex and Castration 

Although l would prefer to devote what little space l have here to cultural 

interventions rather than become in mired in the depths of the theory of development, to 

jump ahead, as it were, would be disingenuous. If, as Dylan Evans writes, the "Oedipus 

complex is thus nothing less than the passage from the imaginary order to the symbolic 

order"31, or, as Lacan would have it, "the conquest of the symbolic relation as such,,32, to 

ignore it would be a mistake. As Evans imtnediately notes, moreover, the passage via the 

Oedipus complex "means that the ~!J!;>ies.! cannot have access to the symbolic order without 

confronting the problem of sexual difference,,33. The child begins the complex by trying to 

be the pPlLll!J2 for the mother; this is a situation full of anxiety when the real of the ~1!;iy~ 

emerges, that is, at the cime of infantile masturbation. Here the child becomes aware of the 

lack of any organs in the real which could satisfy h/is mother. This is disturbed (after a 

phase involving the imaginary father, which is not that important for our purposes) by the 

intervention of the real father who castrates the child, which is to say, makes it impossible 

for the child to be the pPlLll!J2 for the mother. The child/ ~1J.b.j~çt is thereby liberated from 

the anxiety produced in having to be the p-b.~llu§. Instead, the child can identify with the 

father through the realization that the father has ie4
. 

Even if one wanted to dispute the content of the Oedipus Complex, whether the 

Freudian or Lacanian version, the basic structure of the complex - the trauma of prohibition 

on which the social order emerges - is univers al. As Zizek notes, it is the "unhistorical" 

kernel over which every society deals with in their own way - but we ail share the Real of this 

traumatic kernel35. 
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The ~lJp~te..g9. is hereby formed through this identification. Today, since we no not 

identify with the father as before, the $.11.p§!~Q is rather formed collectively and in a more 

Imaginary fashion. Moreover, in the complex a prohibition (qua incest taboo) of LQ1.!i~~~ns§ 

serves to hide the fact that b..m~Sll!.1.Ç~ is impossible, thereby allowing the §1JQ~.Ç! to believe 

that "were it not for the Law, l would be able to enjoy". This is, of course, a neurotic 

illusion. In renouncing h/is attempts to be the p-h.~ll.ill for the mother, the child/.s..!l'pj~ç..t 

gives up a ~o..m~s.ll.!.1.f~ which is never regained, even though one never ceases such attempts36
• 

As Lacan writes: "Castration means that jouissance must be refused so that it can be reached 

on the inverted ladder of the Law of .d.~sk~,,37. 

Castration allows for the images of dismemberment to coalesce into a particular 

fgQtall}'", thereby, l would argue, allowing for a Symbolic subjective position which could 

make the shift of perspective of the g~~t.h_Q.ri.y~ (whereas in the Imaginary Gestalt the shift of 

perspective is itself elided given the lack of any subject who could occupy this position). 

Accepting castration, then, amounts to accepting the shift of perspective, immersing oneself 

in the Q..ell!11 slli.v_~, Realizing that you have nothing to lose in a loss. 

Phallus, as both condition of possibility and condition of impossibility, or why 

Derrida got it wrong 

The above discussion leads immediately into the function of the phallus, which, 

indeed, must be understood only in terms of a function and never a thing in itself (outside its 

fetishizations, of course). ç~!t.tJ:l!o.tiQl1, in so far as it concerns a "relationship to the phallus", 

means that the anatomical difference between the sexes is irrelevanes. 

Whereas the "penis" refers to the organ itself, "phallus" refers to the Imaginary and 

Symbolic dimensions of the organ. We have already seen the function of the phallus in 

Çll§ttfl-ti.Q!J.. With regards to sexual difference, man has the symbolic phallus, although it is 

better to say that he is not without having it. By contras t, and as Zizek notes, the woman is 

the phallus. This is as a result of there not being a binary signifier here: it is an issue of 

dissymmetry in the signifier 39. The symbolic phallus cannot be negated, since in the 

Symbolic an absence serves just as much as a positive entity. This is unlike the Imaginary 

phallus, which is negated in .Ç.~1t.ll.ti.9.n. It is for this reason that woman is the phallus. At the 

same cime, a man can only assume the Symbolic phallus insofar as he has assumed his 

Çll~ttgti.Q!J.. One cannot have the phallus (on the Symbolic level) if one still believes one is the 
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phallus (on the Imaginary level). The Symbolic phallus is that which appears in the place of 

the lack of the signifier in the OJb~1,;; it is the presence of Q~~it~ itselfo. One rnight say that 

in one sense the qjJjeJjJ.ftitq serves to mask the phallus, and thus identifying with the qjJjelj}diJ 

fi. in the testimonial encounter is a way of going through the phallus, the condition of 

(im)possibility of the Symbolic. 

Lacan also says that the Symbolic phallus is the "signifier which does not have a 

signified"41. Since this is also the situation with the ill!!§.t..Ç!J)!g.@[1S;!, which can itself be the 

big Other, there is here a conflation of theoretical vocabulary. To start to dissolve this 

conflation imtnediately, we could say that while the l]l_a§te...L§!gnj.f).~! and phallus are 

fundamentally linked, they are also primary in relation to the big QJb~!, which could itself be 

seen as relying on the phallus/t.!lll.~te.LsigW.fi..Ç! but to not be reducible to it. Insofar as one is 

embedded with/in the phallus qua ml!.sJ~:t§.iglli.fl~1; one (presup)poses big .o.!b~1,;s. Of course, 

no one knows the precise function of the phallus, and thus insofar as we (presup )pose that 

others know the signified of this signifier, we (presup )pose a big Other. If, however, we 

realize this (presup )positioning, then a new relation with finite others is created wherein 

others become O.!b~1,;s. Here we assume the lack in the Qth.el which is at the same time our 

own lack. Here, then, we assume our ever-iterable d~sit~. 

Jacques Derrida, among others, has of course argued that Lacan is guilty of a 

transcendentalism here. Where Martin Heidegger produced Being as his transcendental 

signifie d, Lacan is to be castigated for having produced a transcendental signifier42. To be 

sure, Derrida is correct that the phallus is indeed a transcendental signifier; as Lacan himself 

said, "the phallus [as] signifier ris] intended to designate as a whole the effects of the 

signified"43. Derrida daims this shows that the phallus is the ultimate guarantor of meaning. 

It is difficult to see, however, how a signifier can simply guarantee meaning. If aIl meanings 

must pass through a signifier with no signified of its own, it is just as easy to argue that the 

phallus ultimately ruins aIl meaning (in advance). Indeed, both arguments would be correct, 

although Derrida misses the latter. Moreover, and as Zizek notes in a different con tex t, it 

has become something of a commonplace to follow this quasi-Derridean logic that 

renounces aIl daims to Truth - even, or especially, in those that pronounce their distance 

from Derrida ~.e. the Cultural and Communication Studies departments throughout North 

America). In some sense this is aIl fine and good, as certainly certain daims to truth were 

bogus in their Eurocentrism, Orientalism, sexism, etc etc. Freud and Lacan, as presumed 
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chauvinist/womanizing Europeans with daims to truth, are thus to be induded in this list of 

rejections - or so the argument goes. 

Yet what is the structure of the psyche? What is the nature of human relations? One 

might reproach such a line of questioning as unabashedly metaphysical, but do we not 

continually (presup)pose Gods (however 'secular') and truths? Derrida argues that we must 

continually delimit and take positions, even while we deconstruct. The (non-)alternative, of 

course, is madness, which is what many (probably improperly) attribute to Derrida's work, 

and which may just be the pathology of our situation. He would argue that we only continue 

to (presup )pose Gods and truths as a result of us continuing to live in the dosure of 

metaphysics, which is aIl we have for the cime being. That is, we cannot at the moment 

imagine a beyond of metaphysics; indeed, to attempt such a thing would itself be the 

quintessential metaphysical manoeuvre (think Plato's world of Forms and Ideas). What this 

leads to, however, is a sort of withdrawal from the world, wherein one only intervenes to 

denounce those that take up "metaphysical" positions (or, in the case of those who practice a 

distance from Derrida, spectatorship studies of early cinema, and/or tiny pomo contingent 

"truths of a situation"). 

Most of the cime Derrida devotes his texts to a rigorous drawing out of metaphysical 

daims from his subjects, while the question we are asking is why are people speaking of the 

end of metaphysics in the ftrst place. This is in fact what he has partly done in relation to at 

least one thinker, Michel Foucault, wherein he asks what it meanJ for people to be talking 

about contingency in 'postmodern' (although he would never use this term) cimes? For it is 

perhaps only now that we can delimit the functioning of the phallus in the symbolic or der, in 

that it is possible that only in these cimes the nature of its functioning is becoming noticeable. 

Everywhere the phallus is in question: "What is a Woman?" is the question of the day, 

which is equivalent to "What is a phallus?". From this angle, Derrida's critique is 

preconditioned by this questioning. Just as he reiterates that we cannot simply step outside 

metaphysics (for such a gesture would be the metaphysical one par excellence), we cannot 

simply step outside the functioning of the phallus. We can, of course, critique it from within: 

was this not Lacan's project? If not, it is certainly Zizek's. 

Given that the phallus is today in question, one might say that men are becoming 

more like women and women like men, and thus more and more people can see the situation 

from both sides. And while this would not in the least allow for any possible synthesis - for 
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sexual difference is Real- it does allow for the question at least, which, as we shall see, is the 

same for both sexes: "What is a woman (qua phallus)?". As an aside, one would at least 

think this to mediate and lessen the effects of the ~u-p-ej:~gQ, given that less people would only 

exist within the Symbolic through the founding exception of the primaI father; indeed, one 

would expect the primaI father to Himself be put into question. Far from disappearing, 

however, the 1'1!p~te.g9. rather takes on another dimension in its relation to capitalism. 

Capital, as Zizek notes, is our symbolic Real horizon, our endless chain of commodities (S2), 

giving birth to our collective .sJ.l-p_el~gQ: jouiS!44 Indeed, rather than the question "What is the 

phallus?" being entertained it is avoided at all costs, so that we become asexual, one like the 

other and the other like the one, the very logic of the Imaginary brought to new heights in 

the crypt-Other. 

Jouissance, or phallic vs. Other 

As noted ab ove, there is a primary jouissance which one gives up in order for a 

different kind to be reached on the inverted Law of Q~sit~. The prohibition of the incest 

taboo creates the .Q.eJ>.ir~ to transgress it; thus jouissance is its essence transgressive. It is also 

the "path towards death" in that it is fundamentally opposed to the pleasure princip le. 

Jouissance makes every Qti-Y~ a 9~f!.th..dli.v~. in that they seek to achieve jouissance through 

breaking through the pleasure princip le. In a manner not dissimilar to Freud's libido, 

jouissance is associated with the body. Yet Lacan also suggests that there are two types of 

jouissance, the ftrst of which is ph!!'Ui.f, "which means that it does not relate to the Qth_e1 as 

such", but instead concentrates on a part-object45
• The second type of jouissance is related 

to the jouissance of the .O.th~1:, and is thus associated for Lacan with a feminine form of 

enjoyment. This jouissance is ineffable, for it is experienced without it being possible to 

describe it. It cannot be described for then it would be _S.!1.bJ~~t to the bar separating the 

signifter from signifted, which is to say it would be ~llQ~e_c.t to the phallic function and thus 

divided. We williater relate it to the realm of .~..nAqJlg!!,tiQl} qua satisfaction of ~p~~çh. 

Four discours es 

The four discourses represent four types of social bond, each including the four 

elements of the mf!.~t~L~jgpjtï~!; (S1), knowledge (S2), the (barred) mb.j~çt (SI), and the ebjqJ 

P§/it.A qua surplus enjoyment (a). 
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Discourse of the Master 

Si ~ S2 

SI a 

Discourse of the Hysteric 

SI ~ Si 

a S2 

Discourse of the University 

S2 ~ a 

Si SI 

Discourse of the Analyst 

a ~ SI 

S2 Si 

The dominant position is always in the top left, and the discourse of the Master is the basic 

discourse from which the others are derived. As Evans writes, the m!!i2.t~Ls.ig1lÏ.fi~! here 

"represents the §.Yl>i~cJ (SI) for another signifier or, more precisely, for aU other signifiers 

(S2); however, in this signifying operation there is always a surplus, namely, Pfl}!lj2ejiJJ1,. The 

point is that aU attempts at totalisation are doomed to failure" 46. 

The discourse of the hysteric is not simply for J:lYJ>.!ç:rjç~ proper, but also for a kind of 

sociality in which any $.ll.bjç:Ç,t may be inscribed. In psychoanalysis, the goal is to place the 

analysand in this position, wherein the barred i2.l!.bj~çt qua symptom is in the dominant 

position and points towards knowledge. The psychoanalyst's discourse, in placing h/imself 

as .op}!!..j2ijiJ.fl.., seeks to become the cause of the analysand's gç:sj.t~; of special note is its being 

the reverse of the discourse of the Master, which is why Lacan saw psychoanalysis as 

fundamentaUy subversive47
• The problem here is that we are no longer dominated by a 

Master; instead it is the discourse of the University which predominates, and this requires a 

new form of psychoanalysis. 

Fantasy 

Fantasy protects one from the lack in the Q.!l:!~, and is a way of answering the 

question (Che vuoi?) about what the Q1l:!ç:1; wants from me, which is to say, in the terms of 

this thesis, it protects one from confrontation with Qth.,e.x(s). The fantasy is a compromise 

formation as it is both what aUows the âlJQ~e~! to sus tain hl is .d~âg~, and "that by which the 

subject sustains himself at the level of his vanishing de site" 48. Lacan argues beyond or 
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beneath the images of everyday life and dreams there is always one fundamental fantasy; the 

analyst must help the analysand traverse the fundamental fantasy to thereby change h/is 

mode of defence, and thus to open up to other modes of ~oJll§.Sjlll.Ç~. 

The origin of fantasy is the proto-fantasy of the minor image, "the fltst chanelling of 

libidinal energy that will influence ali subsequent fantasies,,49; the origins of fantasy, then, are 

the origins of drive, which gives the scopie drive a certain priority. Ali drives are ultimately 

components of the .<i~aJ1L<;ltiy~, since it is thed~aJ1L<;ltiy~ that breaks up the fantasy (and 

fundamentaliy the scopie one). Haptic cinema, such as Blade Runner or Alien, qua cinema 

(thus inviting the scopie gaze), derail the any viewer mastery, thereby breaking up the proto

fantasy through the Q~~tb_Qtiy~, aliowing for !~~tim.9.!1lo. Stanley Kubrick's Eyes Wide Shut 

accomplishes much the same thing in a more cerebral manner. 

As we have already suggested, the fantasy is a Gestalt, on the one side involving the 

complete image and on the other the body-in-pieces: they are two sides of a coin. If fantasy 

avoids the lack in the Qt.l.!~~ then what it avoids is the gap of language. The image of 

Woman, for instance, is an incarnation of the gap of language, with on the one side involving 

the Beautiful Thing and the other the 'dark, mysterious, confusing' aspect that prevents 

access to the Beautiful Thing. The Holocaust, too, serves a fantastical function, insofar as it 

is made out to be both the trauma tic Thing, and the very trauma that prevents access. 

Fantasy's very immobility covers over the çLe.!l1lui~iy.~, which "is" the shift of perspective 

itself (in relation to both sides). It is this immobility which renders its stupid positivity. 

This plays out in the situation of the crypt, wherein each half of the ego is opposed 

to the other half, which leads to a fantasy life that cannot coalesce into a unity until it is 

transformed into an absurd thought - or Gestalt. Sp~~çl!, while empty, can be deciphered by 

the analyst so as to realize its unconscious inflections, which is to say that it can Realize the 

shift of perspective from one part of the ego to the next: this shift is the unconscious qua 

!:te..a1l:.! .9.Û_v_~. 

Zizek argues that the fundamental fantasy is the belief in the big Qtb~!, a viewpoint 

difficult to reconcile with the notion of fantasy fùling in the lack in the Qtb~!. He also 

argues, however, that the fundamental fantasy today is the depoliticization of the economy. 

It will be argued here that our (non)relation with the Holocaust is today's fundamental 

fantasy. Not only do es this fantasy fill in the lack in the Qt.l.!~~, but it serves as justification 

for the lack if the Q1l!~ in a time in which symbolization is shunned generaliy. 
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Obsessional Neurosis and Hysteria 

As Stuart Schneiderman writes, "faithful servant of death, the obsessional buries the 

dead and then reburies them, and does the same thing again and again and again .. , Not only 

does the obsessional not forget the dead, not repress them, but he is too solicitous of them, 

anxious about the satisfaction of death's desire,,51. If the obsessional does not repress them, 

and yet is haunted by them, it can only mean that the obsessional is haunted from the crypt, 

from and by the foreclosed dead. What the obsessional fears above ail is giving a part of 

himself to death; "better it were his life that death wants,,52. The obsessional, in thinking 

death to want a certain part of h/im to be given up, plays dead, that is, lives a death in life, 

"to trick death's desiré3
". Given that the IJ..b,iijjJ.!tit..Jl is the medium of relations, one might 

venture the thought here that the obsessionai positivizes the lJ..b,j(/jJ.!tiUl into an organ of h/is 

body, and thereby refuses to give it up. If s/he un-positivized the eP;.djJs.(iVl. she would be 

(always already) giving it up in te§ti.mQ.!!i~l encounters with .o.tb~t(s). The obsessional 

neurotic, in living fuis death in life, must stop the count of time, thereby erasing the 

signposts of the movement of time54. Is pomo synchronicity partly a result of such living 

death in life qua shunning of symbolization (as weil as the more obvious development of 

communication technologies)? 

If obsessionai neurosis closely resembles the function of the crypt, hysteria seems 

more melancholic, since "for the hysteric the de ad remain alive, as living memories: 

sometimes as people who are remembered, who are grieved excessively"ss. As we will see, 

the walls of the crypt are here not holding, and so one might say that hysteria is a more 

positive condition than obsessional neurosis insofar as it makes our situation - the shunning 

of symbolization - more conscious. AlternativeIy, however, one might see hysteria as the 

condition of the crypt-fantasy given its inflnite questioning of an(y) big Other. 

Indeed, our situation could perhaps be argued to be a sort of short circuit of 

obsessional neurosis and hysteria: we are the most obsessionally neurotic and the most 

hysterical. We think reality should crumble should we not perform our duties, that is, that 

the big Other is absolutely dependant on us, and that the big Other is a giant sham. This 

short circuit follows the logic of the collective superego. 
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Psychoanalytic Treatment 

In analysis, the analysand's ~p.~~c.h is not only directed towards the analyst but 

towards h/imself, although s/he is of course not aware of this; it is up to the analyst to allow 

the analysand to hear h/is own message that s/he is already unconsciously addressing to 

h/imself. Thus in analysis "the sender receives his own message from the receiver in an 

inverted form" 56. This presupposes, of course, that the message is fust inverted, but as we 

will see the situation becomes much more difficult with cryptophores. 

As Lacan writes: "What we teach the subject to recognize as his unconscious is his 

history - in other words, we help him complete the current historicization of the facts that 

have already determined a certain number of the historie al 'turning points' in his existence,,57. 

Again: "Analysis can have as its goal only the advent of true speech and the subject's 

realization of his history in its relation to a future ... Maintaining this dialectic is directly 

opposed to any objectifying orientation of analysis [as in ego therapy]"58. 

And yet, to emphasize the crucial function of speech in analysis, 
But if l cali the person to whom l am speaking by whatever name l like, l notify him of the 
subjective function he must take up in order to reply to me, even if it is to repudiate this 
function. The decisive function of my own response thus appears, and this function is not, 
as people maintain, simply to be received by the subject as approval or rejection of what he is 
saying, but truly to recognize or abolish him as a subject. Such is the nature of the analyst's 
responsibilzry every time he intervenes by means of speech59• 

Psychoanalysis is predicated on the analysand having fixated on their OJb~J.;, so that it no 

longer negotiates properly with Qtb§!;(s), whether in b~~t§t.if~ or QQ~e,§!:!loJ1_alJte.1lJQtiç~ - or, 

indeed and as we will see, with cryptophores, who simply are greater fl!.l-!lll!.lf!lJ.JQ!i'i. by virtue 

of their incessant playing with language. Whereas the h.y-s.!~riç and Qb§.~s.§i.oAaLll~.J.9.tif are 

more concerned with their attempts to please the analyst (qua subject-supposed-to-know), 

the cryptophore is more or less oblivious to the presence of the analyst. S/he is only 

interested in the subject-supposed-to-know (qua OJb~J.;) to the extent that s/he attempts to 

quasi-translate the anachrony of the past into the present of the psychoanalytic session. S/he 

simply could not care less about reaching h/is ~ll1>i~cJ of the unconscious, and thus such 

translation into the present always fails, and does so "intentionally". And, in any case, there 

are several subjects of the unconscious in cryptophores since in incorporation one lodges 

others replete with their own full topographies. 

But here as in analysis of h)l.sJ~riç~ and Q.b~~s.§iQ.ll~ neurotics, the psychoanalyst, in 

putting on a death mask qua /!'p)elj)fti.tJ!., helps the flXated analysand to understand the nature 

of h/is flXation, thereby allowing h/im to re-enter the world. This occurs because the 
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analysand comes to realize the nature of h/is presuppositioning of the Qt11ej:, or in the case 

of cryptophores the nature of their incorporation of O.tb~:ts. Again, with the cryptophore it 

is much more difficult since one is addressing more than one person and more than one 

~llbi~Cj of the unconscious. 

Zizek writes that "an analysand becomes an analyst upon assuming that his desire has 

no support in the Other, that the authorization of his desire can come only from himself. 

And in so far as this same reversaI of the direction of the arrow defines drive, we could say 

(as Lacan says) that what takes place at the end of psychoanalysis is the shift from desire to 

drive,,60. The danger here, l would argue, is that if one eliminates all support in the Other 

one is left with mysticism and/or the .~l.!P-e.t~gQ; how else could the authorization of one's 

~tel>Ù:~ on!J come from oneself? This may be why, as we noted in the introduction, Zizek in a 

la ter text suggests that there is a desire that is left after analysis, "the desire of the analyst". 

What if we, however, simply said that what psychoanalysis do es is to ready the ~ll1;>i~Cj for 

j~~tim.9.!l.Y by having h/im accept the radical contingency yet absolute necessity of the .o!b~.t;? 

There is, perhaps, too much of an anti-.o.tb~.t;, that is, b.y~~!isitl, streak in Zizek, a stance that 

is too easily accommodated for in the present societal constellation. 
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Chapter 2: Terminology, (cont.), with an emphasis on subjective relations 

Superego 

The superego is located in the Symbolic order, although it links back to the Real. It 

lS at once the law and its destruction. As Evans notes, "the superego arises from the 

misunderstanding of the law, from the gaps in the symbolic chain, and fills out those gaps 

with an imaginary substitute that dis torts the law,,61. l t could be said, then, to be a sort of 

non-conscious quilting point in some manner similar to the big OJb~!, although secondary to 

it, and in this way it could be seen as related to fll!.11~sy. The superego takes the form of the 

imperative, and specificaily that of "Enjoy!", thereby commanding the !>.!l.Pj~ç..t to enjoy - and 

thereby preventing the §.\!Qjs:f! from confronting the gap in language which "is" the (barred) 

subject. This is not the ~.1l.Pj~ç..t's own will to enjoy but that of the QlIl~1;'s: the superego's 

imperative increases to the extent that the §'\!Qj~çt feels alienated from the big OJb~!, which is 

today an especiaily acute situation. In a sense ail that is left of the Q~h~1: today is its 

commandment, which thus increases exponentiaily in order to save the Qtbg1;. The superego 

lS obscene and ferocious, now more than ever. 

We have argued that traditionaily the superego emerges through identification with 

the father in the Q~4iPll.LçQ1]1..pJ!::~, although it is also typicaily understood as the return of 

the primaI father, the result of primordial parricide. The two perspectives can be combined 

through the understanding that the primaI father qua superego is the non-sublated part of 

the Real father. Of course primordial parricide is a mythic event, but it is "an impossible 

Real that should be presupposed (reconstructed retroactively) if one is to account for the 

existing social order,,62. To "recoilect" this event, to eradicate it from "unconscious memory 

would entail the disintegration of the very reign of law; this reign would be deprived of its 

(repressed) founding force,,63. For ail that, this parricide is not simply a crime, but takes the 

very form of legality itself: "what is so horrifying about it is not its strangeness but rather its 

absolute proximiry to the reign of law,,64. 

Zizek also argues that the superego is but the "most radical embodiment of the 

signifier as the cause of the ~l!.bj!::çfs division, of the signifier's injunction in its traumatic, 

senseless aspect,,65. Thus bureaucracy, qua S2, is not something foreign to human nature, 

but rather at its core insofar as humans use language. The superego might be mediated then 

by the big Qt.h.ej, S1, for in incarnating the big .01b~:t; for Olb!::!(s) one is necessarily 
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incarnating one's misunderstanding(s) of it. (Such misunderstandings, it will be argued, are 

the result of the PJ;jelPdi.tJ!. produced by the crypt, or rather: the crypt is the result of the Qbjd 

p.§t1U!. qua correlate of the place of ~!BJ!J.fi!t.ti..9.n in some manner foreclosed from thought, for 

the simple reason that as humans we cannat grasp everything, but rather must foreclose 

much of experience simply ta get by.) In !~sJ!mQgy the superego's effect is lessened insofar 

as relations with Q!J1~1;(s) necessarily presupposes dealing with ambiguity. Rather than an 

imaginary substitute filling out the gaps in language, one contingendy (presup )poses big 

Qth.~s, via .o.!h~1;(s). 

The superego emerges, then, when symbolization - and its necessary ambiguity - is 

shunned; it is thus a dominant feature of our age, although one so prevalent it is ahnost 

invisible. In incarnating S2, the flf?;itj2eli1ll. becomes the superego. In incarnating S2 there is 

no mediation insofar as there are no places of ~l1l1l1Çiil!;i.Q!l. In totalitarian show trials under 

Stalin, for instance, the point was precisely for the accused to sacrifice their places of 

~.!1Jl.!1si~tiQ1! (qua "individual" belief in the iterability of the big .o.!h~1;); indeed, most of them 

were accused for having such places of .~t!J!.1!.ci~tiQl1 in the first place66
• 

This, of course, appears ta contradict the traditional understanding of the superego 

as the inevitable surplus of the m§.çQ1J.r.§~ of the Master. And yet the two viewpoints can be 

aligned, for we could argue that in the Master trying to hold the reins of power such power is 

revealed as impotent (depending as it does on the function of the phallus), and thus S1 

transforms into S2, thereby producing the superego. This is an intrinsic feature of all 

Masters, including the father, given that in sorne manner they are always already revealed as 

impotent. 

The big Ç)Jb~!; mediates the built-in ambiguity of language, the Real, and wh en 

continually created through Qth.~(s) in !~.ti.mQ!ri_al encounters it works through the (k~tb 

9_t!.'C.~ and the primary trauma of (qua gap in) language. When the big OJh~1.: is not created 

through Qth_el(s), but rather (presup)posed in the very exorcism of our places of ~.!1Jl.!1si~tiQ1!, 

sa that it thereby becomes a seemingly overhanging spectre, the primary trauma of language 

is foreclosed; likewise, foreclosing the primary trauma entails a spectral big Qt.h_el (and thus 

ideology). When the big Qt.h.e.r is itself rejected through a general shunning of symbolization, 

it is left to the superego and the crypt to mediate the gap of language, that is, to fill it up with 

fgnta.§y. Something has to stop the sliding of signifiers. As we will see, relations with others 

then become reduced ta those of "crypt-Iove". 
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No one can manage to avoid the filling out of the gap in language, and today the 

predominant method of filling out such gaps is through shopping: the shopped-for objects 

incarnate the impossibility, the gap, of language, and because the gap knows no end neither 

does shopping, and thus neither does capitalism. Just as we want an end to the gap in 

language, we want an end to goods insofar as they incarnate this gap. This partly explains the 

ever-present belief in academia that consumer capitalism has a sort of imminent and 

immanent limit to which we are approaching: it simply must have this limit. (There is but one 

limit to consumer capitalism, and it is an external one: the destruction of the planet. The 

idea that eventuaUy capitalism will mn out of things to commodify is a fantasy - of which 

Zizek partakes67
.) This filling of the gap today in its incarnation in consumer goods and 

services obeys a superegotistical imperative: Jouis! 

The superego, as the Exception of the primaI father, is of a Symbolic-Real circuit. It 

is both the Law and its destruction, and indistinguishably so: it thus of the order of pure and 

senseless declaration. In such declaration it does not relate to a previous big OJb~~ nor does 

it found a new one, an obvious point insofar as it [a.!1J!!il.ti~ally fllis in for the lack of any big 

Qtllej:. It thus obeys the flrst flgure of stupid positivity. The crypt takes part of the other 

flgure of stupid positivity given its status of the Symbolic as Real - lalangue/llanguage: 

.!1.!1.!1Jl.!1_c.i~tiQ.l1 - without Exception; its stupid positivity rests in the fact that it does not found 

any big OJb~~. It is less declarative, but there is clearly a link between the superego and the 

crypt that remains to be worked out. One might tentatively say that the Real of the 

difference between them is elided insofar as there is no Q1ll~ to mediate them, which means 

that one ends up with a sort of asexual stupid positivity, actualized in the crypt-Other. 

Zizek writes that with the knowledge of our DNA, rather than our supposed 

humanity being erased, it is on the contrary made to shine aU the more. When we con front 

our genetic history and future, he suggests, is not the feeling of absurdity Qb;~t..P-elil g, or the 

correlate of f'llbj.e_cjÏ.vity itselr8? Here, however, one should stress that there is no possible 

place of ~l1\l)}Çi~ti.QD, a point Zizek notes himself in an another context when discussing 

science, in that although it does touch and transform the Real it cannot symbolize it (and 

thus should not serve as big Qtllej:). In our confrontation with the code of our DNA, then, 

the p'p;'eljJititg functions as the obscene superego, with which there is no relation. "You 

wanted to know about your future? -Here it is, fucker!" 
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Need, Demand, Desire, Drives, or the lack of proof of the Other's love 

Need refers to the child's biological requirements. Since the infant child cannot 

satisfy h/is needs on h/is own (such as hunger), s/he must articulate these needs through 

vocal form, thereby demanding that another (fundamentaUy the mother) perform the action 

instead. Because another (the mother) is providing the in fant/ child with the object, the 

object takes on the addition al significance of being proof of the .oJb.~1,;'s love. The fl.!st 

figure of the Q1h~l; is thus the mother. Demand, then, becomes both a demand for the 

needed object and at the same time a demand for the Qtltes's love. It is through this 

situation that desire emerges, for while the needs may be satisfied, the craving for proof of 

the .oJb.~1,;'s love is unconditional and ultimately unsatisfiable: there can never be enough 

evidence. This craving is desire, or tather, as Lacan puts it: "Desire is neither the appetite for 

satisfaction, nor the demand for love, but the difference that !esults from the subttaction of 

the fl.!st from the second,,69. Desire is the leftover, the remnant that persists after the needs 

have been satisfied. As we will see, in times of crypt-love we pretend as though aU our 

demands have been fulfilled, as though we are loved in aU the ways we feel we desetve. This 

is concurrent with an avoidance of the fi~!!-th.gtiy~. 

As Lacan famously formulated, desire is always the desire of the Q1h~. This means 

both that desire is fundamentaUy aimed towards being the object of another's desire, and that 

desire is ultimately a desire for recognition. It can also mean that it is only qua .o.1h~x that 

the ~.!l..P.i~Ç,t desires, that is, that the §lll:>i~cJ only desires from the point of view of another. 

This makes sense when we remember Lacan's assertion that "God is unconscious", which 

effectively means in this context that we desire from our unconscious. However, that one 

desires from the point of view of another is typicaUy understood as desiring an object that 

another desires. The two views, we could argue, are not dissimilar: it is as QÙtes (in my 

unconscious) that l desire an object in the world. This formulation is not unlike that 

encountered in the hysteric, who, as Evans writes, "is one who sustains another's desire, who 

converts another's desire into her own,,70. The point of analysis is not to determine the 

object of h/is desire, but the place from which s/he desires, that is, the Qth.es in/of h/is 

unconsclous. 

Death drive(s) 
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Zizek suggests that there are two death drives, the ftrst of which is "the 

indestructible stupidity of superego enjoyment", whose compulsiveness has an "inherent 

stupidity"71. This compulsion is "properly ex-timate: imposed from the outside, yet doing 

nothing but realizing our innermost whims", "which increasingly dominates and regulates the 

perverse universe of our late capitalist universe"n. The second, which we will designate the 

Symbolic death drive, 

designates the very opposite gesture, the desperate endeavor to escape the clutches of the 
'undead' eternallife, the horrible fate of being caught in the endless cycle of jouissance ... the 
only way to get rid of the stupid superego death drive of enjoyment is to embrace the death 
drive in its disruptive dimension of traversing the fantasy. One can beat the death drive only 
by the death drive itself73. 

The only problem with this analysis is that it seems to avoid precisely what Freud introduced 

as the death drive (in at least one of his formulations): the repetition compulsion that follows 

a trauma, wherein the patient, because of the severe shock of the trauma, can only try to 

integrate the trauma precisely through compulsively repeating it. In such repetition, the 

patient gradually binds it (even while unbinding the patient's present reality in the repetition 

itself). From one perspective, then, this repetition compulsion is the very precondition for 

mourning, in clear contrast to the stupid superegotistical imperative. And yet, this is not 

traversing the fantasy - far from it, it mosdy serves simply to re-accommodate the patient to 

'reality'. Thus we have another ftgure of the death drive, although as Boothby notes the 

patient mqy ftnd in the repetition compulsion "an 'opportunity' for overcoming the restrictive 

and alienating form of the ego,,74, which is to say that it is possible to move from the death 

drive of repetition compulsion to that of traversing the fantasy. 

But this is not all, for, as noted, there is also a death drive to be located on the plane 

of the Imaginary, whereby there is an "inadequate distinction between the symbolic and 

imaginary father,,75. As a result one gets the aggressive potentiality of the narcissistic ego, the 

flip side of the Gestalt relatively unmediated by the Symbolic ("relatively" because the 

Symbolic is always present). Quoting Lacan in the context of the atrocities of La Vio/encia of 

Columbia between 1949 and 1958, Boothby writes: 

La Violencia seems to realize in actual deeds the fantasies of "castration, mutilation, 
dismemberment, dislocation, evisceration, devouring, bursting open of the body" that Lacan 
associates with a "Gestalt proper to aggression in man" ... These atrocities were intended to 
be seen76. 

One might argue that when the Symbolic loses its efftciency, the death drive of the shift of 

perspective is foreclosed so that one regresses to realizing the f~Dl~sy of the body-in-pieces. 
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The benefits of the f!!::Qtl1'1 of ff!§.1;!!!:t;!Q:Q, coalescing the general fear of "regressing" to a 

body-a-pieces, disappears. This is a much stupider death drive, of course, and a far more 

dangerous one too. As Boothby writes, "in the failure of adequate symbolic mediation, the 

destructive forces of the death drive are unleashed on the level of the imaginary"77. Such 

vigilante violence "reduce[s] the spirit of a people to the level of the imaginary ... [and] the 

body politic is atomized as each individual becomes preoccupied by the fear that every other 

member of the group may turn out to be a stooge or informer,,78. This paves the way for a 

charismatic leader to emerge, and so we have here, obviously, "the matrix of the psychology 

of fascism,,79. 

Are there not elements of this death drive evident in the photos of prisoner abuse at 

Abu Ghraib? If the big ~1tb~! is (presumed) nonexistent, we would expect this; the soldiers, 

most of them serving in Iraq precisely because they could not integrate meaningfuily into US 

society outside the army80, regressed to the level of the Imaginary in their (mis)treatment of 

Iraqi prisoners. Most of the photos are clear indications of this attempt at actualizing the 

body-in-pieces side of the Gestalt, a fact especiaily evident given the surprising presence of 

American soldiers in the actual photos (which was not even the case for the Nazis, who used 

the powers of the Imaginary 'for' the Symbolic, rather than against it). What criminal, 

besides a very stupid one, photographs h/imself at the scene of the crime? But this was 

precisely the point, for the American standing next to the Iraqi-qua-body-in-pieces was, by 

contras t, complete - the US soldier is complete to the extent that the other is fragmented 

(and the photo qua Gestalt prevents the shift of perspective). Moreover, not only do the 

form of the photos represent the failure of Symbolic mediation, they also demonstrate, 

through their content (homosexuality, the eating of pork, the presence of a female American 

soldier) the attempt to ridicule and fragment the Symbolic mIes of Islam, as if to say: "just as 

we can't mediate our stupidity, neither shail you!" At the same cime, of course, they were 

flouting their own Symbolic network, the supposed values of "human rights". 

The Imaginary death drive is a result of the (presupposed in advance) failure of the 

Symbolic, as weil as a defence formation against the emergence of the death drive qua 

"ontological 'Big Bang"'. They are two sides of the same coin, as both emerge at the same 

cime. So we seem to have four death drives, were it not for the fact that the first death drive 

described, that of the ~l1p~t~Q, seems equivalent to that of the Imaginary. Given that the 

~l1p~t~Q is taken to be of the Symbolic-Real circuit, this at appears puzzling, were it not for 
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the fact, as will be argued herein, the ~\!p-~r§gQ is a .fit[l1~S.y that fills in for the big Qll.!~Ù. lack. 

The §\!p~r_eg9. fills in for the lack in the Other (in the discourse of the Master, S 1) and for the 

lack of the .Q.!h~l; (in the totalitarian/Enlightenment discourse of S2, and increasingly our 

situation). And yet, a difference remains: while the Imaginary death drive involves a constant 

shuffling back and forth (qua Gestalt), the superego's death drive is the shift of perspective 

itself in its stupidity, that is, in its impossible non-relation with either side. It is both the Law 

and its destruction, the declaration. While this appears close to the Symbolic death drive, it is 

different in its non-relation with either side. Moreover, such a formulation al10ws for 

considering the interplay of the regression to the Imaginary death drive alongside the 

superegotistical death drive. One should note right away that one cannot have the Imaginary 

death drive without the superegotistical one, at least in the case of adults, since as long as the 

Symbolic is there, one must take up a subjective position. 

One might tentatively ask if the Zizekian/Lacanian insistence on the act as involving 

a complete dis regard of any big Qth..el in the present, that is, that the act can only 

retroactively presuppose its conditions of emergence, is in a certain sense superegotistical1y 

stupid - psychotic - in its declarative stance. The act defmed here, while acknowledging the 

lack in the Q!h.~~, the gap in language, would at the same rime acknowledge that any desire 

for change, as 9~.§i!:~, springs from a confrontation with the very real (qua Symbolic fiction) 

f!!1Jta1>Y. Lenin, who rightly criticized the Mensheviks for their procrastination, did not act 

entirely ex nihilo, for he still took the current big O.!h~l; into consideration. This does not 

mean that his act did not retroactively posit its conditions of emergence in a new big OJD.§!:, 

just that it could only do so in relation to a past one. This is also not to deny that a true act -

and t~.timQ1Ji!tl - does involve a certain break of which one can only understand after the 

fact, and that a certain abyss will separate the post-act big Other from the pre-act big Qth.e..r 

(that is, that they involve two different and incommensurable ~ll.b..j~çt positions). It is simply 

to note that the two big Q1h~r1>, and the act itself, relate in their non-relating; the very spirit of 

the revolutionary act, of the te1>1Î!r.!Q!lÏ.f\.!, that is, what drives it forward, is this (non) relation. If 

we submit to the superegotistical death drive, the sprit - the Symbolic death drive - drops 

away. 

Wh en the Symbolic fails to mediate, the §\!p~r~g9 takes over in a short-circuit of the 

Real and the Imaginary. As Boothby noted, in the Imaginary death drive the real father 

becomes confused with the Imaginary father. Zizek writes: "the lack of symbolic prohibition 

31 



is supplemented by the re-emergence of ferocious superego figures ... So-called 'postmodern' 

subjectivity thus involves a kind of direct 'superegoization' if the imaginary Idea/,81. Instead of the 

father serving as ego ideal he cornes to be seen as an Imaginary competitor, and thus we 

remain in our immaturity. It should not be inferred that l am suggesting the father must 

remain the agent of Symbolic prohibition, merely that nothing has come to take his place, so 

the result is that far from being liberated we are the servants of our obscene~u-p_el~gQ~. 

Zizek further argues that the wound of ç_a§htllti9D. is now written into our flesh, 

whereas before it was purely Symbolic - and this does not simply mean a return to 

premodern times, for their "inherent libidinal economies are opposed,,82. He should be 

quoted at length here: while the 

traclitional cut ran in the direction from the Real to the Symbolic . .. the postmodern cut runs in 
the opposite direction, from the Symbolit to the Real'. The aim of the traclitional cut was to 
inscribe the symbolic form on to raw flesh, to 'gentrify' raw flesh, to mark its inclusion into 
the big Other, its subjection to it; the aim of postmodern sado-maso practices of boclily 
mutilation is, rather, the opposite one - to guarantee, to give access to, the 'pain of existence', 
the minimum of the bodily Real in the universe of symbolic simulacra. In other words, the 
function of today's 'postmodern' cut in the body is to serve not as the mark of symbolic 
castration but, rather, as its exact opposite: to designate the body's resistance against 
submission to the socio-Symbolic Law. When a girl has her eyes, cheeks and vaginal lips 
pierced with rings, the message is not one of submission but one of the 'defiance of the 
flesh' ... 83 

As he soon notes, this defiance is more by way of an injunction than an 'authentic' act of 

individuality, for, "if you are completely isolated from your surroundings, you are left with 

nothing whatsoever, with a void of idiocy pure and simple"84. Where he said "idiocy" l 

would have said "stupidity", given its intonations of "stupor" and its etymological 

associations with "to strike, thrust", that is, the precise order of the superego, its stupid 

positivity. Indeed, this attempt to go "from the Symbolic to the Real" in fact ends in the 

Imaginary, for as we noted (with Zizek in a different context), the superego takes over for 

the failure of Symbolic mediation. 

To foreground a later discussion, Boothby takes up this situation in relation to the 

case of the Wolfman, whose pathology revolved around "a foreclosure of the symbolic 

function. .. imply[ing] a refusaI of castration, the effect of which is an emergence of 

something un canny in the field of the seen, something that can be represented only in the 

hallucinated violation of the imaginary"85. He quotes Lacan: "Castration, which is precisely 

what didn't exist for him, manifests itself in the form of something he imagines - to have cut 
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his little finger, so deeply that it hangs solely by a little piece of skin"86. When ~jl~trllti.9.D. is 

refused the lmaginary fantasy takes over, which is to say the '§ILp~te.g..o. gains the upper hand. 

If the Wolfman's crypt partook of an Imaginary fantasy and 

Imaginary / superegotistical death drive, many of the discourses which have sprung up around 

this character seem to partake of the crypt-fantasy, which itself could be seen to be a fifth 

death drive. This is the drive of the "postmodern eut", the "defiance of the flesh" Zizek 

mentions above, that functions as a sort of ('female') supplement to the ('masculine') 

~llp~t~Q. For this reason it is particularly favoured by academics who like to think 

themselves to be resisting "metaphysics" (even from within), such as Levinas and Derrida et 

al. What they do not realize is that at every moment the logic of the superegotistical death 

drive is indistinguishable from that of the crypt-fantasy, as without Other(s) the Real of 

~~~IL~tQi.fte.%~rrç~ is elided. 

Against these fgrrtltl'Y formations which prevent the shift of perspective itself we 

must stress the importance of the death drive of the "ontological 'Big Bang''', the Symbolic 

death drive that works against the Imaginary fgrrtal'Y scenarios. As Lacan writes, "the 

signifier - you perhaps begin to understand - materializes the agency of death,,87. Indeed, 

this Symbolic death drive is the one l will focus on here, that of a break, a eut into the world, 

a decisive act, if you will. This death drive is what must undergo primordial repression for 

the Symbolic or der to emerge. It belongs neither to nature nor to culture, but is rather of an 

"uncanny third domain, the intersection of nature and culture, [which] is that of the abyss of 

absolute freedom"ss. It is an "excess of Evil" that serves as the "vanishing mediator" 

between nature and culture, and forever serves as the "umbilical cord which links the social 

contract (the synchronous legal order) with 'nature",S9. Thus the death drive, qua Original 

Sin, is synonymous with absolute freedom: the disturbing of the tranquility of nature, the 

birth of the "human". Every act, every tel'tim.QWlll, must re-enact this fundamental break 

through passing through this point of absolute negativity / freedom. 

Zizek calls this act the renunciation of renunciation, that is, realizing we have nothing 

to lose in a loss 90 . External 'reality' constitutes itself via the primordial act of 

rejection/ externalization, wherein the self-impediment of drive is turned into an external 

opposition between the demand of the drives and those of the (now) opposed reality91, so 

that we can now fantasize, as he says in other contexts, that the big QJ:b.~J.; robs us of our 
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enjoyment. In this .fllD!l!.s'y, we avoid the shift of perspective which is the death drive 

primordiaily repressed, thereby preventing the big Qth_eJ (and thus ourselves) from changing. 

As we will see later, in a mythical formulation only developed herein, the death drive 

emerges via technology, and vice versa, in the primordial moment of the ape-human 

engaging in an act of radical violence against nature through (the fltst) technology. Through 

this technology, through the death drive, the mind/body split emerges as the human mind -

herein created - sees itself as superior, and thus separated, from its body. The body and its 

drives, then, serve as a constant reminder of this primordial moment; the body's drives serve 

as the particular manifestations of the death drive. One's own body (retrospectively) 

reminds one of one's link with nature, which is equivalent to saying that the body reminds 

one of the death drive. Every act/.t~~tim.Qnjgl, then, must pass through the body's drives 

which manifest the death drive, as weil as come to terms with our (inter)relations with 

technology, that is, to testify to/through them. The notion of technology as the "merely 

technical" is the (all,tl!.s.Y of the death drive-qua-repetition-compulsion attempting to bind the 

Symbolic death drive. Today, as the Symbolic falters and technology seems ever-present, we 

are increasingly close to the Symbolic death drive - but this is unbearable precisefy because we cannot 

mediate it [Ymbolicalfy. While the potential for ~~~tjJ;p._oJl'y has never been more possible, we -

perhaps for this very reason - construct a multitude of fgntJ.l'}: defence-formations to 

prevent it, and thus we gleefuily partake of/in the other death drives so as to avoid the most 

fundamental one which lurks behind every corner. The crypt-fantasy death drive, for 

instance, transforms the body's drives into endless discourses of the affects of the flesh, 

thereby sublating Real trauma into something less horrifying (if not symbolicaily realized). 

Other, big 0, Other(s), or the finite other embodying the Other 

Evans suggests that the ""'other' is perhaps the most complex term in Lacan's 

work,,92, and perhaps the most crucial were it not for the fact that since it is inextricably tied 

into so many other terms to single it out would be pointless. As with many of the other 

terms, although it might seem to be the "mas ter key" at cimes, the door inevitably only opens 

onto other terms, which in turn ... 

Evans details the inflections of the term. In the 1930s it was used simply to refer to 

"other people". In 1955 Lacan drew a distinction between the little other [autre], or the other, 
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and the big Other [Autre], or the Other. The analyst must be thoroughly aware of this 

distinction, so as to place h/imself in the place of the Other, that is, the other's .9~.§ÏJ~~. 

The little other is but a reflection, or projection, of the ego, and is thus Imaginary. It 

is thus at this point the fll:st deflnition of the gk!ftj2eliJ..fl.. The Other, the big Other, is by 

contrast a designation for radical alterity which cannot be assimilated through identiflcation. 

As Evans writes, "the big Other is the symbolic insofar as it is particularized for each 

individual,,94. "The Other", he continues, "is thus both another ~Jl..Pj~Ç,~, in his radical alterity 

and inassimilable uniqueness, and also the symbolic order which mediates the relationship 

with that other ~.!I];>i~ç,t,,95. The Other as a !3.!1pl~ç,t, however, is strictly secondary to the 

Other as the Symbolic; one might say that former only exists to the extent that the .S.!1pl~ç,t 

embodies the (big) Other for another .§yb~es.t, and yet we should note immediately how the 

big Other is here immediately opened up to the Real of the Other. 

The Mother is the fll:st big Other for the child. The Ç;!~tt~tiQll complex develops 

wh en the child discovers that the Mother/big Other is not self-sufflcient, that She is lacking 

in sorne way; that there is, in other words, a signifler missing from the anay of signifiers. 

Finally, the Other refers to the Other sex, which is Woman, for both male and female 

~llbi~cJs. As Lacan writes, "Man here acts as the relay whereby the woman becomes this 

Other for herself as she is this Other for him,,96. The idea here is that the woman, qua 

pÀall.!1li (and thus being in the Symbolic in full), "is" radical alterity. 

From here on in, we shall use the term Other(s) to denote other ~llbi~cJs embodying 

the Other, while at the same cime acknowledging that no 11llbie_c..t embodies the Other in full, 

as this is strictly impossible. Every 11llbieSJ, however, does embody a certain truth of the 

Other, and thus a relation to .9~.§ÏJ~. Negotiating one's .9~.§ÏJ~ is not something that is done 

alone, for one can only con front one's own .9~.§ÏJs: (qua unconscious) through relations with 

Other(s), that is, other '§1db~,Çts insofar as they embody the Other. To this extent each 

singular other is, beyond the specular image, an Other to which one relates. Each other 

(presup)poses an Other. It is only through Other(s) that one confronts, that is, given back, 

the truth of one's 4el'ir~. Only when one brings one's own (presupposed) Other into 

discourse with Other(s) is one confronted with one's own presuppositioning, and thus with 

Other(s) one is able to contingently (presup)pose new big Others. In between Other(s), 

however, lies the superego, the crypt(s), and the crypt-fantasy qua flesh (or rather: [the 
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fantasy of the] flesh qua crypt), interrupting any smooth communication between Other(s) -

insofar as it is possible, this will be explored later97
• 

All three aspects of the Other are necessary. As Zizek notes, if the big Other is 

suspended, the friendly neighbour coincides with the monstrous Thing; if the imaginary 

other is suspended the Symbolic order turns into a Thing which parasitizes; if there is no 

Real Other, no Thing, one winds up with a Habermasian aseptic universe 98 • While in 

testimony one encounters all three, our situation seems to be one of always missing one 

element at any particular moment. One might think that if today it is symbolization that is 

shunned, the friendly neighbour would coincide with the monstrous Thing, a peculiar 

understanding given that we are also arguing that it is precisely the Real of the Other that we 

are avoiding. We can accommodate this paradox by noting that we trust that we do not trust, and 

this lessens any surprise of the Real. We trust that the Other is untrustworthy, so that when 

we are "hurt" we are prepared for it, even if, in good manners, we feign shock. Thus the 

Other is not suspended stricto sensu, for this is impossible, but rather only exists insofar as it 

attacks itself. 

Zizek suggests that the big Other is such an ideal point of reference because it is a 

dead scheme, that is, nowhere in existence as such. It is only (presup)posed in every single 

moment; it is thus the way negativity is converted into being through Symbolic fictions 

("tarrying with the negative"). It is purely a Symbolic fiction, which is to say it do es not 

partake of the Real. The argument here differs from this account, at least contextually, since 

the big Other is only formed via Other(s), which means that the (presup)positioning the big 

Other cannot avoid the Real of the Other. The idea that the big Other is a spectral set of 

symbolic rules outside the conversational encounter is an illusion, indeed, a .fll!l!l!.S.y, which 

Zizek notes in other contexts (and a (a.!lj~s..:y. particularly present today wh en in a certain 

sense the big Other does seem out there in hyperspace). While to a certain extent everyone 

partakes in it, and so they must, the big Other is nonetheless continually transformed in each 

and every conversational encounter. The Real of the Other is the 9~~th. 9!iy~, since the Real 

of the Other is both the inaccessible Thing and that which prevents such access, and in the 

testimonial encounter one Realizes this very shift of perspective that (~s" the çje.fllk.d!Jl!~ qua ReaL The 

imaginary Real of the Other, that certain "je ne sais quoi", exists in the testimonial encounter 

insofar as when one goes through the 9~llth._clti~~, through the limit of the Symbolic (the 

phallus), in this moment of aphanisis, one is in a certain sense there, in the Symbolic, in full, 
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and thus a certain experience of .Q!h~r.:lQ.W~§'~llc_~ is entertained. There is also an irnaginary 

Real of the crypt-fantasy, however, in irnagining the Real of the Other in trusting that we do 

not trust. 

When we acknowledge language - through language, we should note - to be haunted 

by trauma, thereby refusing to consciously create lirnits or exceptions to language, we run 

under the assumption that we won't unconsciously or cryptically do what we consciously 

seek to avoid, thereby holding out the hope that language can tum into a non-all totality, that 

is, !language! lalangue. Then, the hope runs, we'll have access to a mystical Qtb~!:-JQ11is~!mç~. 

There is a way in which such language then becomes incredibly stupid, stupefying, blind to 

the ways it remains language in the modality of the Exception. This gesturing, today, is the 

domain of the crypt-fantasy. 

We can do nothing but ex-pose ourselves, our places of enunciation, to this stupid 

big Other, that is, it can exist only through our ex-posure to it (and its ex-po sure to itself), 

and all those television confessionals are but so many ex-positions of the big Other of today. 

When the p'p'..!lllll§ is in question the reserve and guarantee of the big Other is thus made 

uns table, so that we attempt to save the big Other through Imaginary identification with the 

p_kall.1l§, guys and girls both. Today, there is a sort of widespread anxiety at not being 

exposed to the big Other, paradoxically in the same movement that people attempt to cast it 

off. It could be argued that it is the very ex-position itself - such as in the Florida Spring 

Break phenomenon99 
- that '(presup)poses' the big Other, which is the only avenue left 

when symbolization has been shunned. The big Other, rather than being presup-posed, is ex-posed. 

Against this stupid positivity and hyperreality of that-thing-called-postmodem-culture we 

need the Symbolic to mediate the Imaginary aspects of the big Other! superego, which is to 

say we need the mediation of Other(s). 

In one context, Zizek argues that the fundamental fantasy is the belief in the big 

Other, and although this is true we must not assume it can be 'traversed' as if out to some 

other side. In the fetishistic split of ideology, individuals transpose their belief onto the big 

Other embodied in the collective to thereby remain the same qua individuals. In other 

words, in the Zizekian understanding so long as there is ideology there is the exorcizing of 

one's place of enunciation. Moreover, the superego emerges as a result of the guilt involved 

in not really believing what l recognize myself as. When the big Other fails in some way -

for instance, September 11 th - cynics tum into believers in a mad rush to save the big Other 
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from disintegration; that is, they really start believing. l would submit that with the possible 

exception of the last few years as a result of September 11 th (and even then predominantly 

only in America), not only was one's place of enunciation denied, it was in a certain sense not 

even expected that others would believe. Indeed, one in fact projected and projects onto the 

other not one's belief but one's lack of belief; one seeks comfort in the very lack of belief, 

that is, one sought and seeks disappearance. One trusts that no one trusts, and this relieves 

one of any guilt for one's insensitive actions in the world. In fact, it could be argued that 

today the superego also emerges as the guilt of actually believing. 

Americans, then, feel guilty twice over: once because the place-holder of their big 

Other is, as everyone knows, an idiot, which means they feel guilty for allowing an idiot to 

hold the reins of the Law (and pretend as if the Emperor is in fact wearing clothes like never 

before); twice because they feel guilty in believing in the ftrst place. US President Bush's 

handlers know, at least implicitly, that Bush's success lies through the ~lJ.p.~r~g9ti.§ti.Çlll 

imperative. For instance, in his recent championing of amen ding the Constitution so as to 

foreclose the possibility of gay marriage, it was fully known that the measure would fail. The 

point wasn't to change the Law, but to appear as willing to take the risk against the Law, 

against, that is, the founding document of their Union. After aIl, Bush's very presidency was 

founded by three out of ftve Supreme Court judges - that is, three Republicans - voting 

against the recount in Florida. Not only was Bush's reign secured in an exceptional manner 

to the 'democratic' system, it was done so by the highest court in US Law - but a court 

obeying a ~u-p-~~gQti~tiç~1 imperative. US Law is run ?.1lp~!~Qti.sJi_c.!lll}:; this is a reverse of 

the traditional situation of the §.blp~t~Q emerging as the result of the surplus of the Law -

now the Law is a sort of surplus to the ?.!1.p~!~Q. One might say that now we create Laws so 

as to create and main tain an inner distance from them, to prevent the guilt of actually 

believing. Every American knows their 'democracy' is a sham, but for many of them - if not 

the popular vote - this is what they want! The jQ1lis'§~l1Ç~ of the Republican following is 

inexorable. 

A lack of belief is still a belief (as the old saying goes, "to be an atheist requires a lot 

of faith"). In earlier modern cimes one pretended one did not believe, thereby transposing 

one's belief onto the big Other; but cynics together shared this belief, and thus were in a 

certain sense - in subterfuge - engaging in quasi-t~~tiJ;p.9.ni~~ encounters, even though such 

encounters ideologically surrounded the notion of the inner aga/ma hidden from the external 
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Law. In postmodern rimes one in a sense has no belief insofar as it has been foreclosed; one 

shares 'nothing' with others. This is still a f~!Jlt;!t.§}':, to be sure, but a cryptic one rather than 

an unconscious one, so that the modality of the lack of belief qua-still-being-a-belief is 

qualitatively different. A modernist in postmodern rimes would thus be abhorrent to the 

postmodernist, for s/he would endanger the latter's crypt and therein threaten to make a 

cryptic foreclosure an unconscious repression - and thus closer to Other(s). 

Zizek writes that our 'culture of complaint' has 
an underlying logic of ressentiment: far from cheerfully assuming the nonexistence of the big 
Other, the subject blames the Other for its failure and/ or impotence, as if the Other is guilty 
of the fact that it doesn't exist ... [one] confirm[s] the Other in the very gesture of attacking it'IOI). 

One ends up with a "proliferation of different versions of a big Other that actually exists, in 
the Real, not merely as a symbolic fiction ... [this is] the most succinct definition of paranoia; 
for this reason, two features which characterize today's ideological stance - cynical distance 
and full reliance on paranoic fantasy - are strictly codependant ... The distrust of the big 
Other ... relies on the belief that there is an 'Other of the Other' ... [that serves as] the meta-
guarantee of the consistency of the big OtherlOI . 

Now what is this Other of the Other if not an updated version of the primaI father? At the 

same moment as we dismiss Symbolic efficiency we fantastically guarantee it through the 

~llpn~Q. Moreover, and as we shall see, is there not a danger in the Levinasian/Derridean 

discourse that their attack on metaphysics, in the opening up to some spectral Other, 

threatens to become indistinguishable from the emergence of the §.\!12~r~gQ, or crypt-fantasy, 

as meta-guarantee? A provocative question, to be sure, and this is something we will dwell 

on later. 

In sum, we can understand the term "Other(s)" to refer to five - or rather four and a 

half - things: the fmite other (a in the mirror image), the Real Other, the big Other, the 

barred §llb~e_c.1 and its objective correlate (which are two sides of the same coin/process). 

Although it is crucial to understand their separate functions, most notable in their relation to 

the three registers, the point here is to understand their interrelation in human 

communication. 

Sexual Difference, or having vs. being the phallus 

As Freud noted, there can be no formulaic description of the terms 'masculine' and 

'feminine'. For Lacan, it is one's relation to the pÀall..1l'§ that is the marker of sexual identity, 

for both sexes (since both rely on identification with the father in the O_e.di12\!~ complex). 

There is no signifier of sexual difference as such; this difference is ascribed within the 

relation to the function of the ppjtllll'§. Thus one's sexual position is forever incomplete to 
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the extent that sexual difference cannot be symbolized. While men have the p-h:tQuJ>" women 

are the p-hl!.Q\l~. As noted, for men the phallic function is limited by the functioning in 

fantasy of the exception that grounds it: the non-phallic primaI father. While man is "whole" 

within the Symbolic, the exception that delimits him precludes him from fully identifying 

with Ç.alitrilti.9p. Man, while in the Symbolic, takes exception to it in some way. This is a 

fantasy of "no limit", of a .S.!ll>.i~ç..t not subjected to the Law. Thus men are caught in the 

phallic function because they do not fully identify with it102
• 

By being the p.P.il)J:hl§., women do not take exception to the Symbolic, but on the 

contrary are there altogether. By "being" the function that serves as both condition of 

possibility and impossibility of the Symbolic, women identify with the contingency of the 

signifier. As Suzanne Barnard writes, this means that she chooses thought over existence, 

the latter being the sort of being to be had within the Symbolic (by virtue of taking exception 

to it). She is thereby excluded from the "reality" ofbeing, and is thus the vacant point of the 

pure "1 think": woman ex-sists103
• By not being haunted by the figure operating as a limit, she 

has an infinite relation to the Symbolic, and thus in a certain sense she 'knows' that neither 

she nor the Oj:b~t knows (that the Law is impotent). In being in the Symbolic without 

exception, she has a relation to the Oj:b~t that pro duces another unlimited form of 

jQlJ~§'l!.llÇ.~, effected in undeath in relation to the signifier of a lack in the Dj:b~t. The object 

do es not haunt her as a promised and avoided plenitude as it does for the man, but rather as 

a nontraumatic signifier of a lack in the Q!h~~. This allows for the possibility of provisional 

mg~t~t.§ig.njfi~ts from within1U4
• Although this will be discussed later, one might think this 

(discourse on) "undeath" to partake of the crypt-fantasy that avoids the Symbolic death drive. 

As Evans writes, the question of one's sex is the question of hysteria, wherein the 

mysterious "other sex" is always the woman - for both sexes. This might be understood by 

the fact that since woman is the pbgUlJ~, to question what a woman is is to question sexual 

identity and difference as such 105. It is also to question the condition of possibility and 

condition of impossibility of the Symbolic order, and it is perhaps in this light that we should 

read Zizek's argument that our goal should be to become perfect hysterics, that is, hysterics 

without symptoms. 

If the p_hJl.1l.!lli is both the condition of possibility and the condition of impossibility of 

the J2hl!.Q\ls., that is, if it is at once Symbolic and Real, then there is also a sort of stupid 

positivity here: is not the pbgUlJ~ closely associated with S2, thereby, along its endless 
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significations, giving rise to the surplus, that is, ~1.!P-e .. r~gQ? If one is immersed in S2, a surplus 

is bound ta rise, but what this seems ta indicate, bizarrely, is that the superego is in fact a 

feminine structure; this is the only possible conclusion ta Zizek's suggestion that the 

superego emerges not sa much through S 1 as S2. What this perhaps points ta is the 

fantastical nature of the superego, the way in which it can be appropriated by bath sexes -

indeed, how it can serve not sa much to mark the Real of the difference between the sexes 

but the precise opposite of masking it. 

By contras t, the woman who somehow "knows" about the lack of the .O.!:h~); qua full 

immersion in the Symbolic would not regress to the 1maginary, but stay on the level of 

Symbolic, "humbly aware" of the lack of the Qth.e .. J. The detrimental effects of the §'1J.~~J!gQ 

would be staved off ta the extent one did not allow any fantastical filling of the gaps of 

language or lack of the Qth_eJ. Yet there is a way in which this very refusaI of filling it out -

exemplified in what may be called"postrnodern deconstructionist Cultural Studies" (which, 

one must note, is no! Derridean) - is itself a filling of the gap, itself a fantasy. 1t goes ta great 

lengths ta present itself as neutral, but in sa doing avoids the Real of its discourse, avoids the 

fact that precisely because of the Real there is no such thing as neutrality. It covers over the 

gap of the Real with the glass of neutrality. l don't want ta equate this "humble" feminine 

experience of the lack of the Other with pomo deconstructionism; it is just to point out its 

possible conjunction and the ways, thus, in which pomo deconstructionists could justify 

what they are up ta. The glass of neutrality, after all, presents itself as a Symbolic without 

exception, a kind of lalanguej !language. Perhaps this explains the sort of (Other-)i..Q.qj.§.~aj1_cJ! 

present in the (writing of) the texts of Cultural Studies? This, indeed, is itself a sort of 

Exception ta the Symbolic, a gesturing ta a beyond of the Symbolic, in the Symbolic ('in 

full'). This is the crypt-fantasy. 

What bath the !>.1l.pJ!!~Q fantasy and the crypt-fantasy have in comma n, beyond their 

Exceptional relation ta the Symbolic, is an elision of the Real of ~~:li1J.l!.tdif(eJ~l1ç~, an elision 

that happens concurrently with the exorcisms of our places of ~mmçiÊ-j;Î..Q.!.1.. 1nstead of taking 

up our positions in relation to the phJlllll§' we ex-pose them; this ex-posure forms the crypt

Other, which is but the asexual dumping ground of our places of ~lWJlCil!.tiQll. Only through 

Other(s) can the Real of ~~:li1J.l!.tclif(egl1ç~ be experienced; what the f!!cl1ta.l'!.e.§ of the §'1J.~~rJ!gQ 

and the crypt do is ta, in the very appeal ta marking~eJC.1lÊ-l diJi~r_e.!lS:~, close it off. 
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U nconscious and the Structure of Language 

The unconscious is the Other(s)'s discourse, and is in a certain sense thus a matter of 

telepathy, as Freud intimated 106 • As Lacan puts it, "lt is a case of resonance in the 

communicating networks of discourse, an exhaustive study of which would shed light on 

similar facts of everyday life"I07. The unconscious is the order of pure signifiers; in a sense 

this makes Lacan radicaily anti-Saussurean (and even Surrealist), for with Lacan language no 

longer becomes a system of signs but of signifiers. Signifier and signified no longer go 

together like two sides of a piece of paper, as Saussure put it, but instead find themselves 

with a gulf between them. This gulf is the bar qua PÀ~Qu§, and it functions as a resistance 

inherent to signification. The signified merely becomes a Real effect of the play of signifiers, 

and even wh en signifieds are produced they slip under the signifier. The only things that 

momentarily detain this movement are the points de capiton, which can be understood as 

having both a diachronic and synchronic aspect. The diachronic aspect is that of 

punctuation, wherein in a person's discourse one retroactively in fers meaning upon what 

they said only after they have said it. The synchronic aspect is harder to dis cern; it involves 

metaphor, wherein the signifier momentarily leaps over the bar of signification into the 

signified 108. 

The fundamental metaphor - which is not to say the forever necessary metaphor - is 

the paternal one. Lacan argues that the Name-of-the-Father, which links the Father's 

prohibitive "No!" with his Name in the French nom, is the fundamental signifier that serves 

as the precondition for ail signification. Cruciaily, and as Zizek notes, the Name of the 

Father must itself be understood as a symptom, or sinthome, that gives consistency to one's -

or in the case of the Name of the Father, a culture's - universe. If this fundamental signifier 

is foreclosed, thereby excluded from the symbolic order (without some other sociaily 

accepted signifier coming to take its place), psychosis is the result. It is in the paternal 

metaphor that the Name of the Father emerges as a substitute for theg~sit~ of the mother. 

As Zizek writes, the symbolic father is the "sublation of the real father in its Name 

which is more 'father than father himself, whereas the 'non-sublated' part of the father 

appears as the obscene, cruel, and oddly impotent agency of the superego"1IJ9. Again, the 

father as such is, but a symptom, "covering up a certain defectiveness, inconsistency, of the 

symbolic universe,,110. It is, of course, a very powerful symptom for many cultures. 
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The mas ter signifier (or S 1) represents the subject for other signifiers, and stands at 

the very intersection of the performative and the constatativell1
. Again it is imperative to 

note, lest one be swayed by the Derridean critique that argues that Lacan here assumes a 

fundamental priority to the pb!!lh!~, that this metaphor is in its essence extremely fragile by 

virtue of the fact that it has, precisely, no essence. It is but a function that is radical1y 

ambiguous for al1 the members of a society. No one knows what this metaphor means. 

Instead, everyone simply presupposes that others know, and thus what ultimately binds them 

is their shared ignorance, their communing around a lack (of the 12hl!.Ql!..~)112. 

The mas ter signifier is the signifier of the very lack of the signifier, thereby totalizing 

and quilting the dispersed field. The otherwise infinite chain of causes, the domain of 

knowledge (or S2 in Lacanese), is interrupted with an abyssal and unfounded act of violence, 

thereby inverting impotence into constitutive power113
• This is how the Symbolic emerges, in 

its original repression of the signifier of the pure performative (the pJlalliç function), a 

signifier that would not assume the form of its opposite. This is the very notion of the 

transcendental, where the subject experiences as his constitutive power (p_h_alhl.§) the very 

horizon which frames his vision (p_h_all.!l'§) due to his mortalityl14. In other words, Lacan 

shows how the transcendental comes to be115; moreover, he shows that the mas ter signifier 

can never represent the l:!1Jb~e.Ç! completely, as there is always some surplus that eludes 

representation: ebjijj2.elilfl, the objective correlate of the barred ~1Jb~es.!;. The abyssal and 

unfounded act of violence could be seen as the Symbolic .4.ejl.!;h_<irj;~~, although this same 

!:Lejl1l1_dj:i'C.~ could be understood to be the very drive that breaks up the transcendental. In 

the Symbolic .cl~aj:1L<irjy~, one must do both, aporetical1y, although one can for theoretical 

and nominal purposes ascribe the drive that breaks up the transcendental as the Symbolic 

death drive and the act of violence as the emerging transcendental. Moreover, one can see 

here that identifying with the pp}!!. -P.ftit...il. qua correlate to the ~ll.bi~cj: is equivalent to 

discovering the lack in the .o!h~1;, which is to say one thereby "rides the death drive". 

Lacan states: "The unconscious is that part of concrete discourse qua transindividual, 

which is not at the subject's disposaI in reestablishing the continuity of his conscious 

discourse,,116. As Zizek writes, the unconscious is a property of the world. It is not an inner 

phenomenon, but the reverse of externalized material facts117. In the vocabulary developed 

here, it is the reverse of the ~J!.l!..1!.cil!.t~g, that is to say, it is the place(s) of ~l11Jl1çi.!l!i.9.D. -

although any notion of simply reversaI is always already disturbed by /via the crypt, the crypt-
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fantasy, and the superego. To quote Lacan, "Desire is expressed by and passes through the 

signifier ... It encounters the other, l did not say as a pers on - it encounters the other as the 

treasury of the signifier, as the seat of the code"l18. The treasure, a gift, which one must trust. 

We, instead, trust that we do not trust. 

Speech, or the triad of the enunciated, place of enunciation, and annunciation 

Following the arguments of Marcel Mauss and Claude Levi-Strauss, Lacan conceives 

speech as a "symbolic exchange" which "links human beings to each other,,119. One gives 

speech to the other. In the notion of "founding speech", roles are assigned to both 

addressee and addresser; such speech "not only transforms the other but also transforms the 

f'llQie_cJ,,120. There is, in fact, "no speech without a response"121, even if there is no clear 

addressee. The spoken message is not only directed at the addressee, but at oneself. What is 

addressed to oneself (to the other) is the unconscious intention behind the message, which is 

to say the intention of the OJb.~1;. Here the telepathic nature of speech and the big Ot.ll~~ is 

revealed, as in speech one both gives one's place of ~_n_uJ!..ci%.tiQQ qua .Q.th~x and receives from 

the other their own OJb.~r through their place of~1!@çj!!tiQn.. Thus discerning just who is 

who's OJb.~1; becomes a slippery and telepathic affair, and of course they are intrinsically 

related in the first place. The very fact that it can never be definitively figured out is the very 

impetus for 9.~§i.J~, in that since 9.~§i.J~ is always g~~ir~ of the .o.!h~x, in speech - or what we 

will la ter calltei!tim.Q.1!Y- - this Q~~ir~ is played out. 

Speech cornes not from the ego, nor even from the §'lJ.Qj~ft, but rather from the 

Oth.e_r. Language is ultimately beyond one's conscious control, that is, "there is no 

metalanguage,,122 (as Lacan put it in a different context). As Lacan states, "the unconscious 

is the dis course of the O_tb.~1;,,123. J)~§.ir~ too is always unconscious, wherein the aim of 

psychoanalytic treatment is to lead the analysand to recognize the truth about his g~m~, 

which can only be done in speech. 

Lacan writes: 

What l seek in speech is a response from the other. What constitutes me as a §llQ~e1=t is my 
question. In order to be recognized by the other, l proffer what was only in view of what 
will be ... l identify myself in language, but only by losing myself as an object124. 

This passage emphasizes the temporal aspect of communication, as the present (of presence) 

is itself elided: "1 proffer what was only in view of what will be". As we will discuss later, 

this identity of oneself with language, by only happening through "losing myself as an 
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object", means that one becomes the pWt..j2l!.!i/J!., via the enunciated. Through yourself-as

pkist:j2eJi/ __ a. the other then finds your place of enunciation, and this is why the p.iJ).eljJfLtilJ!. is the 

medium of relations. 

Speech is a gift of language - as Lacan said, "the other ~s] the treasury of the 

signifier" - and language is not immaterial. Words are caught up in aIl the body images that 

captivate the !mbLe~!; they may, as Lacan writes, "'knock up' the hysteric ... or represent the 

feces retained in avaricious jouissance"125. One must give up one's words, just as one had to 

give up one's excrement to enter the Symbolic. The object produced by giving it up, that 

only comes to be in the very process, is the pk;Jt..j2eJi.!.1l.. In identifying with the QbJd./Jstj[q one 

in a sense identifies with that which one had to give up, even while one continues to give it 

up, as one must. The (figure of the) Miser, by contras t, hoards h/is gold, h/is shit, in the 

dream of a pure exchange qua "avaricious jouissance". 

As noted, Q1Q.~t; iQW§ê.~!lq~ is the satisfaction of speech. Qth_e.LIQW§ê.a_ns~ qua 

satisfaction can best be approached via Lacan's concept of /a/angue/ /language, which signify a 

sort of beyond of the place of ~ll\!lldl!jjQ!J.. As Barnard insightfully remarks, it is thus not 

simply a matter in speech of the ego vs. the ê.\!bj~çt of the unconscious, of the ego vs. the 

unconscious meaning of signifying effects, but another category of the affects and being

effects of the (m)OJb~! tongue. This is a being which ex-sists in an OJb~! iml:il'§@Ç.~; in 

speech, we designate this through the term "annunciation"126. In speech, then, one has one's 

place of enunciation (the Other), the enunciated (materiality, shit), and one's annunciation 

(/a/angue/ /language in/from the crypt) 127. 

The big Qtll~t; is both the dead reference at once removed from the encounter and 

yet only alive through the [mite other; .b-.y§teJ!.Cl' see the big OJb~1,; as an overhanging spectre. 

This is not something to be admired, for it is incredibly debilitating. While a hysteric attitude 

towards the big Qth.eJ - that is, seeing the big Qtll~ as outside the conversational encounter 

- is part of every l~s.timQ!J.!.al encounter, one must (presup )pose a big Qtb.s:! in such 

encounters, else one shuns the Symbolic as such. And how does the hysteric propose to do 

this but through language (thus making incessant questioning an exorcism of one's investment 

in the big Qth.ej:, that is, one's place of enunciation)? 

What the hysteric does is to over-identify the Q&~t"p-el.i1. fI with the enunciated, thereby 

dis-realizing the fact that the !!k;!.[j2eJi.!.1l. is but the objective correlate of the barred §1,!b~.f:l; 

what the hysteric does, by not acknowledging h/is own investment in the situation, is to 

45 



forget - or to foreclose - how the ~1!b.j~çt of the unconscious inflects the ~ltuAci~t.s:g. It is 

the hysteric who approaches the limit experience of not differentiating the .o.i?j.:e1.jJfti.ttl from 

the big O..tb~J.:, precisely insofar as the hysteric does not assume h/ is place of enunciation. 

While this amounts to an incessant questioning of the big QthS!, it does so by assuming the 

big Qtb.~r to be an overhanging spectre. It is a false position insofar as it dis-acknowledges 

that the PP)!!..jJfti.tq only exists as medium of relations, thereby falsely trying to separate it 

from relation with Qiliej:(s) - but it cannot exist separately from such ~.s:~ti-m.Q1li!!l encounters. 

Wh en this is done, ambiguity is foreclosed from language, and thus objects, which 

inscribe themselves in the gap (qua ambiguity) of language, do not emerge, but rather take on 

an air of stupid positivity. This is ('postmodern') posivitism, the fIrst fIgure of hyperreality, 

correlative to the stance adopted by Ql>~~sj)iQ.ll~tll~W.9..tig;. But the reverse is also true: the 

h..y.§tej:iç over-identifIes with the ambiguity of language, accepting the gap as such, and thus 

objects over-inscribe themselves in the gap of language, thus also taking on an air of stupid 

positivity. This is 'classic' postmodernism, the second, and correlative, figure of hyperreality. 

In both cases objects come to lack representational distance. It is precisely insofar as the big 

Qtb.~r (qua [guarantor ofJ meaning) is idealized as spectre that objects appear "as is", without 

mediation. In between is the most common approach, at least in academia, that of believing 

to be accepting the gap as such while really neutralizing it, and thus a representational 

distance is in fact maintained - although the mediation is totally static insofar as the only big 

Qtb.q still remains against itself. Even with a sort of representational distance, then, objects 

paradoxically again take on the air of stupid positivity. Perhaps this supposed 

representational distance is but the f~lltt.§}:: that develops from the short circuit of 

9_bj).s:~~Q!.lgLD~lJt.Qsi~ and h..y.§te_ri~, positivism and the ambiguity of language. 

Identifying with the enunciated gives rise to the feeling of absurdity which is 

subjectivity: "Spirit is a bone", to quote Hegel. In annunciation qua satisfaction one 

constandy skirts over the fundamental relation of ego to shit. Through the wall of language 

and via the crypt-fantasy the annunciator refuses to identify with the enunciated, refuses to 

thereby give it up, thereby dis-allowing the Q.bjeLp-ejiLtl, qua medium of relations, from 

emerging. However, no matter how hard s/he tries the feeling of absurdity - of the fact that 

"Spirit is a bone", that the satisfaction of speech only comes from the enunciated (akin to 

shit) - is inevitably produced in some manner and thus s/he will give up part of h/is ego and 

(re)enter the Symbolic. The point is that some annunciators speak so as to (impossibly) 
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avoid this feeling of absurdity, but the more enunciated they produce the more they 

approach it. It is correlative to those obsessed with looking in mirrors hoping to catch the 

right reflection, the complete side of the Gestalt, for the more they look the likelier they are 

to achieve precisely what they are trying to avoid: the shift of perspective that turns them 

into a body-in-pieces, the ~yb~es:.t itself. It will later be argued, however, that it is not a 

question of rejecting annunciation, for it is always already in the function of the crypt; the 

problem is that it has taken on a super-ordinate status, that is, in its partial acknowledgement 

in the crypt-fantasy, in the decline of the Symbolic, of Qth..el(s), or, indeed, when the 

Symbolic has itself go ne cryptic. 

Zizek writes, in Hegelese, that the "passage from one 'figure of consciousness' to the 

next occurs when the §.tlQ.i~çt takes cognizance of this gap separating his 'enunciated' (his 

theoretical position) from his position of enunciation and assumes thereby what he 

unknowingly staged as his new explicit theoretical position: each 'figure of consciousness', so 

to speak, stages in advance what will become the next position,,128. l would submit, however, 

that things are a little too neat here, for in an encounter with Qth..el(s) one cannot simply get 

back one's own implicit message from the OJh~J.;, for there are bound to be 

misunderstandings: what the Qth.~1; sends back, of course, will be fused to h/is place of 

enunciation. So white it is true that one does in some way assume what one had already 

unknowingly staged, and white we could keep the name "figure of (un)consciousness" for 

this, it is imperative to highlight the remainder(s) that will always serve to upset any clear 

assumption of one's previous place of enunciation. Moreover, one must aporeticaUy accept 

the frite other's discourse unconditionaUy, which is tantamount to an identification with the 

object "in the other more than the other", thereby blurring the distinction between the 

other's enunciated and enunciation. After aU, it is perhaps only by virtue of his solitude that 

Hegel could construct a system as neat as the Phenomenolo!!J of Spirit. 

Subject 

As we have just seen, the~J.!..bj~çç is the sense of absurdity produced through the 

identification with shit. As Zizek writes, modern subjectivity emerges not with the 

Renaissance but with Martin Luther, wherein man becomes perceived as ex cre ment, so that 

the subject perceives h/imself as "out of joint", not included in the positive order of entities. 

There is a correlation, then, between Cartesian subjectivity and its objectal counterpart, 
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between the subject of enunciation and the subject of the enunciated: "if the Cartesian 

subject is to emerge at the level of the enunciation, he must be reduced to the 'almost

nothing' of disposable excrement at the level of the enunciated content,,129. 

Another way of saying this is that the ~l!bi.eS1; is a constitutive void that drives the 

processes of subjectivation but which cannot finaUy be f1l1ed out by it130, which is why it has 

a bar through it in Lacanian algebra. The subject cannot achieve ontological consistency 

insofar as it cannot find its name in the symbolic order; to this extent the subject always 

remains a bone stuck in the throat of the signifiet131 , to conjoin Hegel's dictum within a 

Lacanian framework. The subject is paradoxicaUy both the movement away from 

subjectivation and the movement towards it, since without subjectivation comes a sort of 

unbearable state of excess. As Glyn Daly notes, "the subject is both the transcendental 

condition of possibility and impossibility for aU forms of contingent subjectivation"132. The 

pJl.al1.1lli, qua signifier of the lack of the Qth~, is closer to the subject than aU other signifiers, 

precisely because it is the representation of the failure of representation,,133. This is why 

Zizek considers subjectivity in itself to be feminine (qua p-h.aJlJll'). Although Derrida 

acknowledges such conflicting meanings to the "subject", he questions the merits of keeping 

the term for this very reason; does not the keeping of the term thteaten to re-assert the 

Cartesian cogito of self-transparent consciousness? To my mind, it is worth taking this risk, 

or rather: it is impossible not to. To throw away the concept simply by virtue of its 

ambiguity would be, in fact, to insinuate an (!l.!1.!1Jl_nsi~t~g) outside to language. 

To quote Lacan: "Who, then, is this other to whom l am more attached than to 

myself, since, at the heart of my assent to my own identity it is still he who agitates me?" 134 

One becomes who one is by assuming one's place of enunciation (as against the Imaginary 

ego). 

Testimony: A Provisional Definition 

From the above comments we are now ready to risk - for it is always a risk - a 

provisional defmition of~.§timQllY-. In a testimonial encounter with QJb~J.;(s), one accepts 

the subjectivity of the ~l!bi.eS1; of the unconscious (qua place of .eJll!.llcj~tiQl1) of the finite 

other, while differentiating it from the other's ~.!l.1l.!1si~t~g (qua indicator of their conscious 

understanding of the big Q1;l}t;.1;). One does this by partia/jy "identifying" with the e.bj(/p.§lj[q, 

which points towards both the .SJl.bj~~t of the unconscious and the enunciated. In so doing, 
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one attempts to understand how their ~l11Jl1çigte_q is inflected from their place of ~llJlJtc.i~tiQ.l1, 

and one tries to communicate back to the finite other one's understanding of their 

unconscious motivation; the other, in tum, attempts to do the same for you. This is the 

domain of Truth - an ever-going narrative without the present and thus without presence: 

"the effect of full speech [is] to reorder past contingencies in giving them the meaning of 

necessities to come,,135. 

Aporetically, by JullY identifying with the p!:zj§tj2f!1iLa. one also unconditionally accepts 

the other's discourse without consideration of how their ~ll\Plçi!!tiQ1J inflects their ~1J1.l1Jçi!l.1~d; 

one takes them at their word, one loves the object "in them more than themselves". By 

identifying with the pJ?j§!.jJ.fritf! one de-extracts the object from the big Qth_eJ by going 

through the p_h_a.llll§ - as the big OJb~! only comes to be through the finite QthJ:J's 

embodying it - and thus the field of reality loses its curvature. This opens onto an .o..tb~~ 

JQllis§!!1Jç~, which is not to be seen as a negative thing insofar as it relates to the other side of 

the aporia. Should it not Q.1h~r.:lQ.W§§.aJl.c_e, would itself become impossible. On its own, 

that is, in disowning the aporia, this is the dimension of the superegotistical 9~~th. .9.!Lv_e,: JullY 
identifying with theoJ)elj}!!/i/J!. in the lack of any big Qth_eJ (or the big Other as the lack of 

big Other), the realm of stupid declarations, wherein the Qb~L}2~tit_~ is reduced to the 

~llJlll.,Ç.i~t~g. 

The Symbolic 9~!!th. .9xiys resides in the aporia, crea tes the aporia, goes through the 

aporia. Testimony is a declaration that while changing the very coordinates of how it will be 

judged acknowledges what led it to its present situation; it is aporetic in that it deals with the 

gap of itself. 
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Chapter 3: The Holocaust, the Crypt-Fantasy, and the Crypt-Other 

(Post)Modernism's Real 

Postmodernity is typicaily understood as the coilapse of grand narratives, that is, the 

loss of any over-arching principle(s) that could govern the process of symbolization. For 

most, this is seen as a positive and liberating condition, as it supposedly ailots us a certain 

freedom to defme ourselves. After ail, the argument goes, grand narratives were false and 

falsifying in the fust place, governed as they were by a white male Eurocentric point of view 

that presented itself as neutral and scientific; in truth such a gaze, through its very pretension 

to scientificity and neutrality, was domineering and exclusionary. Of course one can and 

should endorse this viewpoint, at least conditionaily. For the problem remains as to how one 

can communicate without some form of grand narrative, which we could translate it into the 

Lacanian term of the big Other. Indeed, without some form of big Other, or Other(s), the 

only possible relation with singular finite others would be that of the specular image, wherein 

the other is but a reflection and/ or projection of one's own ego (and vice versa). 

Without a big Other other than the one that is anti-big Other, there is no possible 

route into the unconscious, and thus to one's desire. If desire is the desire of the Other, 

desire itself becomes problematic. In fact, it remains to be seen if psychoanalysis, as helping 

the subject to assume h/is desire, is still viable. Alternatively, if one saw psychoanalysis' 

mandate as helping the analysand regress from desire to drive, one's very mandate would 

seem to have been completed in advance (even if it is entirely the wrong sort of drive). 

Instead of desire we have jouissance, a crypt-fantasy of Other-Jouissance which could be 

seen to be the surplus from discourse and shopping, or S2. In this sense the superego is 

related to (the surplus of) annunciation, or rather satisfaction and impetus thereof. The more 

we give it the more it wants, and this is inexorably related to crypt-love, for the more we give 

of it the more it wants. 

When postmodernists, or whatever they like to cail themselves now (if anything136
), 

pose the non-existence of the big Other, what they are in fact doing is (presup )posing the big 

Other (of today) as the lack of a(ny) big Other (of yesteryear). McLuhan would say they are 

looking in the rearview mirror, of which we are ail guilty in some sense. 

For Zizek, in modernity the Thing assumed the form of remnants of the past, the 

inertia of prejudices to be cast away, or the repressed life power to be liberated. We enter 
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postmodernism when our relation to the Thing becomes antagonistic, wherein we disown 

the Thing even while it exerts an irresistible attraction on us; its proximity exposes us to 

mottaI danger even while it is also a source of power. What in modernity appeared as 

subversive margin, that is, symptoms in which the repressed truth of the false totality 

emerges, is displaced into the very he art, as the hard core of the Real that different attempts 

at symbolization fail, so that it is as if the universal and particular paradoxically exchange 

places. The centre is now the particular absolute, the traumatic kernel, while various 

universals are reduced to role of species of an unfathomable genus, functioning as ultimately 

failed attempts to symbolizej neutralize the traumatic core of the Real. As the theoretical 

antagonism shifts from the axis of the Imaginary-Symbolic to that of the Symbolic-Real, the 

modern symptomal ferreting out the texture of discursive Symbolic practices whose 

Imaginary effect is the substantial totality changes to the postmodern focusing on the anti

Symbolic traumatic Thing137
• Of course, we might note, the latter can only do so through the 

Symbolic: symbolically we acknowledge the impossibility of symbolization, giving our age a 

unique pathological twist. And what is this Thing, this particular Absolute, if not the 

Holocaust, that is, when the Real of prejudices to be cast away returned with a vengeance 

and a horror unmatched by any modern event, therery creating the break? 

The Holocaust and Zizek's (Change of) Position 

It is held by many that to try to symbolize the Holocaust is not only an impossible 

task, but one that is morally wrong. In a sense, such a statement rests on the idea that before 

symbolization was possible, that previous to the Holocaust we could properly and rightly 

symbolize existence and reality. This is, of course, entirely wrong. It presupposes that 

previous to the Holocaust existence was guaranteed by a benevolent God itself existing 

through the social fabric, that is, Other(s). With the Holocaust came not so much the death 

of God, for this came at the moment of Christ's doubt on the Cross ("Father, why hast thou 

forsaken me?"), but the death of God via the Holy Spirit ofbelievers: Other(s). Not only did 

God clearly shun us to let such a monstrosity as the Holocaust happen, we qua God qua 

Holy Spirit qua Other(s) let it happen. Thus we can no longer symbolize reality. In fact, to 

risk a position, to dare to symbolize, is shunned as a possible precursor to fascism. 

Even Zizek threatens such a position at times, particularly in his early work. In 

concluding his (1991) magnum opus, For Thry Know Not What Thry Do, he offers an "ethics of 
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the drive", which he defines as the "ethical compulsion which compels us to mark repeatedly 

the memory of a lost Cause ... Ail we have to do is to mark repeatedly the trauma as such, in 

its very "impossibility, in its non-integrated horror, by means of some 'empty' symbolic 

,,138 .. 1 h 1 h . Ah' gesture ; not sutptlsmg y, t e examp e e glves concerns usc WltZ. Although Zizek 

makes the disclaimer that this has nothing to do with simply "documenting" the trauma (for 

that impossibly neutralizes the Real of the trauma), this is a sutprising attitude for a writer 

who, in the new foreword to the second edition of the text (written eleven years later in 

2002), mentions that he thinks his earlier (1989) The Sublime O,?ject ofIdeology contained this 

philosophical weakness: it basically endors es a quasi-transcendental reading of Lacan, 
focused on the notion of the Real as the impossible Thing-in-itself; in so doing, it opens the 
way to the celebration of failure: to the idea that every act ultimately misftres, and that the 
proper ethical stance is heroically to accept this failure"139. 

It is difficult to see how the later text, For ThO' Know Not What ThO' Do, ends ail that 

differently from the failings of The Sublime Object of Ideology and his own geneology of 

postmodernism described above. In Did Somebo4J Sqy Totalitarianism? (2001), however, Zizek 

does in fact change tack; in referring to a description of the trauma of the Holocaust, Zizek 

asks (himself?): 

"Are these not the terms that designate the Lacanian encounter of the Real? However, this 
very depoliticization of the Holocaust, its elevation into the properly sublime Evil, the 
untouchable Exception beyond the reach of 'normal' political discourse, can also be a 
political act of utter cynical manipulation, a political intervention aiming at legitimizing a 
certain kind of hierarchical political relation."140 

This manipulation has three prongs; in the fltst it is part of the postmodern strategy of 

depoliticization and/or victimisation; two, it disqualifies other forms of violence to the 

extent that no one can then suffer 'as much' as those in the Holocaust; three, "it serves to 

cast a shadow over every radical political project"141. At this stage, Zizek is less concerned 

with "marking repeatedly the trauma as such" - for what, after ail, could a trauma be as such? 

- than with acknowledging that one must work through the Holocaust in some manner. The 

alternative is depoliticization. In Derridean terms, every marking involves iterability -

repetition with difference - and thus every marking is in some sense always already a working 

through 142. Again, in one of his most recent texts Zizek writes that the "only Absolute 

acceptable within this horizon is a negative one: absolute Evil, whose paradigmatic figure is 

that of the Holocaust. The evocation of the Holocaust serves as a warning of what the 

ultimate result of the submission of Life to some higher Goal iS,,143. 
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As intimated, the big Other of today is a non-existent one. Or rather, since this is an 

impossibility, the big Other today is what it is by virtue of what it is not; "the big Other qua 

anti-big Other (and therefore: crypt-Other)" may be the proper way to formulate it. One no 

longer places oneself out there, wruch is to say that one does not assume one's place of 

enunciation, but on the contrary continuaily attempts to exorcize it: one ex-poses the big 

Other, and for this reason it becomes obscene. There can be no end to such exorcism qua 

ex-posure, for in the very process of exorcism one cails up what it is one attempts to exorcise. 

Today's big Other/superego is to be found in this very process: it "is" its exorcism (of its 

places of enunciation). Nowhere is this more evident than in the discourses of Western 

(neo)liberalism, and especiaily its "inteilectual" proponents. One finds oneself in the Other 

in a reverse fashion insofar as one has exorcized one's place of enunciation. The big Other, 

now as overarching and spectral as never before, is intimately tied to the logic of 

victimization: one is only a subject relating to this spectral big Other insofar as one has been 

victimized, been preyed upon - by who? By Other(s). One demands ontological recognition 

as victim; one does not seek it through desire, through cutting into the world (qua-decision

making). 

As the result of the Real trauma of the Holocaust, the goal today has become to 

avoid the Real at ail costs even while it exerts a certain hold over us qua particular Absolute. 

This means several trungs. First, since the finite other, by virtue of embodying/incarnating 

the big Other (that is, as Other), is ultimately Real, it means avoiding encounters with Others 

insofar as they are Other(s). The only ones wruch one relates to are those that amount to the 

same, that never, so to speak, leave the field of the one: others qua mirror images. Secondly, 

of course, trus also means a lack of big Other, which is to be understood as the avoidance of 

symbolization. Many hold this up as an etrucal position, for to symbolize the Holocaust, the 

argument runs, means to betray those who vanished in the gas chambers. 

There can no question of every fully symbolizing the Holocaust, this is true, but is 

not this necessary failure - present in every (ultimately failed) symbolization - precisely what 

the "Holocaust industry", as described by Norman Finkelstein, is afraid of? For this is the 

truth of symbolization: it will always fail, and yet, this is the very impetus for its continuaI 

attempts. What the Holocaust industry seems to think, however, is that their partial 

symbolization succeeds, and then stops at a point beyond wruch it is (pre)supposedly not 

possible to go, a point we must simply survey and say "we can go no further, but must 
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instead simple mark this spot, year after year". lronically, it is the very failure where the 

Holocaust industry believes it has succeeded which spawns the very industry, the very need 

to continue such (disingenuous) symbolizations that dis-acknowledge iterability 144. Or 

perhaps what the industry is really afraid of is the fact that since every text published iterates 

the trauma, the Holocaust is being (re)worked through. Combining these two perspectives, it 

is clear that what the industry is fmally afraid of is that its !Jmbolization of !Jmbolization:r Jailure 

willJail, that is, that the trauma will be (re)worked through. Again, it will not, for it can no t, 

be fully worked through, although in each working-through there is a certain truth to the 

situation, a way in which the mourner can say "yes, this is it" - and this is "healthy", to 

anticipate Geoffrey Hartrnan's word. 

Let us quote Finkelstein at length: 

The anomaly of The Holocaust is that its uniqueness is held to be absolutely decisive ... All 
Holocaust writers agree that the Holocaust is unique, but few, if any, agree why ... Only a 
flea's hop separates the daim of Holocaust uniqueness from the daim that The Holocaust 
cannot be rationally apprehended. If The Holocaust is unprecendented in history, it must 
stand ab ove and hence cannot be grasped by history ... unique because it is inexplicable, 
and ... ineXplicable because it is unique ... For [Elie] WieseL .. The Holocaust is effectively a 
"mystery" religion [wherein] only the survivor-priest (read: only Wiesel) is qualified to divine 
its mystery. And yet, The Holocaust's mystery, Wiesel avows, is "noncommunicable"; "we 
cannot even talk about it". Thus, for his standard fee of $25,000 (Plus chauffeured 
limousine), Wiesel lectures that the "secret" of Auschwitz's "truth lies in silence". Rationally 
comprehending The Holocaust, amounts, in this view, to denying it. .. A favourite Wiesel tag 
line dedares that "the universality of the Holocaust lies in its uniqueness." But if it is 
incomparably and incomprehensingly unique, how can The Holocaust have a univers al 
dimension?145 

Zizek could answer this question based on his geneology of postrnodernism: ry virtue of its 
status of particular absolute, that is, unique but/and univers al. And what is this if not a kind of 

negative theology? As Giorgio Agamben suggests: "To say that Auschwitz is "unsayable" or 

"incomprehensible" is [to] ador[e] in silence, as one does with a God. Regardless of one's 

intentions, this contributes to its glory" 146. To "break the tie between an impossibility and a 

possibility of speaking [in Lacanian terms, the Real as internaI limit and impetus of the 

Symbolic] ... [one] unconsciously repeats the Nazi's gesture", as with the SS saying to the 

inhabitants of the camp: "none of you will be left to bear witness, but even if someone were 

to survive, the wodd will not believe him,,147. Wiesel speaks so as to say that speaking is 

impossible, but how can you accept the testimo'!)' of a survivor if the trauma of the Holocaust is 

"unsqyable'? Their testimony will have been foreclosed in advance. lnstead we get obscene 
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superegotistical figures such as Wiesel declaring his symbolization as effectuated in its very 

delivery, repeating in effect, if not in intention, the Nazi gesture. 

As Finkelstein continues: 

The Holocaust uniqueness debate is sterile. lndeed, the daims of Holocaust uniqueness 
have come to constitute a form of "intellectual terrorism". Those practicing the normal 
comparative procedures of scholarly inquiry must ftrst enter a thousand and one caveats to 
ward off the accusation of "trivializing The Holocaust"148. 

Far from trivializing the Holocaust, it should be clear that, since l am doing a cultural 

(psycho)analysis, l am on the contrary assuming its importance qua particular absolute. And 

the very fact that Finkelstein acknowledges the perceived need for so many caveats is proof 

positive of the Holocaust being postmodernity's particular absolute. After all, what is 

psychoanalysis if not a theory about the resistance to itself? (And should any reader of this 

thesis not feel a sort of immediate resistance to this discussion, this thesis would be wrong -

in this sense, psychoanalysis is "falsifiable"). 

By being the particular absolu te, to try to work through the Holocaust is to question 

its status of particular absolute, and thus to question the big Other (qua anti-big Other). And 

this is precisely, why any sort of comparison is seen as a form of denial of the Holocaust, even 

when its explicit aim is to mourn the victims of Nazism. As Finkelstein writes quoting Jacob 

Neusner, "emphasizing the uniqueness of the Holocaust 'gives Jews a claim upon ... 

others",149, and it does this, precisely, by its status of particular absolute, for in their intimate 

relation to the Holocaust Jews have a sort of special status qua place-holders of the big 

Other (qua anti-big Other). In itself there is perhaps nothing wrong with this situation, but 

as Finkelstein notes it is too often used for cynical political purposes, most often to the 

exclusion of the very Real suffering of Holocaust survivors. In perhaps the most bizarre twist, 

the Holocaust industry has inflated the numbers of survivors (in order to secure additional 

compensation) to such an extent that the industry itself trivializes the horror of the 

Holocaust, and thus the Industry itself practices a form of Holocaust denial (so that neo

Nazi Holocaust deniers use the Holocaust industry's own figures) 150. Furthermore, despite 

the large sums of monies received as supposed victim's compensation, very little has actually 

been distributed to the victims, as if, Finkelstein writes, the industry were simply waiting for 

the remaining victims to die so that the money could remain with ieSl
• In contrast to this we 

must go through the Real of the Holocaust in a mourning of the trauma - only then could 

we collectively gain access to some form of control over the big Other, through Other(s), 
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hand in hand with Holocaust survivors (and not the industry which rynical!J daims to speak in their name). 

As Geoffrey Hartman, co-founder of Yale University's Fortunoff Archive for Holocaust 

Testimonies, says in an interview: 

[in testimony] there is a transformation - one that is both necessary and, if l can use the term, 
healthy. l don't mean that everything has to be integrated. l don't think it can be ... But they 
can be transformed1S2 •.. 

Every event in history is unique, since every moment is absolutely singular - only a 

form of madness could argue otherwise. And yet, this do es not make comparison impossible 

- far from it, this is the paradox of history. To study what is both absolutely singular and 

comparable, this is the historian's gambit. So if we admit, now, that we can study and 

compare the Holocaust, certainly we can agree that it was - with the possible exception of 

the genocide of Native Americans (and we should not forget that Hitler modeled his 

Lebensraum program on America's Manifest DestinylS3) - probably the worst event in human 

history. Wiesel argues that it was only in the Holocaust that a people were killed for who 

they were (since he excepts the gypsies as a result of Hitler exempting two tribes from 

annihilation - weil certainly, one might retort, those other tribes would have thought 

themselves to be condemned simply for who they were). Yet certainly Native Americans 

were killed for who they were, as were, to go back to World War II, hundreds of thousands 

of Serbs at the hands of Croatians (where even the Nazis were aghast at the Croatian 

brutality). Certainly the Holocaust was unique, as has often been noted, in the Nazi use of 

modern technology and bureaucracy to commit genocide. As mentioned, Nazi Germany 

recast the Real from old prejudices to be gotten rid of and made it its explicit theme by 

embracing these very prejudices, while at the same time engaging in a modernizing process 

never seen before - thus Nazi Germany was, in a sense, both the most modern and the most 

primitive. 

The gas chambers (and IBM computers) combined modernity's technological 

"rationality" with primitivism's irrational prejudices, thereby contributing, in Agamben's 

words, to a "degradation of death [which] constitutes the specifie offense of Auschwitz, the 

proper name of its horror"lS4. As it turned out, modernity could not recover. And, one 

might say, survivalism is born with the inability to reconcile ourselves with death foilowing 

Auschwitz; survivalism is merely the flipside of Auschwitz's logic, and thus an index of our 

lack of mourning. Since, as Agamben notes, the respect for the dead, for preserving the 

dignity of the dead, is not something related so much to the field of ethics as to law, "which 
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is at every point indistinguishable from magic"155, to the extent that we cannot mourn these 

deaths, that we cannot hold a proper funeral, the law (qua Other) suffers. Dying becomes 

shameful, and although this, for Michel Foucault at least, has been with us since the 

beginnings of "biopower" in the seventeenth century, it has since the Holocaust ris en 

exponentially (thus perhaps allowing for Foucault's observation in the fIrst place). But to the 

extent that we do not mourn the deaths of the Holocaust we repeat the Naij' gesture. This is also to point 

to the falsity of all those discours es which hold Antigone up as (only) the supreme ethical 

fIgure, for her "ethical" action is ultimately for the law, for the Other, for Other(s) - and 

perhaps the unconscious reason for the discourses on Antigone is the desire to mourn, that is, 

to (at least partially) get out of the crypt-fantasy. 

To refuse an encounter with the Real is ultimately to refuse an encounter with the 

deepest level of subjectivity, the barred subject qua failure of signification, for when one does 

not symbolize and/or declares one's symbolization as effectuated in its delivery, one 

exorcizes the sense of failure which "is" the barred subject. One could say that it is from the 

sense of failure that one receives the impetus, the gift if you will, to risk a symbolization, 

thereby producing the inert surplus of the ol:jet petit a - and it may be the objet petit a that 

produces the failure in the "fIrst" place. But since there is, precisely, no beginning to this 

story, the barred subject qua failure of signifIcation/place of enunciation and the ol:jet petit a 

must be understood to be inextricably linked and inseparable. Again, Hartman: "[testimonies] 

are powerful enough to cause a secondary traumatization. And then what is complicating, is 

that a certain amount of secondary traumatization is in fact needful - if you're going to have 

a strong empathic response,,156, that is, with Other(s). The secondary traumatization, one 

rnight argue, is both reliving the trauma and being unable to fully express the trauma; one 

thereby encounters the deepest level of subjectivity, and when with others, as in such 

testimony, a "testimonial alliance" qua recognition of mutual vulnerability is created. A 

testimonial alliance, moreover, that functions through the ol:jet petit a as medium of relations. 

It is generally understood that Nazi Germany had a Symbolic answer for everything, 

thereby giving consistency to their Symbolic universe, in contrast to the previous Weimar 

Republic which seemed weak and ineffectual both in its words and in its deeds, or more 

precisely: to the extent that the Weimar Republic, as the epitome of consensus democratic 

poli tics, never fully symbolized their situation, they could not act to change it, or this at least 

was the way they were caricaturized by Nazi Germany (thereby ignoring the structural 
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conditions, for instance, of post-World War l reparations). Built-in to the very structure of 

symbolization is the deadlock at its heart: the Real. It is precisely this deadlock that Nazi 

Germany externalized onto the figure of the Jew, who became Nazi Germany's oqjet petit a, 

the object onto wruch they placed the blame for the impossibility of society - instead of 

realizing that trus impossibility was the result of their own places of enunciation. The affect 

produced was one of "if only Jews didn't exist, Society would exist,,157. 

Ironically, the logic now is that "if only the Holocaust did not happen, Society would 

exist". The Holocaust has become our oqjet petit a, our fantasy covering over the 

impossibility of Society. That is, the impossibility of Society is transformed into being the 

result of symbolization (since it is assumed Nazi Germany over-symbolized). To trus notion, 

implicit in all discourse today, we should insist on Nazi Germany's grotesque fantastical 

relation to the Symbolic, wherein their Symbolic served their fantasy life like never before. 

Nazi Germany, as we know, was a collective. At the altar of the ideological fantasy they 

sacrificed their places of enunciation, their relation to desire. lnstead they lived out their 

desire, or rather jouissance, through trus sacrifice. They were only subjects and Other(s) 

through this recurrent sacrifice, and in this recurrence existed a sick jouissance, whose 

object-cause, of course, was the figure of the Jew qua ol?Jet petit a. Their big Other was 

secondary to trus jouissance, and what is horrifying is just how similar the American situation 

is to this logic. Do not the "Muslims in our midst" now serve as the reason American 

society is not acrueved, that is, as the 'reason' they can enjoy sacrificing their places of 

enunciation in obeying their superegotistical imperative? 

We, by contras t, must traverse the fantasy of the inability-to-ever-in-any-way

symbolize-the-Holocaust, thereby de-extracting this oqjet petit a from the big Other, wruch 

means to become aware of how our big Other functions (qua its shunning of symbolization, 

which is to say, itself). Our field of reality would lose its curvature by passing through the 

death drive - is it any wonder that our culture, in seeking to avoid precisely this, takes on the 

form of survivalism? lndeed, far from opening to the trauma of the Holocaust the 

Holocaust industry masks it through its fantasy of the Holocaust as Thing and the Holocaust 

trauma as that wruch prevents access to the Thing, thereby avoiding the death drive itself qua 

passage from one to the other, a passage only Realized through Holocaust survivors' 

testimony itself (and us with them). Moreover, the very avoidance of mourning the 
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Holocaust means that its horror ever-threatens to repeat itself: this is part of the logic of 

incorpora tion. 

As noted, the Imaginary Gestalt involves both the image of completeness and its 

flipside of the body-in-pieces, the two being but a shift of perspective from each other; the 

drive (and the superego) emerges as the attempt to continually eradicate the completeness of 

the image. Fascism completed the image as never before - this is obvious - but to this 

extent it unleashed a massive drive that sought the image's destruction. These combined 

contradictory forces were channeled into the fascist Symbolic, so that the drive became one 

that sought suicide on the level of historical reality. 

Like the fascists, we too live in imagistic cimes. Unlike the fascists - and more 

precisely, because of them - we do not channel the contradictory forces of the Imaginary 

into the Symbolic. Instead they appear more free-floating, continuaI Gestalting, and this is 

one way to approach the Zizekian comment that our culture is one of living-between-the

two-deaths, as if we were awaiting our real deaths after already being symbolically dead. 

Thus we seek not suicide on the /eve/ of historica/ rea/i!) but disappearance on the /eve/ of rypema/i!). Not 

a hot fascism, but a cool one: in both cases there is the exorcism of one's place of 

enunciation. Suicide is an act (and a false one, of course) that one accomplishes for the 

Symbolic: one sacrifices oneself in a desperate act of love. By contrast, we do not seek this 

love: we trust that we no longer trust. 

The Serbian Other 

In post-World War II society, our big Other functions to the extent it is anti-big 0, 

our places of enunciation function to the extent we try to exorcize them, and the Real Other, 

to mitigate its hauntological effects, we transpose onto others that we can "manage": 

Milo s evic , Hussein. Is not Milosevic's trial at the Hague not a desperate attempt to 

impossibly show how we can manage the Real? Of course, it is entirely false, in part because 

in so doing we completely forget our own investments in the situation (both actual and 

fantastical, in this case). 

Wh en we actually do get a Real Other, exploding themselves on our doorstep, so it 

were, we feel as though our big Other has been irrevocably changed. The fana tic al US public 

reaction to September 11 th is nothing if not a desire to get back to a cime when the only 

Other was the lack of one, when we didn't have to (at least subconsciously) con front our 
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own investments lU our situation: a longing for innocence (attested to by the hysteria 

surrounding former President Clinton's memoirs, since in his time we could simply manage 

those pesky Serbs and not have to worry about Real Others). We need Serbs as of?jet petit a, 

for they - like the Holocaust, which also serves as an object-cause of desire - can be blamed 

as the reason global society is not achieved; thus it is not sutprising that every little hint of 

nationalism in Serbia is given a fascist overtone by a hysterical Western media. The logic 

here is that it is them who cast everything onto oq;"et petit a, wh en in reality it is (also) UJ uJing 

them as oq;et petit a, as though it were the Evil of the Germans - whom the Serbs, 

preposterously, stand for metonymically - that was responsible for our lack of 

Society / symbolization, and not language itself. Of course, this is not to deny the very real 

ethnic cleansing committed by Serbs; it is simply to point out how this factual ethnic 

cleansing played out in our fantasy life, one especially evident insofar as we ignore other 

factual ethnic cleansings, such as the Clinton-backed massacre of Serbs by Croats at Krajina 

in 199 5 (or again, the hundreds of thousands brutally and sadistically slaughtered during 

World War II). 

The other problem with "those Serbs" is that they seem to simply have too mu ch fun, 

especially at their own expense. In regards to the anti-smoking legislation which is presently 

sweeping the world, Zizek suggests that 

what is reaily at issue is that there are Others, who, through smoking, are enjoying 
themselves too intensely in a self-destructive way - and this is unbearable ... it's about how 
to have contact with others, but contact without contact; how to keep a proper distance ... 
So again, here we have the neighbour as Real: a Real which is ail too possible, and that is 
what is traumatic. With the intrusion of this Real, the almost central obsession of our times 
has become how to maintain proper distance158. 

Since others are Other(s) insofar as they embody the Symbolic, Zizek's statement that we are 

obsessed with "maintaining proper distance" should not simply be understood as avoiding 

contact with the Real of the Other but also as avoiding contact with Other(s), and thus, with 

the big Other's iterability; secretly we are aware that others embody (iterable) Other(s). We 

main tain distance from the big Other on the one hand because it has become an over

arching spectre, and on the other because we want it to remain so. The best way to do this is 

to avoid testimonial encounters, that is, encounters with Other(s). With regards to the Real 

of the Other, or the Other having too much fun, we regulate in a sort of reverse 

utilitarianism of maximizing unhappiness, or rather maximizing un-desire (qua distance from 

desire as desire of Other[s]), for the very sake of this abstract 'happiness' of the pleasure 
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princip le. Serbs, in their joviality and seeming indifference towards their own health and 

safety, their very "beyond of the pleasure principle", are the ones we must main tain the most 

distance from. 

The Spectral Big Other and Hypersensitivity 

At this point another level of analysis is needed. The big Other is in some - at least 

fantastical - sense spectral and over-arching, floating in hyperspace as a dead reference, so it 

were, insofar as one's place of enunciation is exorcized, therelry alienating one from one's ol?jective 

corre/ate (objet petit a), which is to sqy one's relation with Other('s). The ol?jet petit a further hides 

under the big Other. In this exorcism the symbolic fiction of the big Other is created in its 

very distance from Other('s). This is an impossible distance, of course, yet if everyone 

believes there to be a secure symbolic network irrespective of our investment, then in some 

sense there is - at least in the imagination. This impossible separation from the symbolic 

network is spawned by a fear of involvement and commitment, for in doing so one might 

touch the Real, one might hurt it, thereby transforming the Symbolic network itself. As 

Zizek writes in a different context, there is today a sort of hypersensitivity to the world as 

something that can be hurt, so that instead of cutting into the world we simply gaze at it159
. 

This gaze, which harks back to the proto-fantasy of the mirror image, avoids the Symbolic 

death drive. 

This separation from the big Other, however, spawns a great de al of guilt - as does 

too close an identification with it. The big Other has to exist, we sayat the same time as we 

dis-involve ourselves from it. The consistency of the (Symbolic) universe must be 

maintained, and thus one must show that the big Other exists after ail. One stages 

everything to (presup )pose this existence, a staging that becomes ail the more mania cal when 

one incessandy dis-acknowledges one's own involvement and investment. Of course, to 

some extent this has always been the case with the big Other as a separate symbolic fiction. 

It has always been the case, for instance, that one pretends the Emperor is in fact wearing 

clothes. The fttst difference, of course, begins with the French Revolution, wherein we ail at 

least theoreticaily become involved in the functioning of authority. As noted, in modernity 

people did not simply transpose their belief onto Other(s), but in some sense engaged in 

testimonial encounters. The second difference comes when technology reaches such a point 

that we could feasibly become involved in the public discourse on a daily, even hourly basis -
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and yet we don't, for the precise reason that we don't want to change the big Other. We 

would rather simply be superegotistically accounted for in it, that is, as victims. The 

superego imperative demands the creation of Laws so as to main tain a distance from them, 

and the Symbolic network is formed as a set of competing demands amongst victim groups, 

wherein the CUIp17't is the Other itse!! How else to explain the - beyond absurd - logic of 

Christian fundamentalists painting themselves as victims of "them liberals"? The amazing 

thing about this logic is that, in criticizing liberalism, it uses its very parameter of victimhood! 

The fundamentalist Christian stance simply embraces to a larger extent the superego's 

imperative. 

Crypt 

It could be argued that psychoanalysis, even of the Lacanian variety, is insufficient 

for today's problems. Have we not, one might ask, arguably become less repressive in the 

last few decades? And yet, new problems arise, problems only understood not through the 

mechanism of repression or simply the superego but foreclosure, which forms the crypt. The 

notion of the crypt, and the crypt-fantasy, is thus indispensable as a supplement to Lacanian 

psychoanalysis in the wake of the Holocaust. 

The crypt, a concept which haunts the works of Jacques Derrida (and many others 

besides), is a (non)place within the self that forms through a refusaI of mourning. The 

conditions of possibility of mourning, that some space within the self be opened so as to 

mourn some other, are, if taken to the limit, the very conditions of impossibility of mourning, 

in that a 'full' mourning would require a 'complete' space within the self to be opened - but 

then there would be no 'self' left to receive it. What is mourned/'introjected' becomes part 

of the self/Other, and what isn't is incorporated into the self in the (non)place of the crypt, 

which, as Jody Castricano suggests in her exploration of it, is the "vault of de site", a sort of 

"condemned passageway" inside the ego that returns to haunt and displace the self1G!l. To 

this extent the crypt is the very thing that gives rise to a sense of interiority, even while it 

apparently opens onto exteriority. 

In incorporation, one pretends as though the trauma never happened, and thus part 

of what is usually incorporated is a lost reality. Words that are incorporated work as if they 

were the representations of repressed things, and so one loses representational distance. As 

we know, it is in the very gap and impossibility of language that the world of material things 
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- and the subject - situa te themselves. In incorporation, then, trus gap/impossibility is 

denied, and instead words represent things 'direcdy'. As Castricano notes, "it is their absence 

in the preconscious which signifies that the trauma never took place,,16\ and thus the very 

function of the Symbolic, of the word serving as a presence of absence, is he rein negated. 

Absent from consciousness, the word is the thing. 

It only becomes so - fantasticaily, of course - because trus gap (the Real) of language 

is filled in. Part of what the crypt incorporates is the impossibility of mourning, that is, it fills 

in the gaps that would exist in mourning in a fantastical manner: we can cail this the first 

figure of the crypt by virtue of its foreclosing of the "primary trauma" of the gap in language. 

Every incorporation begins with trus primary incorporation (qua filling-in) of the primary 

trauma. Incorporation arises due to a failure of symbolization, and thus arises fust of ail in 

response to the primary trauma. 

Besides the primary trauma itself, several things can be and are incorporated, and we 

can understand the various things that one incorporates as related in a fundamental manner. 

First, the lost love object is incorporated, or more precisely a desire attached to trus object; 

alternatively, what is often incorporated is the unsaid of an Other, su ch as an ancestor (and 

of course there is a clear relation between one's ancestors and the symbolic network). From 

this angle, one incorpora tes not so much a lost reality as the unsayable secret that was 

excluded from a past reality. The trauma that was excluded from the ancestors haunts in the 

present. In both cases - a desire or a secret - what is repressed into the unconscious is 

ultimately the word-thing that functions dynarnicaily162. The crypt here is then the series of 

detours the word-thing must make in or der to acrueve utterance, and the crypt goes thus 

more by way of function than topography. 

Also incorporated is the lost reality previous to the trauma, since the trauma itself 

produced a break in reality, so that it is more comfortable for the cryptophore to exist in 

relation to the past reality than to the present one. Of course, short of psychosis this is 

impossible, so the cryptophore expends ail hl is energy trying to synchronize the two realities; 

trus is the source of the crypt's anachrony, the way it makes the present seem "out of joint". 

The present is always haunted by these past realities through the mouths of cryptophores -

and perhaps now more than ever. One could also argue that this attempt at synchronization, 

particularly in the presence of the analyst, is a cry from the crypt for help, for mourning (in 

clear contrast to the psychotic). 
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As Abraham and Torok write, introjection to a certain extent depends on one having 

fttst incorporated the traumatic other. When a trauma tic situation occurs, the fttst thing one 

does is to turn oneself into that which this new thing has done to me. In this way one 

familiarizes oneself with it through play, fantasy, and projections. l appropriate it for myself 

in a process of binding the trauma. Introjection occurs when l begin to become aware of my 

own graduaI encounter with it and how l have been modified as a result. For Abraham and 

Torok, the role of psychoanalysis consists in intensifying this process of introjection, in 

making it conscious by reestablishing lines of communication 163 • In itself, then, 

incorporation should indeed not be looked at negatively, for it is a prerequisite of mourning 

itself. The problem develops when incorporation cannot be made conscious, when the lines 

of communication remain blocked. Or rather: the problem emerges when the individuals 

that comprise society no longer see incorporation by itself as something to get over, wh en 

they in fact rely on it to maintain and enhance their subjectivities (qua victims). Thus there 

becomes no possible way in which incorporation could lead to introjection, for the whole 

point is that the former not be mediated by Other(s). One wants to maintain distance from 

Other(s), thereby (presup)posing a spectral big Other into which one allots one's victim

status. 

The problem lies, then, not with incorporation per se but its fmt figure, that of 

incorporating the primary trauma (qua foreclosing the gap of language). The second figure 

of incorporation, that of incorporating particular others given one's life experience, is both 

necessary and positive insofar as it leads to mourning, which it cannot do when one has also engaged 

in the primary incorporation if the primary trauma. A proper mourning, then, is one that engages -

without, obviously, being able to appropriate it - the gap of language. In so doing it rides 

the death drive, which is to say it relives the origin of the Symbolic and the law: giving 

meaning to death. In this primordial mad moment, one cannot distinguish incorporation 

from introjection; when it comes to (one's appropriation of) death, how could one tell? 

Retrospectively, however, introjection "wins" insofar as the Symbolic order is created, and 

the point is that any change to the Symbolic has to pass through this zero-point of the death 

drive, and such change cannot occur so long as the gap of language is foreclosed. 
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Crypt vs. Unconscious, and the Crypt-Other 

An important theoretical distinction - and fmaliy, as we will see, seeming conflation 

- of this thesis is that between the unconscious and the crypt. Both should be understood as 

functions rather than metaphysical 'places'. The unconscious is formed through repression, 

even though, as Zizek notes, there is no repressed without its returns. This underscores its 

dynamism. The crypt, by contrast, is formed through flreclosure, wherein the object 

foreclosed is not even recognized by the mind164
• In the speech of the unconscious, then, 

one can intuit that the analysand is "aware" of his unconscious desire in h/is unconscious, 

and this awareness is transmitted through speech. The analyst seeks out the subject of the 

unconscious. The speech of a cryptophore, by contrast, is more muddled. One cannot be 

sure the person who is speaking is the patient h/imself or the incorporated object(s). 

Moreover, ali parts of the ego will contradict each other, so that one can never realiy know 

what one is up against. There is, then, in the crypt no negotiation with Other(s) in the sense 

of contingently (presup)posing big Others through Others. Indeed, this would require 

mournmg. 

As with the unconscious, one must traverse the fantasy of the crypt so as to get at the 

Real kernel. l would argue that the difference with the crypt is its relation to language, that is, 

the foreclosure of the gap of language, a particularly strong feature of our age. One cannot 

dynamicaliy repress this gap, and thus the first figure of the crypt is the function of the 

foreclosing of the slippery ambiguous affair that is language: this preconditions the second 

figure of the crypt, that of incorporating objects due to the impossibility, as the result of 

singular trauma tic events, of symbolizing their loss. Thus the "primary trauma" of the gap in 

language preconditions the first figure of the crypt, which in turn preconditions the second 

figure of incorporating others. In encountering the primary trauma one, at the same cime, 

both creates a big Other and forecloses the gap itself, that 1S, one both mourns via Other(s) 

and incorporates. Soon we will cali this mad moment "mourning the impossibility of 

mourning", which, in acknowledging the gap in language, thereby aliows for the attempted 

symbolizations of incorporated objects. The crypt emerges through the foreclosure, the 

unconscious through Other(s). The crypt pro duces exteriority (the gap itself) in the 

individu al, thus giving rise to the sense of interiority. The unconscious produces interiority 

in the place of enunciation, through its very exteriority qua the big Other. 
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In a footnote Zizek suggests that it is "foreclosure that generates the trauma tic Real". 

Repression is but that of "some content into the unconscious ... [whereas] the foreclosed 

Real is an extimate kernel within the unconscious itself·"165. This foreclosure is as a result of 

the gap of language. Yet one might argue that there certainly are trauma tic encounters that 

are very Real and that on the surface precede the gap in language, to which one could 

immediately reply: the precise reason such trauma is Real is because of its impossibility to 

symbolize, so that it is foreclosed, thereby generating the trauma tic Real. 

Today the primary trauma is in a certain sense acknowledged, as language, it is held, 

cannot even begin to comprehend - much less symbolize - the Holocaust. Precisely because 

we acknowledge it, however, we cannot symbolize it, or rather: we paradoxically are 

symbolizing our very inability to symbolize, which, while a step away from the aporia of 

"mourning the impossibility of mourning", ultimately refuses the aporia in the shunning of 

symbolization in the very use of the Symbolic. "Mourning the impossibility of mourning", 

by contras t, embraces symbolization and its necessary failures - whereas today we symbolize 

so as not to symbolize, manifest in Wiesel's $25,000 speaker's fee to say such things as the 

Holocaust is "the mystery of mysteries"; in language, he speaks a negative theology, one re

iterated cime and cime again for a small fortune. One might call the move from the paradox to the 

aporia as but a shift if perspectit)e, equiva/ent to the death drive, that is, a passage through and via it. The 

paradox allows the superego to emerge, the aporia - via the o~jet petit a - tescimony. 

If what we have said so far seems to follow a primarily derogatory line towards the 

crypt and incorporation, at least wh en it does not le ad to mourning, it must also be said that 

it is perhaps only with the crypt that change in the big Other is possible. Or rather, again: it 

is the shift of perspective qua death drive that allows for such change. If the unconscious is 

the spatial order of pure signifiers, it may be that it is the crypt, and its seemingly random 

hauntings, that give rise to a sense of temporality. On a fttst reading one might say that the 

crypt introduces (the sense of) cime - but on the second one would realize that it is the shift 

of perspective that does so. As noted, the big Other exists in the relations between people: 

Other(s). Since in a testimonial encounter no two people can fully understand the common 

ground from and of which they speak, we could argue that it is the crypt(s) itself that 

interrupts any attempt at appropriation. In this sense the crypt - the different ways people 

foreclose the gap of language - is the inflection that prevents understanding, thereby 

allowing for continuaI negotiation. Alternatively, the crypt could be viewed as the result of 
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these misunderstandings, and would thus simply refer to the process itself due to the 

necessary (but today overblown) foreclosure of the gap. The crypt only temporizes in 

relation to Other(s); otherwise it is as unchanging and irrepressible as the superego, and this 

is, indeed, our situation. Without Other(s), there can be no shift of perspective and thus no 

passage through the death drive; there can therefore be no change, no mediation. We have 

here the very configuration of (neo)liberal instrumentality, wherein the Other is but a 

dumping ground of our individual exorcisms of our places of enunciation. 

When a society's members forthrightly believe in a positivist description of reality 

(obsessional neurosis), thus foreclosing any and ail possible ambiguity from their discourse, 

or fantasticaily embrace the gap of language itself (hysteria), the Real misunderstandings 

produced in an encounter are deemed unbearable. The crypt-effects, and their production 

via the testimonial encounter, are shunned (and/or fantasticaily embraced). To the extent 

symbolization is shunned, the big Other itself becomes cryptic, and it seemingly becomes 

impossible to change since the shi ft of perspective from the Other to the crypt is elided 

insofar as the Real of the Other (and o~jet petit a) is foreclosed. Concurrently we shun the 

effects of the crypt insofar as they offer glimpses of the Real of the Other via the o~jet petit a, 

thereby (presup)posing an unchanging big Other, which means that relations with Other(s) 

become as static as if one were relating to computer programs - or at least this is the 

'desired' effect (qua anti-desire). In a sense the crypt becomes the big Other and the big 

Other becomes the crypt (in eliding the difference, the shift of perspective, between the two): 

we shail write this as the crypt-Other. The crypt-Other is the fantasy of Other of the crypt

fantasy and the superego-fantasyI66. The crypt-Other avoids the unconscious Other at ail 

costs; after ail, both the superego and the crypt are parts of the ego. Both are ways in which 

the Symbolic becomes Real, yet in avoidance of the Real's most radical dimension. 

Crypt-Fantasy 

The crypt-fantasy, that is, the fantasy of the crypt, emerges when not simply when 

the primary trauma is foreclosed, which is in part a necessary feature of life, but when such 

foreclosure is acknowledged and endlessly discussed as "ethical". One sees such a line of 

thought from Levinas, who will be discussed shortly, to Wiesel (and even early Zizek), who 

thinks it ethical to simply mark the trauma of the Holocaust. In the primary incorporation of 

the crypt-fantasy, it is the flesh itself (qua fantasy) that fills in the gap. 
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When symbolization is shunned generaily, everything that would have once ailotted 

mourning to take a stab at is incorporated, in advance. Things, since they no longer situate 

themselves in the gap of language, but seem to exist ail by themselves, take on an air of 

stupid positivity with which it is impossible to negotiate. How could one negotiate with that 

which stares you in the face precisely to the extent that it (impossibly-seemingly) doesn't 

belong to the realm of language? The thing stares stupidly precisely insofar as one has in 

advance refused to ailow it to enter a dis course of contingency. An example of this is the 

world of fashion, such as the show Fashion TV, where the stupid images are accompanied by 

the most banal prattle. It is obvious that they have nothing to sqy, and yet they seem to erect 

an enormous sense of glee and satisfaction through such speech, such l'apparole. In this 

obscene short-circuit, their discourse at once creates the way one views the object and is 

utterly useless, totaily secondary to the object. There is an enormous - shail we say: 

"jinormous!" - jouissance here. 

As Derrida writes in his introduction to Abraham and Torok's study of the Wolf 

Man, the concept of reality is indispensable to the situation of the crypt. The crypt must 

incorporate more than one and behave toward it in more than one way; that is, the secret of 

the cryptophore must be shared, and at least with a "Third". A secret, after ail, is meant to 

be shared: this is its very deflnition. The incorporated Third is held in so as to be crossed 

out, kept alive so as to be left for dead167. We could immediately suggest that this Third is 

the big Other, which in this case does become the (Zizekian) ideal point of reference qua dead, 

although even here the big Other of the crypt appears iterable through the interplay of the 

'agents'. In the forum of the crypt, a whole assembly of witnesses will be assembled, as weil 

as a whole strategy of testifying wherein everyone can be cut off at any time. This points to 

the structural necessity of testimony, for even when one tries to keep the big Other locked 

down in a sort of stasis, it demands iterability (repetition with difference). The testimony of 

the crypt, of course, is more a sort of anti-testimony, as nothing is believed by the flgures 

involved: instead everything is taken as perjury, precisely in order to (impossibly) avoid 

iterability. Is this not our situation? When symbolization qua Other(s) is shunned, do we 

not become vacuous nodes (with)in a society of the crypt-fantasy and crypt-Other? The 

crypt-Other merely serves as a dead witness to our Gestalting. We trust that we do not trust, 

so (that) the Other becomes but a "dumping ground" of our places of enunciation. 
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Testimony proper, as we will see, depends on faith ill others qua Other(s), or rather: 

testimony 'is' Other(s). 

Eating Shit, and (its) Annunciation 

For Abraham and Torok, it was essentiai for the formation of the crypt that the 

Ioved object was aiso the patient's ego ideal, wherein the humiliation suffered by the ego 

ideal had to be incorporated so as to be covered up. The metaphors used to humiliate the 

ego ideal would thus be taken literally, thereby negating their meaning which, if taken 

seriously, would jeopardize the patient's ego ideal. Introjection is taken literally as an 

insertion into the mouth, so that metaphors involving excrement resulted in the patient 

literally eating shit. The refusaI to introject the loss of the ego ideal - which could only 

happen via Other(s) - is expressed by defying humiliation itself in the eating of excrement, 

pretending such metaphors are edible and appetizing. Abraham and Torok write that this 

serves as an active destruction of representation in a narcissistic mission of bolstering the ego 

ideal l68
• Perhaps what cryptophores are doing ab ove all is saving their ego ide aIs qua 

enunciated-shit from negotiation with Other(s). Moreover, it could be argued that we are 

constantly idealizing our love objects, in the intuited knowledge that by doing so we can 

preserve and enhance our interiorities - without interference from Other(s). In speech from 

the crypt, both words-that-hide and somatic symptoms can be understood as enunciated 

content. On the one han d, shit (as what must be given up but is not), and the other 

flesh/body. Since the excrement of one's enunciated is not given up (and thus not identified 

with), the subject of the unconscious does not emerge, and thus neither do Other(s). 

This emphasis on the necessity of the ego ideal, however, is not entirely present in 

Castricano or Derrida. The former, in fact, implicitly links images of excrement with 

abjection generally, so that what is incorporated is simply what is abjected. Abjection, as 

suggested by Kristeva, is what allows for the separation of subject and object; without 

abjection there is no differentiation between subject and object. The primary things abjected 

are both the Mother and excrement, both in order to enter the Symbolic. The mother and 

shit thereafter haunt the Symbolic via the crypt, and thus one of the fantasies of the crypt is 

to not give up the gift(s), to in fact do the opposite: to eat the shit, to not give up the 

Motherl69
• This broadens the scope of the fantasy of eating shit from Abraham and Torok's 
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model; moreover, it points to the fantasy of getting back in touch with the Mother through 

the satisfaction of speech (annunciation). 

The term "incorporation", of course, is associated with the body; in incorporating 

the lost object l in a sense swailow it whole. l do not chew the object. In mourning, by 

contras t, l do exacrly that, thereby clearing the space from which words may emerge. In 

incorporation, by not chewing, the lost object becomes the body itself: the object becomes 

incarnated, embodied, and thereby annunciated in speech. The imaginary Real is the 

annunciation, the satisfaction of speech, that certain 'je ne sais quoi' of one's (incorporated 

other's) discourse. 

The crypt-fantasy emerges when incorporation is the only possible ourlet for dealing 

with the loss of objects, so that the ego in some manner consciously privileges incorporation, 

thus making the incorporated primary trauma become flesh, in the same movement that the 

ego itself becomes flesh, and in a way we are ail touching each other's egos qua flesh, 

together filling in the gap of language. That is, the ego no longer serves as the mental 

projection of a bodily surface (as Freud would have had it) but to some extent becomes the 

surface itself by virtue of the continuaI and endless incorporations/incarnations. This 

situation is the precondition of ail the discourses which presenrly swirl around the questions 

of touch and affect. One might consider such discourses (such as those of Levinas and 

Derrida) to thus partake of a form of melancholia, were it not for the fact that unlike in 

classic melancholia, wherein the ego fuses with the lost object, in the crypt-fantasy there is no 

object to fuse with. What the 'ego' fuses with is the foreclosed gap of language itself; we 

might cail this, then, the melancholia of the crypt-fantasy. 

Of course, "projection" does not infer mediation in itself, so in a sense the ego never 

was an active force distinguishing between its incorporated traces; but whatever mediation it 

might have once had has vanished. As we have seen, the ol?jet petit a means many different 

things in Lacan's work. Of particular note here is that it flrst comes into being as the 

Imaginary leftover of entering the Symbolic, thereby harking back to an Imaginary time of 

fulfillment - with the mother. When viewed in this context, the of:jet petit a is of the 

imaginary Real, realized in annunciation (which is thus always in some extent a harking back 

to the mother). 

When the Symbolic fails, we could argue, in no longer identifying with the of:jet petit a 

(qua only achieved/lost in the rise of the Symbolic), one enters the twin process of eating 
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shit, on the one hand (akin to obsessional neurosis), and yearning for Mama, on the other 

(akin to hysteria). Since we have understood the enunciated to be akin to ex cre ment, we 

might suggest that one eats (swallows whole) the other's words as opposed to introjecting 

them. Since the other speaks without fully giving up his words, we cannot introject them. 

One becomes them, and one is immensely satisfied in spewing them back out towards others, 

for they in tutn incorporate them whole. One's words will not be killed, mourned, 

introjected, dissected. They will be taken whole, and so one feels whole, as with Mother -

'in' the gap of language. In the crypt-fantasy, our flesh-egos touch. 

Fixated on the Freudian oral stage, we devour each other whole, becoming one 

another in our very flesh qua incorporation; the dizzying el al ffect of this cool orgy we call 

cannibalism (and one, of course, that doesn't chew). Perhaps the reason we have become 

fixated at this early stage is because it harks back to the fust Other, the Mother; given that 

our only big Other is formed through the resistance to any big Other, we're yearning for 

Mama. Freud argued that in the oral phase (qua breast-feeding) the sexual activity coincided 

with the activity of nourishment, wherein the object of both activities was the same (the 

breast) - wherein the sexual aim was the incorporation of the object. This is the prototype 

of a process which becomes identification 170. In this sense, the ol?jet petit a, as medium of 

relations, only functions to the extent it harks back to Mom; thus the ol?jet petit a sinks further 

into the realm of the Imaginary. Or rather: the ol?jet petit a becomes split, into the enunciated 

of shit (and thus away from its more ambiguous role as objective correlate to the place of 

enunciation), which one does not fully give up, and the annunciation of the Mother, which 

one gestures towards and which serves as the satisfaction of speech. 

The Dis-satisfaction of the Crypt-Fantasy 

For Barnard, annunciation involves lalangueillanguage and is thus beyond enunciation, 

concerning itself not so much with unconscious meaning effects in the Symbolic but with the 

affects/being-effects of the (m)Other tongue; it is a language of being that exists in an 

Other-] ouissance. It comes to be through the feminine experience of being in the Symbolic 

without exception, thereby allowing the feminine subject a relation to the Other that 

produces another unlimited form of jouissance (as opposed to the phallic jouissance of part

objects). This is effected in undeath in relation to the signifier of a lack within the Other. 

The object here does not haunt the subjectivity as a promised yet avoided plenitude but as a 
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nontraumatic signifier of a lack in the Other, thereby allowing for the possibility of 

provisional mas ter signifiers from within: "in feminine jouissance the Real finds a signifier"171. 

This identity with the ol?jet petit a, in its being a nontraumatic signifier of the lack in the Other, 

would seem to be the very motto of the death drive. Does one reach and ride the death 

drive through annunciation? 

l'm afraid there is a stupid positivity here, for if the feminine subject identifies with 

the ol?jet petit a qua lack in the Other, thereby "'knowing' that neither she nor the Other 

knows", what could drive one to create a provisional new mas ter signifiers? If one is in the 

Symbolic altogether, at the place of the lack, a "Nothing humbly aware of itself' (as Zizek 

echoes in the same text172
), where does change come in? Instead of throwing in the towel, as 

it were, it may make more sense to grapple with the Real of sexual difference, the Real of the 

difference between masculine and feminine structures, that is, to acknowledge that some 

form of limit is necessary. Is there not a way in which annunciation can be - paradoxically -

the voice of the superego? 

Despite Barnard's comments that new provisional mas ter signifiers can be created by 

being inscribed at this place of the lack - and she is the only one to mention this, realizing it 

to be important - l would argue that annunciation can come to serve more by way of fantasy 

protecting one from the death drive than the drive itself, or rather, and as suggested in the 

introduction to this thesis: annunciation, qua l'apparole (in the crypt-fantasy), is the drive that 

prevents the more radical Symbolic death drive. For if one were really and truly confronted 

with the lack in the Other, this would not be a nontraumatic experience, but the precise 

opposite, and this is what would drive one to spawn new mas ter signifiers (ad infinitum). The 

question that presents itself is thus whether the notion that the Woman knows that neither 

she nor the Other knows (the lack of the Other) partakes of the crypt-fantasy of Woman as 

Thing. If Woman knows this lack since she is in the Symbolic altogether, if she is at the very 

place of the lack, is there a way in which she thereby fantastically fills this lack? Or rather: is 

there a way in which the very discourse of Woman being "humbly aware" of the lack in the 

Other comes to fill this lack? 

Moreover, much of the other contributions to the same text focus on the question of 

the en-corps, the enjoying substance that comes from beyond the signifier and its repetitive 

circuit. We could note a semantic series from the "en-corps" to "incorporation" to 

"annunciation", given the latter's association with the Incarnation, or the making flesh. 
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What is this, one nùght then ask, if not a jouissance of the crypt-fantasy? And what does this 

mean for speech if for the most part our attention is directed towards the satisfaction of 

speech rather than its founding character of assigning roles among the addresser and the 

addressee through working through the trauma of the lack in the Other? Surely we could 

associate this privileging of the satisfaction of speech with the loss of Other(s), that is, the 

loss of the social fabric. Avoiding the founding character of speech, however, is correlative 

to avoiding the death drive (while preferring "undeath", that is, the death drive of the crypt

fantasy), that which nùght break up the fantasy of annunciation - for in founding speech the 

other whom one addresses is both the Thing itself and the Thing that prevents access to the 

Thing, and this is only Realized in the encounter itself, that is, in the very passage from one 

to the other. 1t is only via this passage that one founds, for it is here one Realizes the lack in 

the Other (as equivalent to the part-failure of the testimonial encounter). By avoiding the 

death drive annunciation seeks to avoid founding, and thus the crypt-fantasy of annunciation 

is the preserve of the status quo. 

One nùght delineate two forms of annunciation, one of the body-in-pieces, the other 

of positivity; they are two sides of the same coin. The former on the surface appears to be 

the death drive, were it not for the fact that this "going towards the body-in-pieces" does not 

seek to change the fantastical situation but to re-enforce it. Lacan himself could at times be 

herein included, for his seeking a "union beyond the 1maginary of flesh and word", which is 

generaily taken to be the Real and the Symbolic, is not so much partaking of the death drive 

but rather the fantasy of the crypt. As we noted, the crypt-fantasy is the flesh - it is instead 

the body that "is" the Symbolic death drive. Derrida could also be placed here. Certainly ail 

his work is a confronting and opening towards the gap of language, yet for ail that no new 

provisional master signifiers emerge from his work. He has demonstrated time and time 

again the need to decide to decide, yet as for concrete decisions his work fmds itself lacking. 

1s he merely melancholicaily embracing the gap of language, that is, partaking of the crypt

fantasy? At the same time, one could argue that if the Real kernel of the fantasy of the 

Holocaust is the gap of language, Derrida's work is thus a traversaI of our fundamental 

fantasy in his acknowledgement of this gap. And yet, precisely to the extent that he embraces 

this gap he does not move from it to the creation of contingent Others; rather, he stays at 

the level of the crypt-fantasy death drive in an avoidance of the Symbolic death drive. 
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The latter form of annunciation, that of positivity, occurs in the same movement: to 

the extent one feels oneself inscribed at the lack of the Other, thereby filling in the gap of 

language with your very being, one's flesh becomes this incorporation-qua-filling-in of the 

gap and one becomes stupid(ly positive), just like everyone else. In a sense we incarnate the 

gap of language and thus material objects seem our correlates; this is the precondition for 

Walter Benjamin's beloved detritus. When both sides of annunciation occur together, 

indistinguishably, we have the language of the crypt-Other - the result of there not being 

Other(s) to provide contingent Limits. Indeed, it may be only across and through the Real 

of sexual difference that the contingent Limits we require can be found. If the (fantasy of 

the) masculine structure only exists insofar as the primaI father/superego guarantees the 

Symbolic, and the (fantasy of the) feminine structure only ex-sists in a non-ail fashion, 

provisional master signifiers, it would appear, could only appear "between' them. Far from 

resolving or synthesizing the Real of sexual difference, such master signifiers would be 

contingent precisely because of their placement between masculine and feminine structures, 

between existing and ex-sisting. 

It is, then, not being said here that we should relegate annunciation to the 

background. This is stricdy impossible. It is simply to note the precondition for its explicit 

discourse to emerge today, in the decline of Symbolic efficiency, as weil as to question its 

predominance in Lacanian analyses to the exclusion of the Other(s). One could put it thus: 

there is nothing wrong with existence qua enunciation/Symbolic (for existence is the kind of 

being to be had within the Symbolic), nothing wrong with incorporation qua annunciation, 

and nothing wrong with positivity qua enunciated; the problem arises wh en any one or two 

of them is privileged over the other(s). At the moment, we privilege the latter two to the 

exclusion of our places of enunciation, and thus the superego has taken charge, (seemingly) 

paradoxicaily with annunciation as its voice. 
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Chapter 4: Hamlet's Crypt-Love and P®aying (to) the Crypt-Other 

Trauma, Victimization, and the Discourse of the University 

We could argue that the unsayable secret of the crypt is akin to the Other jouissance 

not subjected to the bar of signification. Traumas, of course, are not subjected to the bar 

insofar as they are not symbolized but incorporated. Thus we fmd a correlation between 

trauma and Other Jouissance, which has already been suggested in the incorporation of the 

primary trauma in the crypt fantasy, that is, the fantasy of llanguage/lalangue, which thereby 

gives a satisfaction to the play of speech. Is it not part of today's logic and fad of 

victimization that the victims, in describing the traumas they have been subjected to, derive a 

sort of satisfaction from speech? Moreover, is it not that only if one has gone through a kind 

of trauma that one is to be adrnitted as a subject? On the one han d, this is understandable 

given that it is only through the crypt that interiority is produced. Perhaps the previous 

subject, the great White Male, was only inscribed in the phallic function to the extent that he 

felt in some way exduded from it (in the relation with the primaI father). Today, as the 

phallus is everywhere in question, the new subject is produced mostly through the crypt, 

through having gone through - or having fantasized going through (or both) - a trauma. We 

should also note the sort of stupid positivity, and thus the two sides of the coin of 

annunciation, of such discourses, the way it reeks of angelic shit that puts an end to any 

symbolic exchange between Other(s): "1 am a Native sociology student, and you are a white 

male, thus what 1 say is to be more valued than your discourse, for it's my tum to speak". 

One's place of enunciation is here relegated to one's relation to trauma, and from this 

relation comes the satisfaction of annunciation, wherein one announces this relation in an 

absolutist manner. For this reason, and despite all the talk of testimony in relation to trauma 

that is annunciated these days, the testimony described in this the sis is of an Other(s) sort. 

One rnight say that all the victim status dairning of today is a way to sublate Real 

trauma, appropriating trauma so as to avoid its Real. If one can not begin to symbolize the 

Holocaust, one becomes a victim in order to ward off the Real. Moreover, the very fact that 

in order to be induded in the (nonexistent) big Other of today one must daim victim-status 

is evidence of the fact that our big Other is founded on trauma, or rather the avoidance of it 

qua Real, which is to say the avoidance of the gap in language. Related to the logic of 

victimization is the liberal humanitarian concem for the fascinating "diversity" of the Other, 
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which, as Zizek notes, "functions as a fetish by means of which we are able to preserve the 

unproblematic identity of our subjective position"173; in so doing one prevents "the meeting 

with the Other from becoming a meeting with the Real that undermines our own position,,174. 

One daims victim status in order to secure an allotted place within the big Other (qua anti

big Other), in so doing avoiding the Real of the Other, wruch, in equally affecting oneself, 

becomes an encounter with Other(s). As a certified victim one need not relate to Other(s), 

one - presumably - need not a place of enunciation. And yet, something has to come to 

give one a subjective relation: the superego, and the superego is supremely collective insofar 

as it fllis in for the lack of the Other, for everyone's lack of place of enunciation. 

Alternatively, one could say that the collective superego causes the exorcism of our places of 

enunciation. 

The emphasis on the image of the victim prevents any act, for, as Zizek writes, 

"[d]oes not this pain render ail ideological Causes trifling?,,175. Insofar as it does, of course, 

we know we are thus in the presence of the supreme ideological manoeuvre itself. How dare 

one act if one is doomed to "break some eggs", that is, create "victims"? Of course, there 

are those who refuse to play the role of victim, and these "terrorists" and "fundamentalists" 

are the true "object of anxiety,,176 for the former West, for they refuse to stay put as victims -

and we write "former West" precisely because, as Baudrillard writes, it has "lost its defining 

values long ago,,177. (And yet, as we will see in conduding, terrorists are but the flipside of 

the former West's position.) 

The very problematic of today's situation is this fascination with one's own srut qua 

enunciated, one's inability to let it go (wruch would thereby allow for the ol:jet petit a/place of 

enunciation to arise). In a sense we have become Misers who spend too much time admiring 

our verbal and objectal accomplishments, and it is precisely through this fascination that 

such a stupid - we use the word advisedly - notion as an "Angel of History" is sputtered 

forth, and moreover made an object of fascination for today's academy. You know 

something is amiss when the Arcades Prqject is considered the publishing feat of the century; 

as a collection of notes, what is it if not a kind of academic (not-given-up-)diarrhoea? 

This is, perhaps, the epitome of the discourse of the university. We should not, then, 

be surprised at the anti-intellectual culture in wruch we live, wruch generally sees academia as 

irrelevant and useless, for academia, in its purely annunciative function, is useless, which is to 

say it has no relevance for our lives with Other(s), wruch is also to say that academic discourse is 
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the very truth of our situation. What non-intellectuals so dislike about academics is, in fact, the 

latter's very proximity to the former, and the uncanny effect it thereby creates; no one wants 

to admit their exorcisms. The last thing academics should do, then, in analyzing our anti

intellectual culture, is to act like Beautiful Souls cursing the unfortunateness of the world's 

situation, but rather to acknowledge their own position - qua lack of position, of place of 

enunciation - as the truth of the problem itself. And this applies, fu:stly, to the liberal 

humanitarians so welcomed, so crypt-Ioved, by our universities. 

(Love of> Me1ancholia, "Mourning the Impossibility of Mourning", Crypt-Love 

In relation to Benjamin's work (and, we might note, his rather uncritical 

appropriation by today's academy), Rebecca Comay writes: 

For both cultural and historical reasons, melancholia - the subject's unappeasable attachment 
to an ungrievable loss - would seem to have a peculiar resonance today. It might be 
tempting to see in the stubbornness of the melancholic passion the "loyalty to things" a 
certain ethical dimension: the refusaI to perform the mourning work of symbolic mediation 
would seem to involve the encrypting of alterity within the interiority of the subject, which 
would as such divest itself of its very interiority or self-containment. Freud's "open wound" 
would, on this reading, be the site of an originary traumatic extimacy - the subject's own 
opening to an infinite responsibility. Buried alive within the vault of a self fractured by the 
persistence of what cannot be metabolized, the lost object would assert its continued daim 
on those still alive. Melancholia would articulate this daim. Its tenacity would be thus the 
very measure of the immeasurability of a loss whose persistence points both to the infinite 
need for and to the final impossibility of all restitution. 
The issue proves to be somewhat more complicated178. 

One might imtnediately note that if it is through "encrypting" that the sense of interiority is 

produced, the very ego that deconstruction seeks to subvert is, far from being deconstructed 

through the crypt, formed through it; thus deconstructonists (if not Derrida himseH) throw 

themselves into a never-ending paradox. As Comay notes, Freud himself drew a "conceptual 

link between melancholia and a certain narcissism" 179 • Moreover, we might ask how 

melancholia could "articulate" anything. Is it not, rather, a way to not articulate anything, to 

ward off the work of mourning? Comay suggests that melancholia can help the subject 

"adapt to the ideological requirements of the present day ... The occlusion of the traumatic 

past equally cuts off any relation to a radically (indeed, traumatically) different future,,18o. In 

the terms of this thesis, melancholia is a way of accommodating to the presumed 

impossibility of mourning the Holocaust. 

Zizek takes part in this through his arguing that melancholia is a positive condition 

by virtue of its positivizing the abyss. For Zizek, in its fidelity to the remainder (the lost 
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object), melancholia interprets constitutive lack as loss, thereby possessing the object in its 

very loss. Mourning, by contrast, is for Zizek a betrayal of the object due to its "second 

killing" of the object by putting the loss into words 181. Yet is not the very foundation of 

human existence, of the Symbolic, such second killing? We have already suggested that the 

ever iterated origin of the Symbolic is to give meaning to the impossible: death. Melancholia 

is almost always seen as (at least chronologically) primary to mourning, but could we have 

melancholia without mourning? If not wouldn't melancholia appear again, as it did to Freud 

many years ago, as a lai/ure to mourn? From this perspective, melancholia is part of the 

crypt-fantasy itself. One cannot appropriate death, yet one can, in a sense, testify to this 

impossibility, 'from' it. 

l offer again the inelegant formulation "mourning the impossibility of mourning" to 

describe this interminable process, and offer its inelegance as a testimonial to the 

impossibility of Symbolic appropriation (and yet this statement threatens to give off a 

second-order appearance of mastery, and this one a third, and so it goes, however, ad 

infinitum). In this sense, isn't testimony, by its nature as "mourning the impossibility of 

mourning", also a positivization of the abyss(es) (if not its "possession")? If Derrida, 

following Levinas and Maurice Blanchot, writes of a passivity beyond the opposition of 

activity and passivity, which is to say an absolute opening to the arrivaI of the Other, we 

might say, to avoid a long analysis, that "mourning the impossibility of mourning" is an 

activiry beyond the opposition of activity and passivity, which is to say that rather than simply 

opening up to the Other's arrivaI, l (presup)pose this very Other. They are two aspects of 

the same process, and indistinguishable (unlike the Gestalt fantasy which take the form of a 

static "coin"). The arrivaI of the Other is stricdy equivalent to its (presup)position. In the 

mad moment of symbolizing death at/in the origin of the Symbolic, one is both active 

(symbolizing death) and passive (opening to death), and one is thus beyond the opposition, 

and this gives one the very impetus to testify. Derrida is certainly right to say that in 

instrumental times the arrivaI of the Other has been closed Off182, or foreclosed we might say, 

but this is because we do not assume places of enunciation, because we do not (presup )pose 

any Other. Instead, we ex-pose it (and us). 

The problem with Zizek's privileging of melancholia - the example he gives is of 

diasporic communities maintaining a melancholic attachment while participating in the global 

economy183 - is that it is, of course, an attachment to the Imaginary. Although l am putting 
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words in his mou th (a second killing, if you will), l assume Zizek's privileging of melancholia 

to be because at the very least it un-forecloses the Imaginary, moving a cryptic identification 

to one more conscious. Yet we know that in melancholia the lost object "takes over" the 

ego, so to speak - without questioning or interrogating the structure of the Imaginary ego 

itself. Since part of the Zizekian ethic is to confront the constitutive lack of the neighbour, 

and thereby of oneself, that is, to see the other and thereby oneself as Real184
, a melancholic 

attachment to lack-as-loss would seem to foreclose this possibility. 

Butler, foilowing Freud, notes our attachment to even the most trauma tic things, 

such as rejection, for at least rejection "is" in a melancholic attachment. l would say that it 

"is" precisely insofar as it is not exposed to the gap of language, thereby refusing the 

contingent symbolizations that would chew it up (qua introjection). Rejection rhetoricaily 

denies the threat of withdrawal purportedly signified 185. In melancholia, the superego 

becomes the gathering place for the death instincts; one might say this is because the 

superego, as Symbolic-Real, tries to break up the image of the lost object. In a gesture not 

dissiroilar from that of Abraham and Torok Butler argues that what sustains (in its very delay 

of) the period of mourrung is the prohibition against expressing aggressivity toward that 

which is lost, in part because the lost one abandoned us, and in the sacralization (think ego

ideal, or ide al ego in our cimes) of the object we exclude the possibility of raging against that 

abandonment186
. This, of course, assumes introjection to be an aggressive act, which surely it 

is: one chews the object - and yet, again, is not (originary) violence the very precondition of 

Symbolic activity? What, after ail, could be more violent - and yet ethica/, that is, in the lJery 

emergence if ethics - than symbolizing death? Butler writes that melancholia is the withdrawal 

from speech that makes speech possible, but we could just as weil argue the reverse, that it is 

the failure of speech that makes melancholia possible. Without murdering the object by 

giving it a name (in relation to ail other signifiers, of course), there can be no speech 

whatsoever. This gesturing, via discourse, to a beyond or precondition of discourse partakes 

of and in the crypt-fantasy. 

As Freud noted, in melancholia the ego turns back on itself when love fails to find its 

object and therefore takes itself as an object of love; it tricks itself by thinking ail the id wants 

is itself (and not the trace of the lost object). As Stuart Schneiderman writes, the ego then 

thinks it is loved and that ail it desires is to be love d, and is satisfied in being so. The "ego 

wishes to make desire into an ego function, wants to make desire its own"187, which is to say, 
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in the terms of this thesis, the ego wishes to avoid Other(s). In being loved desire is satisfied, 

and this parries the death drive; here the ego does not interact with the desire of another, and 

thus becomes paranoid towards the Other who becomes a menace. Although Schneiderman 

does not speak of the crypt, he writes that this situation involves the temporality of 

procrastination, wherein "it is only the intercession of the desire of the Other that 

precipitates action and breaks the cycle of delay" 188, which is to say that it is only via 

symbolization (qua the discourse of the Other) that one can act. At the same time the ego 

takes itself - or the traditional superego does - as an object of aggression and ha te as weil, 

and thus one could argue that its goal is to seek out confirmation of love as a way to avoid 

these feelings / reactions. 

Empiricaily, this would me an that in a society that shuns symbolization, after one bad 

break-up one would sink into this melancholic position, and everyone in society would 

simply be seeking love on the level of the pleasure principle from one another, avoiding 

contact with the Real Other (as Zizek noted in a different context). This is indeed one of the 

facets of our age, and one might simply cail it the "love of melancholia", were it not for the 

fact that the crypt is missing herein. Indeed, the "love of melancholia" should be seen as an 

Exception that grounds the mIe of (future) foreclosure. We ail have those memorable 

experiences of our fust love, and such memories, since they are largely conscious, are our 

very egos. We do not give them up to symbolization, but we do not simply foreclose them 

either, but rather continually live the memories as ourselves. This love of melancholia then 

preconditions the ability for future foreclosure, that is, for every break-up that foilows, by 

ailowing the crypt to remain invisible behind the screen of the love of melancholia. 

Combining the two processes into one, let's cail our situation that of "crypt-Iove". Its most 

particular feature may be canceilation of gap between need and desire, as if our demands for 

love were immediately met, that is, as if there were a superego quality to such demands 

effectuated in their very declaration. 

After ail, what is the meaning of ail these on-line dating services if not that of an 

absolute distrust of/in the Other, the contingency - through one's active involvement - of 

quotidian encounters? N early ail these services announce the benefit of being able to "take 

control of your love life - why leave it to chance?"; people who use these services only in the 

rarest of cases stay together for more than a couple of weeks (and usuaily for just one night), 

perhaps because of the secret anxiety that they are simply obeying a superegotistical 
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imperative that banishes Other(s). Using such services one avoids, at ail costs, the Real of 

the Other - no doubt it is when one feels the Real of the Other approaching that one clicks 

off, and on to another, to another... Such a situation creates a vicious spiral, for the more 

people refuse the contingency of quotidian life (thereby acting against it), the harder it 

becomes to surrender yourself (in your very involvement) to such "chance", and thus people 

flock to the services at an exponential rate. (It should perhaps be noted that several of these 

services, now international, originated in my home city of Toronto, which perhaps says 

something of the impetus of this thesis. And one should perhaps also note that in this city, 

the "most multicultural city in the world", the different cultures themselves largely do not 

mix besides the eating - incorporation? - of each other's food. Torontonians pride 

themselves on the "fascinating diversity" of the Other, at an arm's length, in clear contrast to 

downtown Detroit where one cannot avoid the Real of the Other, thereby, combined with its 

dystopic setting - putting the big Other, and thus oneself, in question - aIlowing for 

relatively more testimonial encounters). 

Schneiderman asks: "How can we deal with the dead without the mediating function 

of the ego?" "The answer", he writes, "becomes fairly obvious. We bury them, according to 

the rituals of our society, which is to say we resituate them in discourse ... In Lacan's terms, 

we give the dead over to the symbolic or der; their fate is not in the hands of anyone's ego,,189. 

As Schneiderman continues, and here he deserves to be quoted at length: 

Burying the past does not me an annihilating it ... From the point of view of the ego, a failure 
to remember does mean that nothing remains; thus the ego is the seat of nihilism. The 
image of the beloved 1S not the same as the trace of that person's passage. Someone who has 
been buried leaves a mark behind, a trace of his passage through our world ... in the 
unconscious ... The investment of the image as it is reflected in the ego captures the subject's 
look so that the mark of the passage becomes unreadable. And this capture exists in what 
the ego would like to think of as a timeless present ... 190 
In the terms of this thesis, the ego partakes of the crypt-fantasy Gestalt of having 

completeness on one side, and nihilism qua body-in-pieces on the other, thereby avoiding 

the "passage" itself which is the death drive. Wiesel et al are terrific narcissists, in that they 

think that should we mourn the dead at ail, nothing will remain, whereas on the contrary it is 

only through mourning that their traces can be (un)consciously felt. One has Holocaust 

deniers (and the reaction they spawn to them) precisely because we are 'not aIlowed' to mourn 

the Holocaust dead, which means that - in the strict sense of existence being the sort of 

being to be had in the Symbolic - they do not exist, for us. If we could mourn the dead and 

their trauma, they would "exist" qua the ever-iterable formation of big Others through 
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Other(s), through tesrimony. As it stands, they have simply been incorporated, in the same 

movement that the Symbolic has been shunned; to the extent that ail discourse surrounds 

this space where mourning (the impossibility of mourning) should have occurred, our Other 

has become a crypt-Other. 

The Crypt-Love of Hamlet 

Zizek notes how in present rimes the impossibility of Society is acknowledged. But 

we do not ask: how is Society impossible and how is impossibility understood politicaily? 

That is, Society has and always will be impossible, and thus taking a sort of comfort in 

knowing about this impossibility is absurd, and moreover besides the point; it is, in fact, a 

way of avoiding confronting the impossibility. As Daly notes, "this postmodern enthusiasm 

for impossibility is one that lends itself too readily to a type of poli tics that itse(f becomes 

overly partial and provisional; where political ambition is aL:eady limited by its own sense of 

limitation as SUCh,,191. Thus we are le ft with a politics that stops at the impossibility, without 

ever seeking to possibilize the impossible, which is, precisely, the only way for change to 

occur. There can be no decision without such an attempt to possibilize the impossible, or 

"mourning the impossibility of mourning". As Daly (and Schneiderman, in a different 

context) notes, this makes Hatnlet the key figure of our age, who, while constantly resolving 

to do, ends up only constantly resolving. 

In Specters if Marx, Derrida obliquely reads Hatnlet's ontological dilemma as one 

more properly assessed as hauntological. Hatnlet's questioning of his existence ("to be or 

not to be") is shown to be one that is concerned ulrimately with whether or not to respond 

to the injunction of the ghostly inheritance of his murdered father, transmitted to Hatnlet as 

a secret. The (secret of the) mur der of his father could be said to form Hamlet's crypt, from 

which he is hauntedl92
. Hatnlet's murdered father, of course, was Hamlet's ego ideal. Since 

the superego is what measures one's performance against one's ego ide al, one could argue 

that Hatnlet's crypt doubles as his superego, and thus Hatnlet's father doubles as the primaI 

father of the superego. Hatnlet's murdered father returns from his position as Hatnlet's ego 

ideal to also become his superego, for the precise reason to avenge his ego ideal, to live up to 

this ideal: this is the root, if not the [mal status, of Hamlet's narcissism. Thus Hatnlet's 

dilemma is to have a crypt, superego, and ego ideal ail alike. Should he believe the ghost, 

should he believe the ghost is actuaily that of his father? As we know, he proceeds to figure 
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it out through the re-enactment of the murder in the play within the play. But in the process 

of finding out the answer, ail but three characters die - as a direct result of his inaction and 

unwillingness to believe his father's ghost and respond in kind. 

Everything is doubled in the play: there is a play within the play, Hamlet plays mad 

while Ophelia becomes so, words have double meanings, the King is replaced by his brother, 

and above ail there are two Hamlets. Now what happens wh en one places two mirrors 

facing each other? Infinite doubling, which is to say: indecision. Hamlet's tragedy is 

ultimately a result of his superego, in that he'il only get what he wanted, and nothing more, 

precisely insofar as he cannot mediate his desire through Other(s), a situation intimately 

related to crypt-Iove (and Hamlet, in his dying words, asking for his story to be told). He can 

kill the incestuous and murderous King, fulfilling the injunction of his crypt/ superego, 

thereby protecting his ego Ideal. But since he cannot place this ego Ideal anywhere, there is 

nothing left for him to do but die (and in fact he oilly kills when he is dying himself). 

If Derrida's ethic is to listen to the ghosts within, then why Derrida would hold up 

Hamlet as an ethical example is puzzling to say the least. Hamlet is the supreme Imaginary 

ego: he is obsessive in his narcissism. Hamlet himself berates his inaction - or rather: 

Hamlet's superego berates him. Is he to be commende d, rather, for not listening to the 

ghosts, or for incessandy questioning the truth of what they say - that is, to question one's 

superego? Perhaps he should be both commended for questioning the superego and 

reprimanded for not listening to his ghosts within, in this paradox which is Hamlet's very 

being - and yet: Hamlet's superego (qua murdered father) is right, and in his questioning his 

superego his ego is at his strongest. Here the Gestalt/ crypt-fantasy is at its most obvious, as 

we could read "to be" as the complete image and "not to be" as the body-in-pieces - given 

his exclusion from the Symbolic, more on which presendy. 

A particularly interesting aspect of Hamlet is the nature of his relation to the big 

Other. Wh en the story opens, Hamlet's ego Ideal qua place holder of the big Other, his 

father, is dead. The question is whether Hamlet can re-integrate into the new symbolic 

network. As we know, of course, he cannot: the new Master holding the reins of the big 

Other is the incestuous murderer of his ego Ideal. Hamlet goes mad. Perhaps Derrida's 

interest in Hamlet stems from this inability to integrate into the Symbolic. One might argue, 

indeed, that Derrida's discourse is a romanticization of not being able to integrate into the 

Symbolic. As we will see later, Hamlet's predicament is similar to that of Narcissus, although 
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whereas the latter is fIxated on his ideal ego, Hatnlet is on his ego ide al; what they share in 

common is the inability to negotiate with or fInd placement for theit ide aIs into the Symbolic 

network. One might argue that without being able to situate oneself within a Symbolic 

network one's ego ideal transforms back to an ideal ego, which is perhaps why Hamlet's "to 

be or not to be", seemingly questioning his existence within the Symbolic network, 

transforms into one of the Imaginary. Is this, perhaps, a feature of our age? If our 

placeholder of the big Other is not an incestuous King but, well, let's admit it, polling 

companies taking the "pulse" of the public, are we not resorting to a sort of crypt-Iove that 

merely seeks confIrmation of being loved? 

Derrida does note that Hamlet curses his mission to restore the law, which from the 

perspective enacted here means to restore his ego ideal in the symbolic network. The 

murder of Hatnlet's father made it so that "the time is out of joint". Derrida argues that this 

is because Hatnlet curses his mission, and that "this mis fortune is unending because it is 

nothing other than himself, Hatnlet,,193. Indeed, Hatnlet is no Beautiful Soul cursing the 

rotten state of Denmark whilst disavowing his own role in this situation, as it might appear in 

a fust read. The mis fortune really is his very being insofar as this mis fortune is a result of his 

father qua ego ideal qua previous placeholder of the big Other being murdered (and 

returning as both superego and crypt). In this sense Schneiderman's view of Hamlet as 

"clearly a failure - he cannot act on his desite"194 is a bit harsh, for if desite is desite of the 

Other, and the placeholder of the big Other is the murderous King, it is a bit diŒcult to 

place the blame solely on Hamlet as Schneiderman appears to do. Nonetheless, he is right in 

mentioning that Hamlet's "success is to convince the audience that it is no failure after all, 

that we can still love him"l95. Hamlet seeks our love, and we his in using his situation as an alibi 

for our own failed !ymboli~tions, as we stupidly think our own Other to be murderous, indeed 

fascist. Together we embrace in a crypt-Iove. 

Of course, Hatnlet is universally acknowledged as a melancholic, not a cryptophore 

as we seem to be implying; yet his murdered father, as the Exception to the Symbolic, is 

Hatnlet's melancholic love qua ego-ideal. His father - and of course the superego's primaI 

father is the masculine Exception to the Symbolic order - is Hamlet's consciously loved 

Exception that preconditions crypt-Iove with others. Hamlet melancholically loves his 

superego. Don't we too? The collective superego is the agent of demanding crypt-Iove, 

wherein all our demands are effectuated in theit very delivery. 
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Derridean/Levinasian Messianism 

Derrida writes of the "vis or effect" of hauntings, wherein the specter sees you but 

you cannot see the specter. In the case of Hamlet, the murdered father speaks through a 

helmet. The effect of this is that in our feeling ourselves being looked at, outside of any 

synchrony, the sense of absolute anteriority is produced. Derrida argues that "anachrony 

makes the law", that is, it is through the visor effect that we inherit from the law. Derrida 

writes: "The one who says '1 am thy Father's Spirit' can only be taken at his word. An 

essentiaily blind submission to his secret, to the secret of his origin: this is a fust obedience 

to the injunction. It will condition ail the others,,196. What is this if not a submission to the 

superego, to the primaI father's origin qua murder by his sons? As Derrida also says: "What 

do es it me an to foilow a ghost? And what if this came down to being foilowed by it, always, 

persecuted perhaps by the very chase we are leading?"197. As we know, the superego is the 

figure of persecution par excellence. Derrida, however, also writes of the fact that an 

inheritance is never given in advance, but rather continuaily decided upon in a forever 

contingent fashion; such choosing is always founded upon a secret "which says 'read me, will 

you ever be able to do SO?,,,198. Thus we could argue that while Derrida seems to open up 

the question of inheritance to one of "reaffumed choosing"199, he at the same cime closes it 

down insofar as any and ail choosing fundamentaily surrounds the secret, and ulcimately the 

secret of the origin. 

If, as Derrida writes, "by definition, [ghosts] pass through wails, these revenants, day 

and night, they trick consciousness and skip generations,,200 , the problem with this account is 

obvious: on what grounds do we choose this inheritance? What is or can be the basis of 

decision? Clearly, this can only happen within a historical context, that is to say through 

Other(s), but anything of this sort - shail we cail it "politics"? - is absent in Spectres of Marx. 

It isn't, after ail, ev en clear who decides, for if we accept Derrida's argument (as we should) 

that we are always already haunted by the pas t, by our incorporated others, just who decides 

on the injunction is entirely unclear. One might say this is simply the way it is, but if we stop 

here we are left, weil, nowhere. Rather, the question of who it is that decides could be 

argued to be dependant on one's place of enunciation with(in) Other(s), so that one's act of 

decision places oneself in a historico-political context: in the act of decision one judges the 

injunctions, decides on them, and at the same cime one is thereby judged, decided upon. The 
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act of decision is a decisive act: one makes a cut into the world, and one's cutting confers 

one's own "individuality". 

Derrida does makes small strides in this direction, but it is perhaps his affiliation with 

Levinas which prevents him from fully realizing it. Levinas, it is weil known, speaks a great 

deal of the Other, although for him "the Other Vlut17lz] can... not appear without 

renouncing his radical alterity, without entering into an order"ZOl. Levinas, then, understands 

the Othet only in its Real aspect, whereas the Lacanian account understands it to be aIJo 

order itself (and hence the term's radical, and productive and producing, ambiguity). The 

Levinasian "enigma" is the way the Other (qua radical alterity) seeks my recognition while 

preserving his incognito. The Othet is thus a meaning beyond meaning inserted into the 

order of meaning. Subjectivity is Enigma's pattner, responding to the Enigma at its own risk, 

l . d . Z02 a one, umque, an ID secret . Alluding to annunciation being the satisfaction of speech 

Levinas writes: 

Al! speaking is an enigma. It is, ta be sure, established in and moves in an order of 
significations cornrnon ta the interlocutors, in the midst of triurnphant, that is, prirnary 
truths ... But behind this renewal, which constitutes cultural life, the Saying [as opposed to 
the Said] ... is the discretion of an un-heard proposition, an insinuation, imrnediately reduced 
to nothing, breaking up like the "bubbles of the earth," which Banqua speaks of at the 
beginning of Macbeth203. 

Further pointing towards annunciation Levinas writes that "perhaps [in French, cruciaUy, 

peut-etre, or 'inaybe-being"] is the modality of an enigma, irreducible to the modalities of 

being and certainty,,20\ that is, to the Symbolic qua placees) of enunciation. Yet clearly this 

Enigma constitutes Levinas' universe, and clearly he trunks a society to be possible through it, 

or rather: it is the sort of non-being to be had in instrumental rimes, or rather again: the sort 

of non-being to be had wh en one cannot change such instrumental rimes, that is, when the big 

Other functions insofar as it is against itself so that aU one can do is annunciate. Levinas 

thus posits an Other of the (spectral big) Othet, which is fundamentaUy at odds with Lacan 

who understands there to be no Other of the Other. One might even caU Levinas' work 

supremely ideological in its Beautiful Soul effect: rather than acknowledging the loss of our 

places of enunciation through their exorcism he gestures to a mystical beyond. If modernist 

ideology concerned the aga/ma deep within us, it is the same today, only now the aga/ma is the 

crypt itself. 

Levinas writes that trus thinking of the Enigma, which is a thinking what withdraws 

from thought, is to desire - and since the Enigma will, of course, forever withdraw from 
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thought one will never find an end to desire. The problem is that this is not desire he speaks 

of, but jouissance: the crypt-fantasy of Other-Jouissance qua the satisfaction of speech ("ali 

speaking is an enigma"). Since this Other of the Other only exists through others, which 

Levinas himself notes in that others stand in the trace of the Enigma's illeity, this jouissance 

ex-sists in the prattle of pomo crypt-subjects: we could cali this the "pomo prattle of the 

crypt-Other", which knows no end to its satisfaction qua jouissance. This may indeed be the 

present situation, in that we believe there to be an Other of the Other, and this is, precisely, 

what keeps us going, what aliows us to "get by", to accept things as they (instrumentaliy) are. 

Indeed, ail the meditation workshops, whether Zen or Kabbala (the latest Holiywood 

spiritual craze), and ali the yoga classes of today could be seen to exercise this belief in an 

Other of the Other - and are thus supremely ideological in that they prevent one from 

realizing one's own role (qua one's very exorcism of one's role) in the situation. For ali that, 

however, one should not prescribe the description, which is precisely what Levinas does 

while thinking he is disturbing order. If, as Derrida notes, the most blatant metaphysical 

move one can make is to posit an outside to metaphysics, Levinas is guilty of just that. 

Opposed to consciousness is "psychism", a pre-conscious and primordial relation 

which should be understood not as consciousness but as an affective disposition towards 

alterity qua trauma; this is also another name for the subject, that which cannot be said. 

Consciousness, as Simon Critchley writes in his work on Levinas, is a "belated effect of the 

affect of traumaz0s, the sense of interiority that emerges from encrypting. Subjectivity takes 

on a non-dialectical transferential relation to the original trauma of the other qua ThingZll6: 

the subject is "persecuted". Because of this trauma, the subject is bound via the repetition 

compulsion to repeat that painful jouissance because it wants to suffer, that is, to relive that 

jouissance - of exorci;dng one 's place of enunciation. As Critchley writes: 

The Levinasian subject is a traumatized self, a subject that is constituted through a self
relation that is experienced as a lack, where the self is experienced as the inassumable source 
of what is lacking from the ego - a subject of melancholia, then. But, this is a good thing207 . 

Strictly speaking, this is not a melancholic situation but a cryptic one, for the ego cannot 

possibly fuse with what it lacks a priori - and yet, Critchley's statement comes to make sense 

given our earlier discussion of the ego fusing with the flesh, with the incorporated primary 

trauma. Either way it is not a good thing. Critchley thinks this situation to be the only way 

we can speak of "goodness, transcendence"Z08; if so, would not the ethical part of this puzzle 

exist within the speaking itself, that is, in the relation with others, that is, Other(s)? If so, 
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wouldn't this immediately tum a cryptic or melancholic situation into one of mourning qua 

speaking/testifying? In speaking, would one not relate to others in recognizing their 

trauma tic selfhood as akin to one's own, in the process forming a dialectical big Other qua 

intersubjectivity in and through the very aporia? 

As Critchley continues in the next essay of the text, analyzing the relation between 

Lacan and Levinas: 

There can be no doubt that it is precisely this dialectical model of intersubjectivity [the 
Lacanian big Other] that is refused from beginning to end of [Levinas'] Totality and Infinity, 
where Levinas defies Hegel and the principle of non-contradiction by describing an absolute 
relation or un rapport sans rapport, that is to say, a non-dialectical model of inter-subjectivity; 
what l proposed in the prevlous chapter as a non-dialectical concept of transference21l9. 

Again, if everyone in a culture had this rapport sans rapport, would they not relate to each other 

as such? Would they not, then, enter into a dialectical relation, that is, without necessarily 

excluding Levinas' aporetic relation? In sum, one can have both, and changing the big Other 

requires a passage through this aporia, through the death drive, but at the same cime 

dialectical mediation remains - as it must. Is there not a way in which Levinas is trying to 

preserve and justify his own solitude, his own mystical relation with his (Other of the) Other? 

Is this not, [mally, a profoundly isolated and isolating philosophy? l believe there are 

grounds for saying so, and since it is this rapport sans rapport that Derrida brings into his own 

work the same critique applies more or less to him. If the relation to the Thing is a relation 

to the crypt, and Levinas' relation to his absolute Other is a relation to the Thing, then 

Levinas wallows in the crypt-fantasy. While, as we have seen, the crypt-effect is constitutive 

of the subject's sense of interiority, it is precisely to the extent that Levinas annunciates the 

crypt, that is, partakes of the crypt-fantasy, that he refuses relations with Other(s) qua 

political decision-rnaking. Although he at cimes acknowledges that one cannot have this 

rapport sans rapport without the order of the community21O, he does not go the distance, as we 

have above, in Realizing that the arrivaI of the Other is equivalent with its 

(presup )positioning: ethics is poli tics, and vice versa. 

Derrida, perhaps, realizes the Other of the Other to be the gap of language itself, and 

this is the Real kemel of our fundamental fantasy. And yet his work is a sort of melancholic 

appropriation of this 1055. As Cornay writes, "the very notion of an originary loss ("as such") 

preceding the loss of any determinate object could function equally as a preemptive denial of 

loss that would mask the real inaccessibility of its object by determining it in advance as lost 

- thus negatively appropriable in its very absence,,211. This functions "as a defence against 
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the fact that the object 'lost' was in fa ct never mine for the having"212. Although Derrida 

would never sqy that he thought the gap of language was his for the having, this is perhaps 

the effect of his work. "[G]rief itself can provide its own perverse form of consolation"Zl3 -

in the crypt-fantasy death drive. 

So, back to Hamlet: by virtue of not being allowed to play his role within the 

Symbolic - that is, in not being able to integrate his ego ide al - Hamlet is hyper-aware (like 

Levinas and Derrida?) of the role-playing of everyone else. This is, in a way, a positive 

condition, for it should enable the emergence of contingent big Others (although not in the 

same way as the feminine subject). As it becomes clear, however, this could only happen 

through Other(s), and Hamlet is but one isolated man, thereby ego-obsessive. With Other(s), 

by contrast, he could not be so, and while with Other(s) the contingency of one's role within 

the Symbolic would be acknowledged, it would also be viewed as necessary to accept one's 

role, to assume it as the very condition of existence. Again, this is Hamlet's destiny given his 

unique circumstances. 

Zizek himself takes a small part in this Levinasian scenario, in that he argues that 

Hamlet should not have said "l, Hamlet the Dane", but should have continued his hysterical 

(non)existenceZI4, whereas while we are acknowledging the full extent of Hamlet's dilemma it 

should be argued that Hamlet's statement was very much needed. This is somewhat akin to 

Antigone, wherein, as we have seen, her act is not only one of defiance to the community, 

but, given why she defies her empirical community - to bury her de ad brother - she 

performs the quintessential Symbolic act. Thus her act against the empirical community is 

one done for the Symbolic community; afraid of the lack of mourning, that is, of the forming 

of the crypt, she defies her community - to save it. We should be wary, then, of discourses 

which presently swirl around this figure that do not acknowledge this dimension, for they are 

perhaps simply validating our own cryptic (non)existences within present society. 

While the Lacanian reading of Antigone, that her ethical position lies in the way that, 

after she has been banished from the community, she changes the way she relates to her exile 

so as to assume it as positively, is to be somewhat commended, is there not a grave danger 

that in such a reading we are falsely imagining ourselves to be Antigones banished from 

Society (qua lack of big Other), wherein we are ethical insofar as we realize this and assume it 

(as positive)? Against this one should stress again that Antigone's act was for the community. 

Moreover, the logics of Hamlet and Antigone could be dangerously combined: seeing the big 
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Other as murderous we are exiled/ exile ourselves from Society, and assume and self-relate 

positively to such exile. We have here the playground of university ethics, and let us pray not 

also those of psychoanalysis. 

Superego, Totalitarianism, Enlightenment bathwater, and p®aying 

As alluded to on more than a few occasions, there is a sort of superego quality to the 

crypt-Other. Not the least of reasons is the symbolic Real quality of capital. As Zizek has 

noted on more than a few occasions, today de site no longer exists via its prohibition. On the 

conttary, desite is mandate d, enforced: Enjoy (capitalism)! This becomes an unbearable 

situation, as it remains to be seen whether there can be any desite left for the subject. If one 

wanted to say there was, the question immediately to be asked would be: how would the 

subject know this desite to be h/is own (and not simply sanctioned)? It is unclear if analysis 

can progress any further here. Bizarrely, rather than working against the Imaginary, the 

superego of the crypt-Other seems to enhance its capture, which is perhaps not all that 

conttary to the superego's normal function, given that its task is to fantastically fill in the 

gaps of language. One might call this the fantasy of the superego, for does not the superego 

prevent one from realizing the lack in the Other (in its own fashion of being the shift of 

perspective itse(f, without relation)? 

As intimated, the superego is the reverse of the morallaw, pertaining to its very form. 

The superego emerges as the consequence of the reduction of the subject to an absttact 

determination, as Hegel noted with regards to the Jacobins in the French Revolutionary 

Terror. Zizek notes how the classical Master is that of Si, the signifier without a signified, 

the performative function of the word. Following Hegel, Zizek argues that the superego is 

not to be found here so much as in the Enlightenment, for it is here that the desite for 

rational authority, that is, for bureaucracy and the Kantian categorical imperative, produces 

the surplus of the superego. This is why Sade is the ttuth of Kant. Since in totalitarianism -

which is but the ttuth of the Enlightenment project - Si is excluded, the leader takes on the 

shape of an object (o/~jet petit a) hiding underneath the veneer of objective knowledge (S2). 

This is as a result of there not being a mas ter signifier (Si) that could quilt the field of 

knowledge. Instead the oi?jet petit a comes to serve this function, as in the leaders of the 

Soviet Union's bodies being seen as made of "special stuff" insofar as they were simply 

following the dictates of Historical Necessity. 
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As Zizek writes: 

Lacan's fundamental thesis is that superego in its most fundamental dimension is an if!Jundion 
to ef!J·qyment. the various forms of superego commands are nothing but variations on the same 
motif: "Enjoy!" Therein consists the opposition between Law and superego: Law is the 
agency of prohibition which regulates the distribution of enjoyment on the basis of a 
common, shared renunciation ( the "symbolic castration"), whereas superego marks a point 
at which permitted enjoyment, freedom-to-enjoy, is reversed into obligation to enjoy - which, 
one must add, is the most effective way to block access to enjoyment215. 

It is thus not the self-interested and pleasure-seeking ego that is the greatest menace to 

society, but rather the superego by virtue of its being the reverse of the moral law. 

Totalitarianism should not be understood, then, as the disappearance of the internaI 

"unwritten" law under the demands of the external sociallaw, as it is usuaUy assumed, but 

instead a kind of short circuit between the two. Thus it is not the loss of the inner law we 

should bemoan, but the social law insofar as it is able to intervene and mediate the "self 

torture provoked by the obscene superegotistical 'law of conscience,,,216. 

Is not the case today that of a public side of the law stating our freedoms with its 

obscene reverse of "shop!" - is it not through shopping, through our choice of goods, that 

we quilt the field of knowledge? Isn't it true that we are only free, in effect, insofar as we 

shop? And was not shopping the predominant response to the terror of September 11, 

wherein the notion was that through shopping society could be saved? Sensing this, national 

banks throughout the former West lowered interest rates, in essence provoking the obscene 

superegotistical effects. If the symbolic Real ought to refer to Other(s), to the cycle of 

exchanges, speculation, and the excess of gift-giving between people, it now appears 

relegated to capital. After aU, what to caU the speculative excess of London and New York if 

not a (post)modern potlatch? FinaUy, what is this imperative if not one to exorcize one's 

very place of enunciation, to, instead of confronting the stupid positivity of the situation, 

become stupid oneself? It is clear, then, that the best method to mediate the effects of the 

superego, as intimated by Zizek in the above quote, is through the imposition of a quilting 

point in the form of the big Other. l would only add that such mediation happens in and 

through Other(s), so that the superego's obscene demands are lessened to the extent that we 

relate ... in testimony. 

Perhaps another level of analysis is needed. Rather than simply understanding the 

Enlightenment to be the abandonment of the Master (S1) in favour of Knowledge (S2), 

thereby producing the superegotistical surplus, we should further add that the Enlightenment 

project was at least ostensibly considered to be a communal, cultural, and societal project -
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one need not be a Habermasian to acknowledge this. We live in the shadow of the 

Enlightenment, yet the intersubjective belief in the Cause of the Enlightenment has vanished 

under waves of cynicism and irony. On the one hand, this is surely a good thing, as one 

should certainly ask "Enlightenment for who - and at who's expense?" etc etc. On the other 

hand, we seem to have thrown the baby out with the bath water, or rather the bath water out 

with the baby: not only have we abandoned the content of the Enlightenment (democracy, 

civil liberties) , but also the sense of its being a communal Cause and ongoing project. This 

would mark the difference from our situation relative to the beginnings of the 

Enlightenment, and this difference is precisely what makes our superego imperative even 

more obscene. Lacking the quilting effects of contingent big Others qua Other(s) engaged in 

a Cause, such quilting is performed by the superego, and more particularly by shopping. The 

content, qua Law, is still produced, if only in order to main tain distance from it. 

For this reason l offer the term "p®aying" to describe the superego imperative of 

the (post)modern era: our paying is a prayer that the payment will suffice to keep society, and 

thus ourselves, together. A p®aying to a black hole, a p®aying that (presup )poses this black 

hole through the exorcism of our place(s) of enunciation. Paradoxically, it is a p®aying that 

through such p®aying God (qua Other) does not exist, or rather exists only in not existing. 

For obvious reasons there can no end to this p®aying; we are instead thrown into a vicious 

spiral. As we feel ourselves, as individuals, more and more only relating to our societies in an 

abstract manner ("do es my vote - do l - really count?"), the pressure of the superego 

becomes stronger. 
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Chapter 5: The Real of Technology as the Real of the Other(s): McLuhan & 

Baudrillard 

Technology and Temporality 

In the former West we tend to follow Aristode's lead in seeing technology as mere 

tool, in which we, as (liberal) individuals, are in full control. As tool, however, it must be 

detached so as to be manipula te d, but, as detached, it must thus be out of our hands, and so 

bryond our control. Hence all the narratives of Apocalypse, mad scientists, and aliens advising 

us to temper our technologies, and to use them 'wisely'. To remain in control, that is, until 

the next narrative, in that vicious spiral called liberal instrumentality. The (once ... again) 

bounded self, always unravelling. 

On the surface the (post)modern era of global communications seems to offer 

boundless opportunities for cross-cultural dialogue wherein we could understand our mutual 

vulnerabilities; that is, to break through this instrumental relation to technology and see the 

Real of the Other as the Real of ourselves, thereby leading to contingent big Others in 

relation to the Cause of Global Justice (or some such thing) - yet nothing of the sort has 

happened. Indeed, it would seem that with the advent of new communications technologies 

the previous relations with Other(s) has diminished, thereby making it extremely difficult to 

co-create contingent big Others. We have already argued that part of the reason for this lies 

in the fear that to reach the Real of the Other, and thus ourselves, is to risk fascism -

whereas the Real reason is the fear that we will confront the deadlock inherent in 

symbolization, that is, the Real. 

Before the globalizing effect of (post)modern communication technologies, when 

one existed in an imagined community that contrasted with other imagined communities, 

there was a strong sense of temporization: it was time itself that 'laid' between and within 

cultures. This has vanished, as we now 'share' - but do we share it? - one time. Or more 

importandy, we believe we share one (real-)time; indeed, 'real-time' is but a fantasy masking 

the Real. As Fredtic Jameson writes, modernity was a culture of incomplete modernization, so 

that there was an existentially uneven development. Thus time, the time that 'laid' between 

people, was the focus; when villages become suburbs, however, one seemingly gets circuits 

without agency, and thus the present is elided insofar as the past and present are (for one 

cannot feel the present without its relation to the past and future, that is, temporality itsel(17). 
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The point to be made here is that we have as a result lost the way to our own unconscious'. 

For what do es our place of enunciation matter when everything is 'known in advance', when 

in a(ny) conversation the finite other already 'knows' what you are going to say? Everything 

is decided in advance, and so one retreats to the stupid ineffable existence in the fust point 

of Schema L. As Jameson also notes in the same essay, just as there is a reduction to the 

present there is a reduction to the body - l would say flesh - as the present of cime, but a 

body / flesh only understood through others via a dialectic - more on which shortly. 

Although the unconscious is the domain of spatiality, it relies on temporizations to 

gain access to it, a situation exemplified in the Lacanian practice of short sessions21R
• This 

temporization, moreover, is produced through the gaps in language. Although the crypt also 

temporizes, it does so precisely by trying to fill out these gaps through fantasy; it is by virtue 

of its then coming back to haunt the present that it temporizes. Temporization thus takes on 

more of the aspects of the undead due to its anachronous nature; with the (dreamt of) death 

of the Symbolic (qua shunning it) we live crypticaUy219. The big Other is now just the 

conjunction of anachronicities, brought together through the (fantasy of) real-cime. Because 

of its incomplete modernization and its uneven development, modernity confronted the Real 

of technology. We, by contras t, elide it - in real-cime. As Baudrillard notes, everything today 

is given to us by "technical mechanisms"; the Other, which once existed between people, has 

been replaced by an instrumental technical infrastructure. There is seemingly no need for 

our places of enunciation. In a sense, one could understand the misunderstandings of the 

Other as the result of temporality, and one could caU this the trauma of temporality. From 

this perspective, the gap of language is correlative to the trauma of temporality. It is this 

trauma, this gap, that (the belief in) real-cime elides. 

Technology and the Death Drive 

The mind/body split emerges through technology. After the fust "tool", the mind 

thinks itself superior to the body. The body is thereby foreclosed, and this is why the body 

becomes the crypt itself via in-corporation, while the crypt-fantasy masks the body's drives 

via the flesh. The body's drives become traumatic by virtue of their absolute inexpressibility. 

AU drives are in this sense a death drive, for they owe their very existence to the death drive 

which makes/marks the break with nature (and the proto-fantasy of the mirror-image). That 

is, it is via the death drive that technology, and thus the separation from the body, emerges. 
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Zizek argues that the death drive is something in between nature and culture, that marks the 

break as such, yet for him the reason it occurred was as a result of some monstrosity in 

nature220. Here l posit it as a result of a monstrosity of humanity: technology. Take, for 

instance, the ape in Stanley Kubrick's 2001, who in a flash of "insight" - one struggles for 

the appropriate word - uses a bone to smash a skuU, thereby acquiring the fust technological 

weapon (and this bone, of course, in a famous cut turns into a weaponized satellite). One 

could immediately point to the presence of the monolith as the reason the ape gained this 

insight, but one would be hard pressed to point to its being a monstrosity of nature. While it 

is presumed to be the result of a benevolent alien species helping humans gain technological 

know-how, could we not, as the result of a distinct lack of any aliens in the filin, argue that 

the monolith is rather the death drive 'itself'221? Now it may have been a monstrosity in 

nature that enabled the ape-human to act, but the death drive itself must be located in between 

humanity and nature, as Zizek in fact notes. 

The death drive, after aU, is not something simply internaI to the human, but on the 

contrary usurps aU notions of interiority; it is both more interior than any interiority and 

more external than any exteriority. Kubrick's genius is to equate the monolith qua death 

drive with the cinema tic cut itself in the second last scene and second last cut, where the 

camera moves into the black of the monolith, at some point "cutting" (is it a cut?) to the 

Earth and Star Child (qua reborn astronaut?). Only through the death drive, the monolith, 

can any change occur in the world. On!J through the death drive can technoioJ!J be born. Likewise, the 

death drive can on!J emerge through technoioJ!J. And thus it should be no surprise if technology has 

always taken the figure of death, from Theuth's writing222 to the Matrix of the filin of the 

same name. 

Now aU species engage in an Imaginary process which gives or der to the drives, but 

in humans this takes on a unique form in that the mind, created in the split from the body, 

identifies over cime with the Imaginary form - as with Narcissus. This identity, which passes 

for the animal, takes on a synchronic aspect for the human as a way of continuaUy holding 

the body at bay. One hoids the bocfy, in the sense of its drives being manifestations of the death drive, at 

bqy, via the fanta!)' of the bocfy as crypt - the flesh. 

The mind splits off from the body through the "tool", thinking it to be superior. 

The crypt is created by this foreclosure, and thought, as the sense of interiority, only emerges 

through this foreclosure. However, the foreclosing of one's own body for obvious reasons 
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hits too close to home, and so the 'not-me' effect of one's mind reacting to one's body is 

transferred to the other - this is the origin of the Real of the Other, as the Real of 

technology. When everyone in a culture does this, as they must for it to be a culture, one 

gets isolated individuals in need of dialectical mediation, in need of a big Other. The ide a is 

to guarantee one's bodily /borderly integrity, as weil as one's connection to others: a paradox 

only 'solved' through the mediation of the big Other. One's ego is formed through this 

incorporation. 

To some extent there is no way of avoiding this dialectic. One cannot forever dweil 

in the aporia of technology's effect. lndeed, the path to language, to the Symbolic, is to be 

found here in the dealing with the aporia; language exists via the dialectic. Yet its reserve is 

the aporia, and it is only through the aporia that change to the big Other is possible. This 

me ans that there is a trauma before the emergence of the Symbolic, that served and serves as 

the very impetus to symbolize. And yet, this does not in fer a Real prior to symbolization, for 

the Real of technology and the Other is always a retroactive effect. 

Modernity consisted of an emphasis on the dialectic, whereas we, in part because of 

the dramatic increase in communications technologies, feel part of humanity as a whole. 

That is, we feel closer to the Real of the Other, in the same moment that we take flight from 

it. The Real of technology, and the Other, ex-sists now on our flesh: this is the crypt-fantasy. 

This is not the necessary dialectic formed from the aporia of Other(s), and thus 

returning there, but a cryptic one: crypt-Other. It avoids the aporia by avoiding the shift of 

perspective that is the death drive. This is the realm of affect, this ide a that affect flows 

between bodies, and that somehow this is a radical insight that means something (whereas 

the point is that it simply cannot "mean" anything insofar as it ex-sists outside the Symbolic, 

in it). This partakes of a body as crypt fantasy which negates change insofar as it dweils in 

the Gestalt fantasy of the complete body and the body-in-pieces, thereby avoiding the shift 

of perspective itself we have cailed the death drive. The mania of the crypt fmds itself in this 

very avoidance of the death drive even while it exists in this Gestalt. As noted, it has a death 

drive of its own, the crypt-fantasy death drive, which masks the Symbolic death drive 

through its own. 

Opposed to this affective crypt fantasy is a sort of "riding of the death drive", 

wherein the body becomes equated with the death drive (or rather that ail its drives are a 

subset of the death drive). To touch, to die - the very palpability, as they say, of the Real. 
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The cyborg, as half machine and half organic, is the truth of this dialectic, at the origin of the 

foredosure, where technolo!!J' is other and the other is technolo!!J'. Testimony, if there is any, testifies 

to and from this situation, thereby upsetting the crypt-fantasy dialectic, the ego, and the big 

Other. It testifies to and from the death drive. This upsets the dialectic, in fact turning it 

into an aporia, and this passage through the death drive/body / cyborg is necessary for any 

change in the big Other, in Other(s), to occur, and, indeed, it can only happen through 

Other(s) insofar as the aporia upsets the crypt-fantasy and its atomization of society into 

individuals. This is not to say the dialectic is to be shunned, for one cannot simply dweil in 

this aporia; it is simply to say that every dialectic is haunted by this aporia. We have rejected 

the dialectic, and take flight from the aporia. If the moderns at least lived in the dialectic, we 

have rejected that too, so that ail that binds us is the fantasy of the crypt-Other. 

Zizek makes a similar point when he suggests that reality is only available through the 

rift of the o,?jet petit a qua the Real internaI self-impediment; external reality constitutes itself 

via the primordial act of rejection/ externalization of the immanent self-impediment of the 

drive into the external opposition between the demand of the drives and those of the (now) 

opposed reality. Thus we can pretend it is the big Other qua reality that robs us of and 

prohibits our enjoyment, blind to our (presup)positioning of such prohibition223
. For Zizek, 

the act occurs in the moment of subjective destitution when the subject identifies with the 

o,?jet petit ;24, a view which is correlative to the one enacted here of the shift of perspective 

from the crypt-Other to the Other(s). Whereas Zizek's focus is on the big Other mediating 

the drives, the focus here is on the crypt-fantasy doing so, for the reason that as 

symbolization is shunned it would seem to be the crypt-fantasy which comes to play the 

predominant role. 

"Our" culture, in viewing technology as a tool, forgets that we too are forever 

changing, often - if not always, depending on how broad one lets the term become - through 

technology. Wh en this sort of daim is made, charges of 'technological determinism' are 

never far behind, though what l want to argue here is that theories of technological 

determinism are just the inverse of viewing technology as a tool: here the tool simply takes 

over its maker. Though perhaps a bit harder to imagine, given that it dweils in aporia, it may 

make more sense to view the relation between 'humans' and 'technology' as a (non)relation, a 

relation of disjunction. They contaminate one another, even if, nonetheless, they remain 
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irreducible. The difference is the ability to give testimony. Humans are "human" insofar as thry 

n"de the death dn"ve (in order) to symbolize the Real of the Gther and technology. 

McLuhan's Incorporation 

As noted, part of what is incorporated is the lost reality previous to the trauma; thus 

what is incorporated is yesteryear's big Other. To the extent that we continue to 

incorporate - in not confronting the developments of our day, media and otherwise: the Real 

of technology - we are living in the "rear view mirror"225, as McLuhan would have put it, and 

while this is part of human experience it is especial1y acute for our era. For this reason that 

we live in the "Age of the Unconscious". 

As everyone knows, McLuhan argued that media are extensions of the human mind 

and psyche. As most do not know, in this process of extending, the part of the body and/ or 

psyche is numbed and/ or "amputated" at the same time as it is extended. This happens as a 

result of the increase in sens ory stimuli on the affected area: one can only handle so mu ch 

new information at once. To explain this somewhat paradoxical formulation McLuhan 

resorted to the myth of Narcissus, who, enamoured by his own misrecognized image (he 

doesn't realize he's looking at himself), becomes so entranced as to be forever immobile. As 

McLuhan notes, the root of Narcissus is "narcosis", or "numbness". By being so entranced, 

Narcissus became the servomechanism of his own extended and repeated image, adapting to 

it and thereby becoming a closed system. The image itself, then, is a self-amputation or 

"counter-irritant" that, while al10wing one "to get by" in providing immediate relief to the 

central nervous system (that otherwise threatens to be overloaded), in effect prevents self-
.. 226 recogmtlon . 

In McLuhan, technological change is Real, and in shutting it out one shuts out the 

subject. This is within the very parameters of the Imaginary as it has been argued in this 

thesis: before the Imaginary, one did not see oneself as a body in pieces, but when one sees 

one's image one gets the impression that the image both unifies and alienates, in that with 

the image one sees oneself in the Gestalt as both complete and incomplete, the difference 

only a shift of perspective - and hence, as we have argued, the never-ending pro cess of 

trying to guarantee completeness. One never ceases trying to look in the next car window in 

just the right way to afftrm oneself of one's completeness (this morning). You gotta get your 

fix, just like Narc - whereas McLuhan wants to open up to the Real of technology and the 
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subject in constructllg "counter-environments" 227, wherein the Real lies m the very 

difference between the environments. 

In the electric age, another layer is added, for the very nature of electric media is to 

be an extension of the central nervous system itself, which, to prevent itself from being 

overloaded, engages in a desperate form of suicidaI auto amputation. To push McLuhan's 

thought a litrle here, we could argue that a second order central nervous system, on a global 

scale - or, rather, global insofar as electricity and real-time technology is available228 
- is 

hereby created. Rather: in the global village, the only central nervous system is that of the 

village itself, (presup )posed through the auto amputations of everyone within the village. The 

Global Village Central Nervous System, or GVCNS, is the negative sum, the void, of 

everyone's autoamputations. This is a superego imperative: if we are ail free on the moral 

level, yet now without a Cause, on the level of form we obscenely sacrifice our places of 

enunciation - here correlative to our central nervous systems - to the GVCNS, the dumping 

ground. One can make this Otherwise bizarre correlation precisely because the Other is now 

but an amalgamation of anachronicities held together through an instrumental technical 

infrastructure, one given to us without concern for our input. McLuhan argues that as we 

become servomechanisms we come to serve the image/technology in question as we would a 

god or minor religion229
: the crypt-Other in the case of electric technology (qua GVCNS

producing), we might say, through p®aying: Jouis! 

Narcissus' total immobility rests in the fact that he is entranced by his ideal ego. 

McLuhan is implicirly arguing that by autoamputating our own central nervous systems the 

big Other is nothing but the sum of these auto amputations, the GVCNS. Any fabric to the 

social in the form of Other(s) has disappeared. Our ego ideals regress to ide al egos. We 

have become atomized ceils, paradoxicaily deeply involved in the goings on of ail the other 

ceils (and let us not forget the paradox as being the very form of the obscene superego). We 

are refusing to confront the Real of technology, the very way it has transformed (our relation 

to) the Real, and instead of productively engaging the Real of technology through Other(s) 

we attempt to ever more 'use' technology for simply positivistic purposes of describing and 

capturing reality in progressively better - more "realistic" - ways. Of course, reality is 

opposed to the Real; what we seek in the refmement of Reality is an avoidance of the Real. 

This is, of course, intimately tied into the shunning of symbolization in post-Auschwitz times. 
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One of the more ambiguous points in Understanding Media is in McLuhan arguing that 

the electric age is the age not simply of the unconscious but of the consciousness of the 

unconscious, the reason being that the unconscious is today transferred to the physical, so 

that there is a new awareness of technology as being extensions of the body. Subliminallife 

is thereby raised into "full view" so that we engage in a social consciousness in wearing all 

mankind as our skin in instant, total field awareness. What, exactly, is the nature of this 

transferral? 

McLuhan follows Freud's suggestion that the ego is but the projection of a bodily 

surface: the ego is a projection of the flesh itself. Which is to say the crypt and the 

unconscious, according to McLuhan's thought, since his notion of the unconscious seems 

akin to the crypt. As he suggests, "in conditions of electric technology we incorporate all 

mankind as our skin", and this, precisely, is the reason for the unconscious becoming 

consclOUS. Strictly speaking, of course, such a statement makes no sense, for if the 

unconscious became conscious there would be no unconscious - yet this is precisely what 

McLuhan is alluding to: the disappearance of the Other, its incorporation as our skin: crypt

Other. The consciousness of the unconscious is simply the avoidance of the most radical 

dimension of the Real and the crypt-fantasy embrace of its seemingly manageable aspects. 

Implicitly for McLuhan, cool media - that which invites participation due to its low 

definition, such as television (and the Internet) - is only the precondition for what l would 

call testimony. After all, we only "incorporate" ail mankind as our skin: despite our 

unification in the global village, we are still isolated cells, or vacuous nodes, paradoxically 

held together through the crypt-fantasy. We are not introjecting, or mourning this situation; 

instead we tend to view the GVCNS as some overhanging threatening spectre: we can never 

p®ay enough that it will simply go away - and yet we (presup )pose it as such. 

McLuhan is undoubtedly right to say that we need to learn how to balance the effects 

of new media technologies, but he is exaggerating the point when he argues that in 

conditions of electric technology we will be able to "program" our sense ratios. He thinks 

this possible with computers, which, he argues, hold out the promise of global unity and 

understanding in their being able to bypass individuallanguages for a cosmic consciousness. 

This would be, he argues, a sort of weightlessness promising physical immortality, and would 

most closely approximate the conditions of consciousness, which, he argues, is non-verbaf311. 

Through language McLuhan is arguing that consciousness is somehow beyond language. 
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Tribal man felt h/imself to be an organ of cosmos, a feeling, McLuhan thinks, that is being 

experienced again today. This is most certainly so in the cybernetic discourse prevalent today, 

a discourse whose central tenet, that there is no fundamental difference between human 

consciousness and technology since both are "information-processors", owes much to 

McLuhan231
. It should be immediately clear just how much this discourse relates to the 

crypt-fantasy experience of Other-Jouissance, annunciated in speech. 

McLuhan wants us to recognize our own images in the minor, to appropriate them 

as the truth of ourselves. He offers as an example the sailor in Edgar Allan Poe's "A 

Descent into the Maelstrom", who, caught in a vortex, is able to calmly reflect on the 

situation and find his way out (through letting go of the ship, for while heavier objects go 

down lighter ones go up and out) 232. This path to the detached observer, however, is 

paradoxically required as a precondition to becoming what s/he is. For how did he become 

detached in the first place - how do we become detached in conditions of electric 

technology? In this paradox, the individuals thereby spawned - and crucially for the Catholic 

McLuhan, this moment of recognizing happens only to all individuals at once, collectively -

stand in a unique relationship to the new big Other, the mystical one, the Catholic one of 

Other-J ouissance. 

McLuhan argues that the moment when a new media is introduced into a society, 

thereby conflicting with previous ones, is one where we are snapped out of our Narcissus

narcosis. This moment, for McLuhan, is artistic freedom in its release from the trance of the 

previous media. In this moment the form of the media is recognized, and its ability to alter 

our perception is negotiated with. Herein lies the logic that the "medium is the message", in 

that the content of the media matters litde as compared to its forming of thought patterns. 

The purest form, that which has no obvious content, is electric light, and the fa ct that light is 

normally not considered a medium is for McLuhan symptomatic of how we tend to ignore 

the effects of media more generally233. In Hegelian terms, absolute knowledge for McLuhan 

is not at the end of a dialectical process but in the process itself, with the light being the 

purest form of su ch mediation, negativity itself. In electric conditions, patterns are now 

easily recognized, as the speed of light is equivalent to pure causality, to the world revealing 

itself. Pure causality, as everyone knows, is shorthand for God ... revealing Himself, yet, in 

good Catholic style, only through everyone and everything else: the annunciation that cornes 

from incorporating all mankind as our skin234
. And yet it should be noted that McLuhan's 
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thought is very close to the Symbolic death drive as the shift of perspective itself, were it not 

for his allusions to cosmic consciousness and the lack of difference between human thought 

and the technical, which is to say, in his eliding the role of testimony and the ways in which 

we must politically posit big Others. 

Let us leave the last words here to McLuhan: 

Perhaps touch is not just skin contact with things, but the very life of things in the mineR The 
Greeks had the notion of a consensus or a faculty of "common sense" that translated each 
sense into each other sense, and conferred consciousness on man. Today, when we have 
extended an parts of our bodies and senses by technology, we are haunted by the need for an 
outer consensus of technology and experience that would raise our communal lives to the 
level of a world-wide consensus. When we have achieved a world-wide fragmentation, it is 
not unnatural to think about a world-wide integration235 . 

Such integration, it should be clear, is to happen through the crypt-fantasized flesh, from 

which we are "haunted" at the same time as it is proposed as a solution. 

Baudrillard's Derealization 

If McLuhan seems to posit his place of enunciation as a way out to an Other

Jouissance, Baudrillard more forcefully acknowledges such belief in a "way out" as a (albeit 

comforting) referential alibi. Baudrillard's notion of the liquidation of referentials, qua 

simulation, is well-known. In a footnote to his Simulacra and Simulation, he suggests that to 

the three orders of the Symbolic, Imaginary, and Real, we should add the category of the 

hyperreal, which "captures and obstructs" the functioning of the three orders 236 • 

Hyperreality is the register of stupid positivity, both in its crypt-fantasy and superegotistical 

forms, which occurs when representational distance is foreclosed, when Other(s) are 

replaced by the crypt-Other. In a vicious circle, we attempt to legitimate the sign by the real 

and the real by the sign, thereby closing the gap of language. This is a circle that could, l 

would argue, be flattened out if we allowed contingent symbolizations that encountered the 

Real, contingent big Others. 

Baudrillard speaks of the foreclosure of symbolic exchange from discourse, which 

thereby haunts as the virtuality of meaning. To function, the sign will attempt to exorcize 

and integrate symbolic exchange into its operation. We might see this as intrinsically related 

to the vicious circle just mentioned, for what is missing in the to-and-fro process of 

legitimization is the very place of enunciation, which, in Baudrillard, is equivalent to symbolic 

exchange. Of which, nothing can be said of it except via allusion, or, again, of it "we can say 

nothing except that it is ambivalent,,237. Really it "is" nothing, and an un-sublatable nothing 
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too. (It is not a negativity in the service of dialectics.) Funny thing, it lines up neatly with 

Baudrillard's own place of enunciation, that is, Nowhere/Nothing. As he writes, radical 

thought must pur sue the opposite of both the resurrection of referentials (the second order 

of simulation) and the obscene ecstasy of the codified object (third order disenchantment): it 

must pursue "nothing". Radical thought de-confuses the messenger and the message, 

language and meaning, but it posits the messenger as a nobody and language as the "bearer 

of the continuity of the void, of the nothing at the very heart of what [meaning] says" 238. 

But lest one reproach Baudrillard as attempting to appropriate a position of mastery over this 

Nothing, he writes that the "derealization of the world will be the work of the world itself' 

239, thereby erasing himself, yet, at the same rime, engaging in a mere act of dissimulation, for 

his appropriative mastery has just been moved to another level. While he has inscribed his 

place of enunciation into his writing, that is, acknowledged it, he has only acknowledged it as 

Nothing. Is this not the very dimension of the hyperreal ego, that is, the truth of ourselves? 

We should commend Baudrillard for his insight, and we would have commended him for his 

honesty too were it not for his clairning that such derealization is the work of the world itself 

- and not through his and our (presup)positioning (qua anti-Other), assuming, of course, 

that this is not what he means by the "world itself'. 

Indeed, we should question the binary logic that remalnS at the he art of the 

Baudrillardian project. As with radical thought opposing Nothing to the resurrection of 

referentials (Being?), the secret, which circulates through everything that is said (like 

seduction beneath the obscenity of speech), is the opposite of communication even while it 

shares something with it. What it shares, l would argue, is precisely its antagonism qua binary. 

That binaries should share something is itself hardly "radical". These are Nietzschean 

moments in Baudrillard, moments no doubt accentuated by his using the concept of 

symbolic exchange from George Bataille, another thinker who owes a great debt to 

Nietzsche. Where this logic finds its height is again while writing on the secret, where he 

writes that, in the end, it is the secret that takes revenge, and "which decidedly do es not wish 

to be mentioned and which, being an enigma, enigmatically possesses its own resolution, and 

therefore only aspires to remain in secret and in the jqy of secrecy,,240. This sounds more like 

the negative theology of Levinas than the 'radical' thought of Baudrillard. Who or what 

decides, precisely? Unless we can accept the notion of "the secret itself' as a response, or 

even if we can, we are led into murky waters. As with Nietzsche, unless one destabilizes the 
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binaries themselves, one is led merely from one pole to the other, violently. It is dear what's 

missing from this account: Other(s). Baudrillard would no doubt daim such an argument to 

be part of the hyperreallogic of resurrecting dead referentials, but the argument is in fact the 

opposite: through Other(s) the very notion of "referentials" (qua existing in the gap of 

language) is continually and contingently decided upon. 

The Code as the Superego 

Baudrillard is often critiqued for not defming some of his key terms, especially that 

of the "code". l would propose that the reason Baudrillard refuses to "define" the code is 

precisely because it is what escapes definition. In Baudrillard's implicit theoretical framework, 

the big Other of Jouissance and that of the more traditional one are collapsed into one 

another, so that the "code" is partly ineffable, "beyond": the crypt-Other of the crypt-fantasy. 

One (crypt-)loves the code. In perhaps his best work, The System of Objects, Baudrillard 

"defines" the code thus: "the object/ advertising system constitutes a system of signification 

but not language, for it lacks an active syntax: it has the simplicity and effectiveness of a 

d ,,241 co e . In discussing how people are now defmed in their essence by their objects, he 

writes: 

What is specifie to our society is that other [read Other] systems of recognition are 
progressively withdrawing, primarily to the advantage of the code of "social standing" ... 
Since it is sanctioned by the group the code is moral, and every infraction is more or less 
charged with guilt. The code is totalitarian; no one escapes it: our individu al flights do not 
negate the fact that each day we participate in its collective elaboration ... But conversely, it 
could be noted that the progressive decline of aH other systems [of recognition] necessitated 
the institution of a clear, unambiguous, and univers al code of recognition242. 
According to the terms of this thesis, such a "decline" of Other systems of 

recognition was a result of the shunning of symbolization in post-Holocaust culture, and also 

because of the rise of global communications technologies that enabled such a totalitarian 

code to be imposed on the world's peoples - even if in some sense such an 'imposition' was 

and is 'chosen' by the people themselves, by virtue of their incessant p®aying and exorcisms. 

As Baudrillard says in a footnote: "In this tautological system of recognition, each advertising 

sign is already tescimony in itself, since it always refers to itself at the same cime as an 

advertisement,,243. Long before Zizek noted the superegoization of society Baudrillard wrote, 

in 1968, the cime of 'liberation' 

replaces a puritan morality with a hedonistic morality of pure satisfaction ... Taboos, anxieties, 
and neuroses, which made the individual a deviant and an outlaw, are lifted at the cost of a 
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regression in the security of objects, thus rein forcing the images of the Father and the 
Mother ... [in this] tremendous endeavour to materialize the superego244 . 

Two years later trus perspective becomes even sharper wh en he notes that the experience of 

pleasure is now an obligation, "the citizen's duij' within our ''fun mora/iij' and "unitJersa/ 

. 't,?,245 
CUrzOS1~ . He even gives as an example an American slogan that said "Try Jesus!". In the 

absence of an(y) Other, religious or secular, what better example could there be that the 

superego fùls in for this lack246? The superego is materialized in the objects wruch fùl in the 

gap of language; the superego is one of the agents of stupid positivity. To the extent the 

superego prevents one from Realizing the gap of language, one loves it. 

The code, in the third order of simulation, neutralizes what escapes it not by 

annexation (as in the previous order) but by connection. In fluid and aleatory substitutable 

combinations, the void is, in a sense, "managed"; instead of S1 we have S2. Baudrillard's 

gambit is to push the logic of the code to its "limit", where it becomes reversible. For 

Baudrillard, in a logic borrowed from McLuhan, each configuration of value is resumed by 

the following in a rugher order of simulation as ideal content, as phantom reference - even 

while it is at the same cime abolished. The reign of ex change value had use value as its ideal 

content, so that Marxists would loudly proclaim that the revolution would entail the re

establishment of value of utility. In the next rugher order, the code formed precisely through 

seeing ex change value as its ideal content, even while it at the same cime eradicated ie47
• In 

the logic of the code, exchange value is both killed and preserved, lodged in the psyche like 

an incorporated ghost. 

And yet, in a seemingly inexplicable move, Baudrillard writes in Symbo/ic Exchange and 

Death that it is "useless to resurrect the dialectic", a sentence that can only make sense if we 

have reached its end. lndeed, with the code we have, and only death is of a "rugher" order24S
• 

For Baudrillard, death is not an actual occurrence but a reversible form, a possible social 

relation, and only it is fatal to the system. Death, as form, is symbolic exchange249
• It is the 

void, it "is" nothing. And it is the limit of the system, what radical thought must push 

towards. The pseudo-events of the code, while hollowing out a void into wruch they 

continually plunge, never acknowledge the void itself. They circle it, surround it, but never 

acknowledge it as its own. By contras t, Baudrillard wants to do precisely that, to, in a sense, 

acknowledge rus place of enunciation. But the result is the same, for whether one is speaking 

of the code that disowns its place of enunciation qua void, or of Baudrillard who does avow 

his enunciation qua void, the result, obviously, is extremely similar. Where Baudrillard is 
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wrong is to think that he can assume, or rather appropria te, such a thing. If death is 

supposed to be un-sublatable, beyond the code and dialectics, Baudrillard ID a sense 

(impossibly) identifies with it. After all, seduction itself is to seduce with one's weaknesses, 

to know how to "make use of death". This is, like McLuhan, very close to the Symbolic 

death drive, but here, to the extent it does not involve Other(s) it is doomed to - Zen-like -

failure. Could it not be said that Baudrillard, then, merely follows the logic of the superego? 

The Masses 

This speaks to one of the central tensions of Baudrillard's work: just where he stands 

in relation to his notion of the masses, a theory that, perhaps like its object(/ subject) of study, 

is paradoxical. In Simulacra and Simulation he argues that in the wake of power's 

disappearance there is a collective demand for signs of power. We are obsessed with its 

death and for its survival, which becomes greater the more it disappears. This points to the 

shunning of symbolization, that is, the big Other, so that we demand the semblance of 

power if not power itself. One moves into the hyperreality of the code250
• On the one hand, 

one's (presup)posing is made more obvious than ever (for it becomes clear that the Nation, 

for instance, was not always already there), but on the other the masses disavow this very 

situation, so that the big Other qua superego thereby formed is stronger than ever. Even if it 

is, at heart, N othing. 

For Baudrillard, there is nothing more natural than this, to delegate one's 

responsibility onto others; for him, the Western notion of the self-determining individual was 

merely a blip in a more general history of such delegation. McLuhan would on the one hand 

concur that yes, we are moving back to such tribal conditions, yet he would undoubtedly add 

that we are doing so from a literary individual position, so that, in the end, there would be a 

self, an abstract cogito, left to figure out the maelstrom. Again, however, when Baudrillard 

argues that one's deepest desire is to give one's desire to someone else, he is speaking 

somewhat like a Lacanian, for the big Other is precisely where one gives one's desire - and 

yet one in the same moment receives one's desire from the Other. Wh en he elsewhere 

writes that the masses seek not amusement but fatal diversion, to increase their boredom in 

their seeking of salvation, ecstasy, and transcendence251
, one is again led to the dumping 

ground (as transcendence) at the heart of our situation. 
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In an era of hyper-information, there comes to lack a scene where the meaning of 

such information could be socially enacted, or, we might say, introjected. The scene 

becomes obscene, and the social and information feed each monstrously in a vicious cycle. 

Without referents and thus without the political ide a of a "mandate", that is, without 

Other(s), we live in an era of referenda and polls, wherein, l would add in pushing 

Baudrillard's thought, we superficially and hyperrealistically construct meaning and referents 

together. Since we are, obviously, dealing with a simulated construction of opinion, the 

referents thereby created are at once all the more contingent (to be replaced by the next poll 

or referendum) and solidified (being the very pulse of the public): stupid positivity. It is in 

this sense that there is a "redundancy" of the social, in that there is a continuous voyeurism 

of the group in relation to itself, to see itself, "to watch its own temperature chart", to 

become "confused with its own control screen,,252 - its GVCNS qua dumping ground. Real

rime masks the Real of the Other, and thus Other(s). 

In a world without referents, political reality is only saved through the merging of the 

reality principle to desire - the superego - for even this is less dangerous than unbridled 

simulation (which would otherwise push towards its "limit" qua lack of contingent 

symbolizations). As Mike Gane notes in his study, such systems of seduction are 

consummated in a perfectly closed system, and "It is this which induces a fascination, like 

that for a perfectly smooth body", a body, immediately quoting Baudrillard himself, "without 

orifices, doubled and redoubled by a mirror, devoted to perverse auto-satisfaction,,253. 

Baudrillard notes the hygienic objective of the contemporary mass person. Going to 

gyms, waxing, screwing, socializing, etc., are all just so many ways of avoiding the fact that 

the modern person has become obsolescent, by virtue of, l would add, h/is central nervous 

system no longer being h/is own. Baudrillard asks "Why?" one bothers with the hygienic 

objective, to which he immediately replies "For no reason,,254. l would interject here that 

there is a reason, an imperative one. When working out, when prattling on to one's peer, 

(especially) when screwing (note, for instance, the online dating scene, the heart of the 

[empty] heart of the GVCNS), one is not so much doing so for one-self as for the GVCNS. 

Above all, it is the GVCNS which must be kept up, which is, by extension, the remainder of 

ourselves. In other words, it is not simply oneself whose image one wants to make complete, 

but the global order itself, for we are in a sense one and the same: one Gestalt overlays the 

other. The cybernetic discourse is obsessed with hygiene: is not the push towards 
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downloading one's consciousness into a computerized collective hive mind a rush to the 

cleanest aseptic environment imaginable, that is, devoid ofbodily excess (the death drive)? 

In a sense, the (anti-)big Other qua GVCNS is made visible, lit up on/as the control 

screen. Yet it is not, as a result, shown up for what it is, as imaginary, hyperreality. Instead, 

even while it is made visible it withdraws in a Heideggerian logic of aletheia - and it is perhaps 

all the more difficult to negotiate with for this reason. Imagine this scene: you are 

blindfolded, attacking a piiiata as stand in for the classic big Other. Naturally it's invisible, 

and so you swing in the dark. Next, imagine that you take the blindfold off, but at the same 

rime the earth loses sway so that you, and the piiiata, start swinging in various directions. 

You can see the thing - the dumping ground is superegotistically obscene - but can't quite 

make it out through the swerving and dizziness. This is our situation. 

The Liberal's Conservatism 

This is also why contemporary "war", which has become indistinguishable from 

"peace", is a sort of "homeopathic violence" internaI to the system255
• As Baudrillard argues 

in The Gu!fWar Did Not Take Place, Americans can only combat an enemy in their own image. 

They cannot 'imagine' the (Real) Other, nor therefore personally make war upon it, and so 

they come to make war upon the alteriry if the Other in an attempt to reduce and convert it256
, 

to manage the Real. Only failing that will they annihilate their enemy (as with the genocide 

of the Natives). This is only logical, for to imagine the Other is, precisely, not of the 

dimension of the Imaginary, and, since America stands at the height of hyperreality we 

should not be surprised. Most importantly, America engages in war to assure itself it is not 

Nothing; the GVCNS engages itself in homeopathic violence to assure itself it "is" 

something, that it can still feel. (fhat is, that it isn't just a dumping ground.) Finding an 

enemy, and cleansing it in a "clean war" resembling a "medical" operation (nothing like 

cleaning up Saddam!), gives us a feeling that we actually are something beyond nothing. In 

Baudrillard's language, it gives us referents. 

Yet what is so fascinating about the plOUS liberal humanism that reeks to high 

(annunciated) heaven in the halls of academia, airport lounges, and national radio, is that this 

referent-construction of the Other's nationalistic longings, for instance, does not translate 

into any meaningful identity for the liberal h/imself. On the contrary, the liberal's identity is 

constructed precisely around the exorcism/ ex-position of the Other's referents, but is 
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therefore utterly dependant on the construction of such referents in the first place. This 

identity is a sort of dissimulation, a pretending one is not Nothing, that one "is" the act of 

denouncing the Other. One could see this denouncing as a sort of blanket wrapped around 

the void, a way of comforting a pathetic ego. This blanket is "cosmopolitanism", a crypt

Other constructed through the exorcism of existing Others. There is nothing the liberal 

loves more than talking about ethnic cleansing. Such a love speaks to the fa ct that it's really 

the former West doing the cleansing, that is, cleansing our GVCNS from its constructed 

threats257
. 

At the same cime, there is a real fear that the Holocaust might be repeated, for the 

precise reason that it has not been mourned. In the act of denouncing, the liberal declares 

h/imself safe from any such repetition, for it is but the "Serbian ... Hutu ... " Other who 

repeats the horror. And rather than note the fascinating effect of any ethnic cleansing for 

the former West by virtue of its (fantastical) proximity to our un-introjected trauma of the 

Holocaust, the liberal equates such ethnic cleansing with "archaic passions", as if here, where 

there is no archaism, that is to say no history, we could not possible do such things. lndeed, 

the very lack of any history stems from our attempted distanciation from the trauma of the 

Holocaust. But precisely to the extent that we do not mourn the horror of the Holocaust, 

there is a very real possibility of its reoccurrence. In certain ways it already has occurred: 

everyone knows about the atrocities aided and abetted by American extra-govenmental 

agencies - what are they if not obscene superegotistical supplements satisfying our 

objectionable desires? How else could "reasonable" Americans allow such atrocities to 

continue (if not in their name, but superegotistical spirit)? The lines become blurred, 

however, at Abu Ghraib, for there the agents who officially act in the names of Americans, 

the military, become as superegotistical as the extra-governmental agencies, and record 

themselves as such ... 

The prattle of liberals guarantees the Nothingness of their positions, the big Other 

qua Nothing. And thus, as agent of the collective superego, the liberal never shuts up, for 

s/he can never stop exorcizing h/is place of enunciation in denouncing the Other; in so 

doing, the liberal justifies the stultifying nature of global order as it now stands. Herein lies 

the polemical edge to this discussion, for while the liberal daims to be on the side of the 

victim, s/he is in fact on the opposite side insofar as s/he refuses to address the Real of the 

Other, and thus the Real of h/imself, which is the only way for actual change - via Other(s) 
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- to occur. The liberal, while officiaily desiring change, in fact produces the opposite - at 

least the avowed "conservative" is more honest in h/is regressive tendencies 2s8
• Ail the 

liberal's appeals to the "common values of humanity" are but a fantastic dissimulation; the 

last thing the liberal wants is Community. "Cosmopolitanism", weil, that's alright, we can 

write about that says the liberal (that is, we can use it to procrastinate). 

Baudrillard writes: 

The [former] West's mission is to make the world's wealth of cultures interchangeable, and 
to subordinate them within the global order. Our culture, which is bereft of values, revenges 
itself upon the values of other cultures. 

This isn't quite right. The ultimate liberal goal is not simply to revenge itself, but to have 

those from other cultures do this themselves. It is not simply that we want to exorcize the 

values of other cultures: we want everyone to enjoy exorcizing their own values. This way 

we achieve a sort of justification for our own exorcisms, and everyone becomes identical in 

this global code of. .. cosmopolitanism, crypt-Other. Enjoy! 
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Chapter 6: Testimony ofOther(s) & September l1th
: a conclusion 

On the one hand, the lack of a 'solid' big Other is in fact a positive thing, or rather, it 

is a positive thing insofar as it is no longer positive: it is positive in its very negativity, its very 

lack of 'solidified' being. The lost etiquette of modernity, for instance, is not something to 

be missed in itself. On the contrary, only now is testimony possible, given that it requires an 

acknowledgement of the (presup)positioning of the big Other. At the same time, of course, 

what postmodernity gives on the one hand it takes away on the other. We no longer 

(presup )pose a big Other beyond that of the dumping ground, in a desperate p®aying in and 

to the crypt-Other. 

A kind of mourning is needed, one that would admit that the lost object cannot be (fully) 

appropriated, for the only thing possible is the movement of appropriation, the double bind 

movement of appropriation which must necessarily stop at the point of final appropriation, 

for the precise reason that a full appropriation would eliminate the receiving self. 

"Exappropriation" is this movement that recognizes the impossibility of final appropriation, 

but one that confronts this very impossibility and with it enters into an interminable 

negotiation 259; this is equivalent to "mourning the impossibility of mourning", that is, 

testimony. For only then does the lost object become Other, that is, part of a new big Other. 

Without the second death of the object via symbolization, the big Other never changes, 

which concurrently means that we do not relate to Other(s), that is, there is no social fabric 

besides the very lack of a social fabric. Only through symbolization, through testimony, does 

the lost object leave its traces in the unconscious, thereby changing both it and one's place of 

enunciation, the way one relates to the world. For the moment we have decided to not relate 

to the world, precisely because of the vast horror of the Holocaust. We let our flesh and 

objects, which stupidly fill the gap of language, do our speaking for us. 

As we have seen, one testifies in relation to the olv'et petit a, the medium of relations. 

Wh en we exorcize our places of enunciation qua Other, the olvet petit a becomes both part of 

the enunciated itself and also becomes more and more "alien" to us. On the one hand, 

objects can be seen as the enunciated, and this is one way of understanding how we relate 

through our objects. On the other hand the olvet petit a increasingly becomes other-worldly in 

paranoid fantasies of CIA, alien, and Illuminati conspiracies. Les extremes se touchent, they are 

part of the same movement. 
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Testimony: Fiction and Technology 

Testimony requîtes an instant in which to take place; you must give it in the present, 

and be self-present. You cannot substitute a technical copy, like a videotape, in your place: 

this is part of testimony's law. At the same time, however, another of testimony's structural 

determinants insists that if the testimony is to be true, it must be repeatable: what you say is 

true today must remain so tomorrow. In its repetition, its archivization, it is thus always 

already technical: the instant of the testimony becomes/is already exemplary. 

If testimony is a1ways already contaminated by the technical, it is also haunted by 

fiction. Obviously, what you testify must be what you believe to be true, yet it is nonetheless 

the case that it cannot be the truth, for that would imply testimony were nothing more than 

mere pro of, evidence. At its limit testimony must be, rather, an appeal to an act of faith 

bryond any proof - here testimony and fiction find their common ground. Testimony, in 

order to be what it is, must aliow itself to be haunted by fiction, to be "parasitized" by what 

it must nonetheless exclude. 

Since every witnessing involves a subjective point of view and thus a singular relation 

to the Real, every testimony is in some sense 'fictional': we are not technica1 entities merely 

passively recording events. At the same time, and because of our activity in such witnessing 

and testifying, the Symbolic itself is crea te d, haunted by fiction: Symbolic fiction. The 

Symbolic fiction of the big Other is both true and false, a - necessarily - believed 'fa1sehood'. 

As with testimony and the technical, the conditions of possibility of testimony (that it 

remain separate from fiction) are the very conditions of impossibility (in that it would 

become mere proof) - yet testimony takes place regardless, or, rather, in full regard, as 

"mourning the impossibility of mourning". One must decide on the undecidable; how, 

Derrida elsewhere notes, could one decide on the decidable? Could such decisions be 

decisions, or are they rather the act of not deciding? If this question might begin to be 

answered by looking at our technocrat societies and their quasi-leaders, who are little more 

than conduits for channelling information garnered (and/or manufactured) by polis, it is 

precisely this that we should resist in the name of the irresolvable aporia, one that, in its 

irresolution, gives one to movement; to decide on and in the undecidables, to create Other(s) 

via Other(s). By contrast, the technocrat annexes the future into the present, feeding (the 

dream of) stasis. In this frenzy, a vicious circle ensues: as the technocrat anticipates the 
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future in a hyper fashion, in the hopes of being better able to manage it thus, the future 

becomes increasingly impossible to imagine outside of graphs and flow charts. There comes 

to be "no future", as Johnny Rotten suggested over two decades ago, only a ceaseless present 

which continues to insist on itself and its ability to manage ... everything. Naturally, the 

former West becomes anxious in the face of a future that, in its graphed and numbered 

visibility, has gone invisible, (henceforth) deathly feared. Escape from this condition through 

transcendence becomes desired, or, should that be blocked, Apocalypse. 

What the technocrats deny is nothing if not testimony. As noted, testimony involves 

the potentially fictional, anathema to those desiring to only decide on the decidable (that is, 

to not decide). Testimony also involves the technical, though what our culture has managed 

is to place a belief, a faith, in the technical as a sort of panacea for the wotld's ills ('caused', 

to a large extent, éry this faith). In fear of the Real, we have testified to the value of the 

technical, at the price of testifying (impossibly) against testimony - though it is only through 

this testifying, this appeal to a leap of faith into the technical, that we retain our humanity, 

and our supposed subjugation of the technical. 

Earlier we asked how the testimony of a Holocaust survivor could be accepted wh en 

one has said that symbolizing the Holocaust is a form of Holocaust denial. A reader familiar 

with the Holocaust industry's discourse would have noted that what the Holocaust survivors 

perform in their testimonies, according to the industry, is a 'sharing of silence'. Again, what 

the Holocaust industry, along with so many others in the society of the crypt-Other, is Really 

afraid of is the Real of the Other, of the testimony of their singular subjective point of view, 

so that the testimony of the Holocaust survivor, qua only being a sharing of silence, is 

reduced to the level of the technical. A more unethical manoeuvre one could not imagine: 

not only does this foreclose the possibility of the survivors' testimony, it prevents any 

Symbolic fiction, any big Other from arising. Since the Holocaust has become the particular 

absolute, the trauma of our times, the demise of symbolic efficiency should not come as a 

surprise. Indeed, we 'will' it, p®ay for it. 
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September l1th 

Global terrorism is but the ilipside, the perfect reverse, of global power. Baudrillard 

writes of the necessity of an "almost automatic reversaI of [the global system's] puissance ... 

and terrorism is the shockwave of this silent reversal,,260. To the survivalist ethos of the 

former West "terrorism is an act that reintroduces an irreducible singularity in a generalized 

exchange system,,261. This situation perfectly obeys the Lacanian model of communication, 

that one receives from the other one's own position in reverse form. This is why terrorism 

seems so abhorrent, beyond understanding: it is but our reverse, and for that reason 

supremely uncanny. Is there not, behind all our denunciations, a sort of secret fascination 

that someone would be willing to die for a Cause - do we not secretly wish to have such a 

Cause? 

And yet, Baudrillard has implicitly hit the nail on the head when he notes terrorism's 

merely szJent reversaI: there is, obviously, no testimony here. One's own death is the absolute 

mark of one's singularity; suicide, while the ultimate assumption of one's place of 

enunciation, is paradoxically not open to the Other, even while its act is somehow -

sacrificially - for the Other. The terrorist only assumes his place of enunciation so as to 

sacrifice it, whereas those in the former West only assume their place of enunciation to 

exorcize it. Terrorism's symbolic impact is in its uncanniness, the way it "challenges the 

system by a gift that the latter can reciprocate only through its own death and collapse"262. 

The former West relates to the Other by not relating, in exorcizing one's place of 

enunciation, thus partaking in a survivalist ethos. Terrorism, as the absolute reverse, relates 

to the Other by sacrificing one's very life. In this shuttling back from one to the Other, there 

is no relation here between Other(s), no openness to the Other's iterability through 

testimony, to death between others: on both sides of the equation, in secret complicity, the 

Other is thus assumed in a static form. 

One of the more arresting images from September 11 th was of relatives of the 

departed roaming the streets with photos of their departed in hand or attached to their 

bodies, in the apparent purpose of hoping someone might have seen them. This was, of 

course, a rather non-sensical gesture, given that the only reason that their lost relatives might 

not immediately make contact if they had survived would have been that they were suffering 

from amnesia. But what was non-sensical from an economic or 'realistic' point of view was 

understandable in the terms of the above discussion. Lacking any remains of the deceased 
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they could not properly grieve; they could only incorpora te. Or rather: given the general 

shunning of symbolization they could not mourn, a situation only compounded by the lack 

of any bodily remains. 

The remains, wherever they were, were clearly in pieces. The images attached to 

their own bodies, or in hand, were complete images, the other side of the Gestalt. But to the 

extent they went out, day after day, in this compulsively repeated quest, they avoided the 

body-in-pieces, and more precisely avoided the shift of perspective of the Symbolic death 

drive that would have ailowed them to mOUrn' Alternatively, the general shunning of 

symbolization forced them into the position of being un able to Realize the shift of 

perspective. 

And then, of course, were ail the tourists, the trauma-tourists, that came trampling 

into the city over the next few years. In a poster attached to a fence "Firegirl" wrote, on 

September 17th 2001: 

AlI ofyou taking photos 
l wonder if you really see whats here 
Or if you're so concerned with getting that 
Perfect shot that you've forgotten this is a tragedy 
Site, not a tourist attraction. As l continually 
Had to move "out of someone's way" as they carefully 
Tried to frame this place mourning, l kept wondering 
What makes us think we can capture the pain, the loss, 
the pride, and the confusion - this complexity - into a 4 x 5 glossy. 

l (Heart) my city 
-Firegirl, NYC. 09.17.01 

Just as the relatives of the departed could not mourn the loss, neither could we - and neither 

can we. We move out of each other's way so as to frame reality, that is, to not "Reaily see 

what's there". In the Real of the trauma we confront the gap of language in its very inability 

to completely symbolize the trauma, but as such giving the very impetus to symbolize. In the 

gap we also find the Real of ourselves and the Other, and so it is this which must be avoided: 

we symbolize only so as to not have to symbolize, we get out of each other's way for the 

sake of the Gestalt. 

In closing, let us again, for the last time, quote Zizek: 

In other words, our engagement, our commitment to the other and the other's engagement 
towards us, make sense only against the background of this absolute unknowableness: in so 
far as the other is perfectly known and disclosed, there is no sense in committing him to an 
action - what we encounter here is the 'agnostic' foundation of language qua the order of 
symbolic engagement. The word given engages precisely because there is no factual 
guarantee that it will be kept263 • 
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Thankfully, try as we might, the other will never be "perfectly known and disclosed", but will 

always partake in sorne way of the Real. In these rimes, it is that "sorne way" that we must 

aid and abet, with and through Other(s). Against the 'incontestable', we must testify. 
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258 Recent Serbian presidential elections three rimes failed to get over 50% of the electorate out to vote, until 
the last one which did finally elect someone. Each rime, the leading vote-getter was a nationalist candidate, and 
this is triumphantly hailed by Westem liberals as proof that Serbs haven't changed (as demons, qua evil, musn't). 
What liberals refuse to acknowledge is that the Serbian electorate's apathy is nothing but a reflection of our own, 
and that, ultimate1y, the Serbs are just ail the more radical for taking the logic of our political system to its "limit" 
(whether or not there is a limit, besides the planet itse1f, to hyperreal capitalism is another question). Most 
anarchists probably wouldn't recognize it, but the Serbs today are living in what may be the most anarchistic 
society since the Spanish Civil War. Perhaps this is because, as the demonized referent of the GVCNS, they 
implicitly understand the logic of creating so as to exorcize the Other, and as a result see our pious humanism 
for what it is. And they want no part of it, that is, they want nothing to do with the imposition of (Westem
controlled) puppet leaders onto their political scene. That the nationalist candidates did relatively weil is of 
course a result of the fact that their supporters will always vote regardless, but also because they serve as a 
protest vote to the West. Voting for a nationalist, even when one is "really" a leftist, is a way of saying to the 
West: ''You want it, you got it, get the hell out ofhere". Of course, the liberal is as a result ail the more likely to 
stick around, and this is why the more radical Serbian position is to simply not vote at ail. 

The "apathetic" Serbian public is Baudrillard's theory of the masses, resisting as objects to the West's 
demand for them to be (liberal) subjects - and acting like subjects in deposing of Milosevic when they had been 
cast as Milosevic's pliant objects! Granted, resisting as objects is not a very enlightened form of resistance, but the 
Serbian public is in no position, at this point, to determine their fate. Only Americans are, but instead of 
acknowledging their profound freedom they (reverse?) dump it away. Americans will do anything to avoid the 
truth of their situation, such as in constructing neat OPas, like aliens, with which they can quasi-identify, and of 
which the US govemment is supposedly keeping the truth from them. Conveniently, this situation creates a big 
o that robs them of their enjoyment, keeping the space of their desire open, and avoiding the fact that their 
govemment knows Nothing, and "is" Nothing, but a dumping ground at the centre of aSP. If they were to 
acknowledge this, they would immediately be aghast at what is done in their name and promptly start a 
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Revolution. Instead they drum up the old ghost-referents of their previous Revolution, and pretend like their 
govemment is beyond their control. The more they do this, of course, the more their govemment really does 
become beyond their control. Perhaps the rest of the world· should take it upon themselves to follow the 
Serbian example, while Americans should do the opposite. From the Serbs, the truth of theSP; from the 
Americans, testimony - qua a sort of revolution. 
259 Jacques Derrida. Echographies ofTelevision:jilmed interoiews. (New York: Polity Press, 2002). 
260 Jean Baudrillard. "The Despair of Having Everything", in Le Monde (N ovember 2002) 
26\ Jean Baudrillard. "The Despair of Having Everything", in Le Monde (November 2002) 
262 Jean Baudrillard. "The Despair of Having Everything", in Le Monde (N ovember 2002) 
263 Slavoj Zizek. For Thry Know Not What Thry Do: E,gqyment as a Political Factor. (London and New York: Verso, 
2002): 199. 
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