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order to show that his philosophy is actually a hybrid of Schellingian ontology and
Hegelian logic. What I aim to demonstrate is how this mixture of two radically
opposed thinkers shows that Zizek reads them both mutually through one another in
terms of what he takes to be the Grundlogik (fundamental logic) of 1e German Ideali
tradition, while also revealing how this appropriation of the two thinkers brings to the
fore an irrevocable tension in the I :anian notion of the Real, an uncertain oscillati
between an idealist structuralist metapsychology and a purely materialistic descriptic
of the subject nising out of nature.

In the preceding pa  raph, I have referred to Zizek's philosophy as a form of
transcendental materalism, but the choice of this designation deserves to be prefaced
insofar as he characterizes his parallax ontology as “the necessary step in the
rehabilitation of the philosophy of  ectical matertalism” (PV 4). This charactenzation
is, however, problematic. Not only does it consciously try to make his own form of
materialism approach that of Marx's without drawing the necessary distinctions
between them, it also completely f  to articulate the essentially paradoxical and
radically new manner by which understands the matenalism-idealism debate
Therefore, I adopt throughout the thesis Adrian Johnston's characterization of Zizek's
thinking of the subject as a form of transcendental materialism, an attempt to give a
materialist foundation to a transcendental idealist subject for two reasons. Firstly, this
has the benefit by its mere terminology to allow the reader to have an intuition of
what is at stake in Zizek's ontology. Whereas dialectical materialism views the mind-
body relationship as grounded within the dialectical interpenetration and harmonious

unity of the two as an identity within difference, transcendental materialism, by



focusing on the ontogenetic, metaphysical conditions of the possibility of the
emergence of the transcendental subject already points to immanent genesis of an
irreducible “gap” between mind and body that renders possible the reflexivity of self-
standing subjectivity.' Secondly, it allows me to do homage to Johnston's remarkable
book.

Zizek's work on German Idealism is an attempt to investigate the foundation
core of the Lacanian subject and its philosophical implications. Within Lacanian
psychoanalysis, there 1s a constitutive, conflictual relationship between mind and body,
which is the condition of the possibility not only of human experience, but also
freedom and psychopathology. The human being is defined by the Todestrieb (death-
drive) as a kind of ontological “short circuit” that disrupts man's complete immersion
in nature, separating the Innenwelt and Aussenwelt (inner world and outer world) thereby
making it so they can never can positively meet. In this sense, Lacan's subject is strict
speaking abiological insofar as it is dominated by “non-natural” influences. This has two
effects. Firstly, because Lacan's self-gtven task is to formulate the structures which
constitute human subjectivity, his philosophy appears as a refour to the modern
transcendentalism of the ¢ ‘0. . ..e Lacanian subject is haunted by similar problems
such as subjective idealism (no contact with the extraconscious alterity of the world)
and the uncertainty of mind-body relation. Secondly, Lacan left unanswered how
extrasubjective reality could cause the generation of these quasi-transcendental
structures which constitute the symbolic, human universe, with the concomitant

problem of how we relate to this X which precedes our emergence into the world of

1 For Johnston's justification of the  ntr :ndental materialism to describe Zizek's ontology in
relation to philosophical paradigms see ZO 273-274.
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gap between the symbolic s (the I, the grammatical subject) and the imaginary mo: (the
me, the subject of self-conscious awareness).'” Not only is language something that
exerts control over you more than you have power over it (you as ego are spoken rather
than a speaking linguistic subject), but its surface content often belies a greater
(consciously) disavowed (but unconsciously known) truth, a truth which is not “hidden”
in some deep, elusive place, but is so obvious that we do not see it.'" In the slips and
mistakes of discourse, in marginal hints and gestures, we catch a glimpse of the Real
as that which cannot be said directly in the discourse but around which it moves.
Zizek's reading of German Idealis , therefore, is an attempt to psychoanalytically
expose what the tradition in factsi by revealing what has been primordially
repressed in the affirmations of a . Although one can, of course, take issue with
this methodology, one must  mit that, by means of it, critiques that take issue with
Zizek's selective reading or “obvious misinterpretations” often just miss the point. A
more apt critique would be one that, from within the very movement Zizek's
psychoanalytical reactualization of  text, from within its symbolization of its
repressed, finds other spectral presences, other fragments of the Real, which haunt its
own symbolic universe. This is what I in this piece hope to gesture towards in this
thesis.

Starting from the psychoanalytic experience of the constitutive disharmony
between mind and body as the necessary basis of human freedom, Zizek internally

modifies the Grundlogik of 1  :ntire movement. By finding premonitions of the

10 See Lacan, “Response to Jean Hyppolite's Commentary on Freud's ‘Verneinung, in Eerils, trans.
Bruce Fink (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2006), p. 318-333.

11 “The psychoanalyst is not an explorer of unknown continents or of grand depths, but a linguist: he
learns to decode the writing 1 ly there, under hise’  open to the look of everyone.”
Lacan, “Clefs pour la psychoanaly retien avec Madeleine Chapsal).” Retrieved May 16 2010
from: htp://www.ecole-lacanienne.net/documents/1957-05-31.doc
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thet sof the German Idealistt ition in order to find material to support his own
philosophical presuppositions. To call his work on this movement a “reading” is,
therefore, misleading, because it is largely removed from the concerns of the traditic
Zizek's project is to develop and excavate a new materialist account of the
subject consistent with Lacanian psychoanalysis, which he sees prefiguratic s of in

Kant, Schelling and Hegel. Specifically in the latter's conception of the subject as se

b AN1Y RIS

in notions such as “spirit is a bone,” “substance as subject,” “tarrying with the
negative” or the “night of the wor ’ZiZ not only sees a profound artic ation of
the unsurpassability of the negative that is remarkably Lacanian in structure and
spirit, but more importantly, the possibility of a radical dialectics based on the
contingency of finitude. Zi  situates himself against what he calls cliché
interpretations of Hegel which ~ him as “deducing” reality from the self-mediation
of the ideal Notion pre-existing the material flux of being."* For Zizek such a move
misses the radicalness of Hegelian dialectics, which has no need to “exit” contingency
in order to account for the dialectical self-actualization of reality. What Zizek means
by this is most clearly seen in his i ling of the logic of essence from Hegel's Science of
Logic, where the dialectical  on of contingency and necessity acquires a new twist: it
1s not that essence dialectically depends uéon appearance in order to actualize itself,
that it is logical void without the external conditions for its manifestation and therefo
cannot be spoken of “in-itself” in a Platonic sense, but that the move from

contingency to necessity is merely a formal conversion, the empty gesture of giving a

name (creating a master  1ifier, a “quilting point”) to a series of external conditions

14 See TS 55.
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principle of Selfhood which subordinates to itself the substantial Whole w se
particular moment it originally was” (ID 106). Nothing at the level of content chang

it becomes a purely formal self-relation from within the radical non-coinc nce of the
Absolute with itself. The dialectical movement from (i) immediacy — (ii) negation —
(iii) negation of negation is superior because (which Zizek suggests is contra to
mainstream readings of Hegel, although here one is forced to think of Kojéve's
famous and popular introduction to Hegel) there is no genuine return movement to
the first. Something irreducibly different emerges (negativity is now made foundatior
to identity), an “out of joint” s_ t which has a degree of notional self-reflexivity.

As we shall see, Zizek's ¢1 ism of Schelling, however, does not apply to the
entirety of Schelling’s work. For Zizek, Schelling's philosophy is not characterized by
an organic unity or continuity, but by a series of irreconcilable ruptures. He draws a
distinction between Schellii  of the period of quasi-Spinozism (the philosophy of
indifference), Schelling; of the radical ontology of freedom as seen in the ¢  >nd draft
of the Weltalter, and Schellings of the philosophy of mythology and revelation, which
in a certain way a return to the first. What distinguishes the middle Schelling is strictly
speaking the ontogenetic emergence of self-positing of freedom in a manner remarkat
similar to the Hegelian dialectical movement from abstract immediacy to notional self-
reflexivity.

Zizek himself draws attention to the pivotal importance of Schelling for
understanding the ontogenesis of the subject, only in the end to disavow his debt to
Schelling. Even if the logic of the ¢  nd contains a premonition towards a radical

transcendental materialism, Schelling is at the same time the father of “New Age

19







third principle and how he purports to “fix up” Schelling's metapsychology in the
second draft of the Weltalter. Finally, in my conclusion I lay out what is at stake in
Zizek's parallax ontology and raise some critical questions as to the ambiguous nature
of the Real.

Because one of the goals of this project is to prove the primacy of Schelling in
Zizek's transcendental materialism, I only deal explicitly with three of Zizek's works. I
use what he refers to as his two  oretical magnum opera, The Ticklish Subject and The
Parallax View, insofar as it is most clearly here that ZiZek articulates the theoretical
concerns of his ontology. I add The Indivisible Remainder to this list, insofar as in my view
it is crucial for understanding the Zizekian subject.

There has been a recent explosion of secondary works published on Zizek an
even an international journal inaugurated in 2007 on his philosophy. Yet the majority
of the books written on his thinki1 is lacking any significant study of the relationship
of his appropriation of Ge 1an Idealism to his own transcendental materialism. The
most obvious exception, however, is Adrian Johnston's ZiZek’s Ontology: A Transcendental
Materialist Theory of Subjectiity, which is an attempt to systematize the ontol ical
edifice that underlies Zizek's philosophy through an in-depth representation of his
reading of Kant, Schelling and H' 1. Insofar as this is a book written in . spirit of
Zizek (and is in many ways a celet  ion of his work) and which demonstr. s a high
degree of quality, I treat it throughout with the same kind of theoretical primacy as
one of Zizek's own works.

My thesis distinguishes itself from the body of current literature that exists on

Zizek because it argues for the logical primacy of Schelling over Hegel in ek’

21




transcendental materialism — a point which not only Adrian Johnston would disagree
with, but even Zizek himself, insofar as this would bring his own philosophical account
of the subject dangerously close to aspects of the Schellingian unconscious that he
disavows. This present work, therefore, i1s an attempt to add to the secondary literature
on Zizek's relation to German Ide  sm and further our understanding of his project
by explicating its overt “Schellii  an” character.

In terms of the rest of Zizek literature, most books can be divided into three
categories. (i) The phenon 1a of thin postmodern “introductions” which attempt to
summarize and give easy to un  stand accounts of the fundamental concepts of a
philosopher. Here I am thinking fically of Sarah Kay's Zizek: A Critical Introduction
(Cambridge: Polity, 2003), Tony Myers, Slavoj Zizek (London: Routledge, 2003) and Ian
Parker's Slavoj ZiZek: A Critical Intr - ion (London: Pluto Press, 2004). Although
interesting, these studies are gener o the point of superficiality. (i) Works which
focus on Zizek's critical 1 ry and politics. Here the list is longer: Rex Butler's Slavoj
Zisek: Live Theory (London: Continuum, 2005); Jodi Dean, ZiZek's Politics (London:
Routledge, 2006); Adrian Johnstor  Badiou, ZiZek, and Political Transformations: The
Cadence of Change (Evanston, Northwestern University Press, 2009); and N thew
Sharpe's Slavoj Ziek, a little piece of the Real (London: Ashgate, 2004) come to mind.
These works demonstrate a certain tendency to read .~ *k as an important
sociopolitical critic rather than a philosopher. (iii) His relationship to theol
Frederiek Depoortere's Christ in Po.  »dern Philosophy: Gianni Vattimo, Rene Gui | and
Slavoj Zizek New Work: T & T Cla  2008), Adam Kotsk's, SiZek and Theology (New

York: T & T Clark, 2008) and Marcus Pound's Zizek: A (Very) Critical Introduction (Gran
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Rapi : Eerdmans, 2008). Even if these books demonstrate more of a sincere attem

to penetrate into the core of Zizel >hilosophy by investigating his ambiguous relation
to theology, they still fail to explicitly deal with the nature of Zizek's encounter with
German Idealism as essential to the core of his own philosophy (moreover, Pound's
focal point is the relationship between the political and the theological in his work).
One of the major exceptions in this category, however, is the book Zizek himself co-
authored with John Milbank, The  nstrosity of Christ: Paradox or Dialectic? (Cambridge:
MIT Press, 2009), which d 5 with Zizek's turn to German Idealism in terms of the

Christian legacy.
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nature that prevents the ideality of the subject from being subsumed the within self-
actualizing of the Absolu 1d proclaims its primordial irreducibility and
incommensurablity to positive bei

Hegel is the one who makes the first crucial step towards elaborati  the true
ground of the subject by demonstrating that it is this haywire dysfunctioning of substance
that makes the subject incommensurate with material being and renders possible
freedom in the truly “idealist” sense of the word. Hegel's account of the “I” out of
nature is the first to explicitly implicate the eruption of an extimacy that afterwards
cannot be recontained within the oneness of the Absolute. There is no smooth union,
no ultimate self-penetratn  identity within the fabric of pervasive being: “Substance
designates the imperfection’ of St ance, the inherent gap, self-deferral, distance-
from-itself, which forever prevents ibstance from fully realizing itself, from becoming
'fully itself”” (AF 7). Subject, therefore, has no positive substrate: the zero-level of human
freedom is a blockage, a n  take in the mechanics of nature. The claim is that, without
the articulation of this o1 ogical place of self-relating negativity (Todestrieb) as
emerging immanently wi  n being, all accounts of human freedom risk its
reductionist-monistic cance  ion. For Zizek, this is the only coherent
conclusion:“[t]here are two optior here: either subjectivity is an illusion, or reality
itself (not only epistemol  :ally) is not-All” (PV 168).

One thing should be clear at this juncture. Although Zizek's Hegel glimpses the
foundational basis of the spontaneity of the pure “I” that precedes the transcendental
constitution of the fabric of experiential reality, he cannot account for one thing: the

immanent generation of trreducible negativily within the material flux of substance. How does the
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vital flow of being itself : fure, how does this extimate core germinate within the Real
and cause a violent explosion which forever preclu.  the ontological fullness and
unity of the Real, thus making it barred, nothing but a series of meméra disjecta

(scattered fragments)? How exactly does the Hegelian night of the world come about?
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Within the elusive X of nature, when we look around at the immemorial
epochs of geological time, the evolutionary strata of biological autodevelopment or t
dynamism of libidinal economics, there is nothing but a devouring blind necessity.
Insofar as this self-totalizing immanent causality represents a closed circle, how 1s this
deterministic “deadlock” surpassed so that free movement is possible? Although
Zizek's own descriptions in . .2 Indivisible Remainder and “The Abyss of Freedom” of
the passage from the rotary movement of Triebe to a subject that is non-coincident with
its material Grund, focus on the founding gesture of subjectivity as a fiat, this is not
enough. The question 1s 0w the 1¢ ke pulsation of the drives grounds the self-positing
act of the decision. As Adrian Johnston makes astonishingly clear, even if the self-
positing act of the subject &5 an arbitrary, groundless act “analogous to the cutting of
the Gordian knot,” Schelling searches for a way to inscribe the very condition of the
possibility of the act itself within the material palpitations of nature in wo  for the
most part not discussed by Zizek.* In this sense, Zizek's own account is dissatisfying
because it has a tendency to pre  t the drives as an irrevocably closed system of bli:
determinism without specifically explaining how they, of themselves, short circuit (a
theoretical emphasis that would be advantageous to his overall attempt to ground a
new materialist ontology).

As Johnston points out, wit 1 the Schellingian ontogenetic narrative, the self-
positing of the subject is first possi  zed by the emergence of desire (Begiera  within
being. Desire marks the first junctt  of some kind of blockage in the heart of blind
necessity, some kind of immanently generated intrusion, which obfuscates the

automatic oscillation of drives by shattering its pure immanence. In place of a smooth,

40 See Johnston ZO, Chapter 7, “Substance Against [tsell. . _.e Disturbing Vortex of Trieb,” p. 80-92.
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determined relation to the environment wholly programmed by instincts (the
coincidence of Innemwelt and Aussenwelt through a predetermined set of biological
schemata that hardwire the organism into its “exterior” surroundings), we get a degree
of liberation from the various sense data of perception which normally determine an
organism's actions mechanically. Desire in its Schellingian mode is thus mainly an
intermediary stage between instinct and drive within the ontogenesis of the
transcendental “1.” But what must be noted here is how desire, as the beginning of the
idealization of reality,is es 1tially  :ntical to the conventional definitions of
psychosis. Consequently, it is Sche g and not Hegel who most succinctly - scribes the
ontological passage through madness insofar as it is the former who describes Aow the
night of the world disrupts the world into a series of membra disjecta.

The Zizekian night of the world emerges as the nonconscious drives of nature
for the first time liberate themse.  ; from the blind necessity of being through an
immanently generated pandemonium within the corpo-Real of the body. . Hperly
speaking, desire is an impasse within the ontological life of substance — “[s]ince there
consequently an unremitting urge to be and since it cannot be, it comes tc  standstill
in desire, as an unremitting  iving, an eternally insatiable obsession with Being”
(WAIII 21) — which preventsit  mdevou 3, encompassing, all, because the organism
now obeys its own nonnatural I :. Here, the analogue with the body is useful to
perceive the radicalness of Zizek's apj priation of Schelling. Although the biological
unity of the corpo-Real can  sund us with its organic dynamism, the very awing
force of this self-organizing totality can cast a shadow over its dark underbelly. This a

fact often betrayed by the mindles: roliferation of cancerous tumours, muscular
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entirely on Schellingian texts to develop an account of this ontogeneticb:  of
subjectivity. But, matters become more complicated as we shall see in the next chapt
insofar as Zizek is only able to appropriate this category of “metaphysical collapse”
through exposing and exca  ing the Hegehan logic of negativity that he sees hidden

within the second draft of the Weltalter
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of being. In the first draft this is seen with the explication of freedom as a logical mode
of necessity within the inner articulation of substance. In Schelling, of the second
draft of the Weltalter and the Freiheitsschnifl, we see an interesting twist in terms of how
the contraction of mater  being itself is made possible. By conceiving the act of
contraction itself as ultimately free and self-positing, here Schelling is able to think the
will-to-contraction (the No) and the will-to-expansion (the Yes) as identical d
therefore internal to the d 1ic of freedom, which makes his thinking approach th:
of Hegel's. For Zizek, this brief period of breakthrough was quickly left be ad by
Schellings of the philosophy of my >logy and revelation. Here we see a return to pre-
modern “essentialism,” which he claims we already see hinted at in the third draft of
the Weltalter, in which Schelling posits a third principle of synthesis within which
freedom and determinism a  grounded as opposites.

Because of these tendenc.  which explain why ZiZek qualifies Schelling as
the father of “New Age obscurantism” just as much as he is the father of
contemporary philosophy of finitude, immediately after his provocative reading of
Schelling in the first chapte1  the Indivisible Remainder, Zizek quickly changes tone and
argues for the supremacy of  egelian dialectics over Schellingian logic. Although
consistent with his interpre  ion of Schelling, it is simultaneously ambiguous insofar
as Zizek does not distinguish which  1elling he is arguing against or justify how he is
able to read the second draft of the Wellalter as a radical and ephemeral ru) 1re that
“goes farthest in the direction of Freedom” (ID 38). Since, as we have seen, the only
possible way for freedom to exist for Zizek is through the notion of the irrevocable

caustic collapse of the ontological, how is Zizek able to see this in the second draft,
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modification. Insofar as the third element — the Entscheidung — demonstrates notional
self-reflexivity, it retroactively institutes itself at the beginning of the entire process
through the paradoxical  sality of Freudian Nachtraglichkeit (deferred
action)/Lacanian aprés-coup (after the fact). Freedom is not in direct contact with the
Unground as that which neutrally grounds the conflict of the polar principles, nor is it a
resurgence of the primordial Abyss of Freedom now in a higher exponent: it is the
second usurping the position of the first and thus instituting a mere formal
reconfiguration of the structure of the whole. Instead of an androgynous union of
opposites, the negative becomes the essential core of the entire movement  Grund
and existence become ide:  1ed. :k's reading tries to foreclose the possibility of a
theosophic quaternity from within Schelling's text.

There is, therefore, acco  to Zizek a truth hidden in Schelling's description
of the passage from joyous nothingness to the all-consuming rage of thev ee
subject. Insofar as there is no separation between substance and subject, the
description of the joyous nothingn  of non-experience and the infinite n  ativity of
Todestrieb are, in essence, two sides  the same coin. The passage from one to the other
is only a logical conversion.*® The ultimate paradox of the shift from the joyous

nothingness of eternity (which Schelling refers to in the Frethatsschrifl as the Ungrund,

48 “Let us step back for a moment and reformulate the primordial contraction in terms of the passage
from a self-contented Will which want< »othing to an actual Will which effectively wants something:
the pure potentiality of the pimordia  sedom this blissful tranquillity, this pure enjoyment, of an
unassertive, neutral Wil which wantsn g actualizes itself in the guise of a Will which actively,
effectively, wants this “nothing” - that is, the annihilation of every positive, determinate content. By
means of this purely formal conve  n of potentiality into actuality, the blissful peace of primordi
Ireedom thus changes into pure contraction, into the vortex of “divine madness” which threatens to
swallow everything, into the  nes nation of God's egotism which tolerates no r outside of
itself. In other words, the blisstul peace ol primordial Freedom and the all-destructive divine fury
which sweeps away every determinate content are one and the same thing, only in a different
modality first in the mode of potenuality, then in the mode of actuality.” (1D23)

68












fallacious to call this energetic rotation of energy the unconscious proper. The result is
that the Lacanian subject of the unconscious is radically non-coincident with both the
1d-forces of the body in its primary mode (the Real of Triede can only be unconscious
as a secondary effect after the self-positing of the unconscious act of scission as such)
and the more-than-conscious matrix of the Symbolic (the self-generating play of
language and culture can only emerge affer the founding gesture that marks the
beginning of transcendental self-reflexivity).

This marks a challenge to conventional interpretations of Freud and Lacan,
who respectively assert the unconscious as the biological movement of instinctual
energy within the corpo-Real of the body and as the split between the subject of
enunciation and the enunciating subject caused by the unpredictable reverberations of
meaning within the infinite web of language, both of which have devastating effects on
the imaginary orbit of phenomenological self-experience. For Zizek, one n st
presuppose a more primordial level of activity than the vital energetics of  : body or
the alienating effects of language that is the unconscious proper, an act which utlizes
the libidinal frenzy of the Real of : human body, the unruliness which r  resents
that implosion of instincts and therefore the negative void of nonbeing, in order to
ground the possibility of the self-generation and self-proliferation of the a >matic
machinery of language. In this se1 , Zizek's reactualization of the Schellingian
unconscious is an attempt to surst  : both the traditional Freudian and Lacanian
accounts within a higher di:  ctical unity by showing their dependence on another
more fundamental conceptual level.

Zizek's controversial wager is that there is something more primordial within

72




Schelling's descriptions of 2 birth of the subject out of the utter twilight of pre-
personal being than an account of e self-transformation of “unconscious” spirit of
nature towards the openn  of self-revelation. Zizek levels out the richness of the
Schellingian account of nature to a material aufopoesis that has nothing to do with the
true seat of personality. What the Entscheidung proclaims is that there is no ontological
interpenetration between nature as Grund and the subject of the unconscic , insofar
as the Entscheidung usurps the position of the Grund through its own self-relating
freedom: the former does not come close to establishing the unconscious proper
because the unconscious is never an evolutionary product subsumbable within the
dynamic movement of natural history, but a radical activity of irreducible self-positi
Accordingly, to say the unconscious is an unknowingly creative subject synonymous
with the mercurial womb of nature is false for the Lacanian subject on two accounts.
Firstly, the subject of the unconscious can only emerge from the short circuit of
instincts. There is no dialectically positive relationship between the corpo-Real of the
body (whether thatbe of  ali :al potency or libidinal dynamism in terms of the
body's own self-organization and automatic processes) and phenomenal reality: the
intuition behind the psychoanalytical experience shows the incommensurablity of
nature (body) and culture (mind). One could therefore understand Zizek's oject as an
attempt to establish the ontological edifice implied by a structuralist metapsychology,
which would presuppose the articulation of a rupturing event within being that
alienates it to itself. It is this neces  / self-sundering of substance (the scission of the
Entscheidung) that precludes the po Hility of the birth of light from darkness”' there

can be no internal reconfiguration of matter in order to bring forth some kind of

51 This 1s another direct contradiction of Schelling. Cf S 239.
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hundreds of hands, this vortex that threatens to swallow everything, is a lure, a defence
against the abyss of the pure act” (FA 70). Because freedom has no guarantee in
objective being, a materialist articulation of the emergence of the unruly basis of the
human subject overshadows the restlessness of the negative that posits itself through it.
Even ontological collapse defers us from the true horror of subjectivity as solipsistic
notional self-reflexivity that has no direct or necessary connection to the extra/pre-
subjective world. Focusing on the  yrinth of the pre-symbolic Real-as-excess, we
forget the abyss of the Real-as-lack that stares us in the face.

There is an element of undecidability in the category of the Real in Zizek. If he
is to be faithful to Lacanian metapsychology, he must stick to the structuralist/idealist
notion of the Real-as-lack and dis  ce himself as much as possible from 1 notion
a reality that both precedes and exceeds our representations. Yet, in order to articuls
the material basis of such ame sychology, he mu return to Schellingian ontology
to describe the movement from the pre-symbolic Grund to the self-enclosed, solipsistic
universe of human langit . Insofar as this implies a contact to the Real-as-excess,
there is an ambivalent oscillation | ween the two omnipresent in Zizek's work.

Zizek highlights an irreconcilable contradiction. Even though the Real-as-lack
is logically superior due to the unsurpassablity of the negative, in order to truly
account for its existence we must rely on some access to a pre-subjective zone of

experience. The shift from Real-as-excess to Real-as-lack is the ultimate parallax shift:

it tries to designate the autodisruption of the noumenal Real-as-excess, how it becon
an impossible concept through its own immanent activity. Although the undecidabil:

of the Real is a problem Zizek inherits from Lacan, : therefore remains forever true
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productive and irremovable difference, without making the latter an impossible

conc L Because opposites coincide in Absolute indifference, the limitations of the
Real-as-lack are one with the surplus of the Real-as cess as it presses itself upon us
due to their point of metaphysical interpenetration. For Schelling, the suffering of
negative determination (tarrying with the negative) is the joy of overwhelming

ontological positivity (a saturating, world-shattering experience).
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Conclusion

The fundamental presupposition and guiding principle of Zizekian
transcendental materialism is the Lacanian subject. What Zizek finds so compelling
about Lacan 1s exactly this element of irreducible freedom upon which the
psychoanalytical experience depends. The subject is always an indivisible remainder,
something which protrudes out of  explanatory systems that attempt to contain it.
This means that there is always something in man which is more than both his
material and cultural determinations, something unpredictable because it is radically
free. Zizek's philosophy attempts to assert that we cannot be merely reduced to a place
within the mere ebb and flow of i ter (reductionist neurobiology), political
ideological discourse (vulgar postmodern critiques of subjectivity) or dogn ic
metaphysical systems of the world  rerything has its reason within a self-totalizing
activity) because all fail to come to terms with the ultimate irreducibility of human
activity in the technical sense that. Zizek bestows upon it. The claim is that only an
ontology that is able to thii  the contradiction between system and freedom will be
adequate to give us a satisfying account of reality. Instead of being based on self-
enclosure and totalizing absolutes  iek therefore tries to make it so that the very
vitality of his system is sus " 1ed and conditioned by the rupture, breakdown, and
non-coincidence of its own logica 1d. Yet, it refus  to view this element of
metaphysical collapse asz  :re  lure of substance to ground itself: the short
circuiting of a closed, deterministic system is the space for the emergence of freedom.
Zizek searches for the productive power latent in the very self-contortion of system,

the positive theoretical potential in ontological parallax and irrevocable, s¢  positing
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negativity in the heart of being.

This is why in Zizek's work we find such an emphasis on the “traumatic” core
of subjecuvity, the “unb.  >le agony” of freedom, or the “unruly excess” of life at
the basis of human ipseity. The freely self-relating negatvity that is the subject always
threatens to erupt at any second and internally devastate the coordinates of everyday
reality in all of its determinations. Zizek finds freedom “monstrous” becau it does
not obey the principle of su ient reason. It ruptures and immanently shatters any
attempt to enclose it. The only way we can experience it in the fullness of its
primordiality is as madness — the groundless can only appear as a “trauma” within
phenomenal experience because it unds a new order and thereby restructures the
whole of reality in an unpredictable manner. Freedom, if it is to be irreducibly free,
must be formally identical to evil: it cannot be subordinated to a higher di  ctical
standpoint, but must be irreducibly self-assertive and self-grounding, arising from
within itself and notinr¢” ionto vy external determination. As the founding gesture
of order itself, it must remain orderless; as soon as it is given a ground, it fails to be
free. Here we see the specifically Schellingian character of Zizek’s philoso .

Zizek is only able to guarantee such a conception of freedom through a new
form of materialism in which the pure “I” receives  freedom from immanent
ontological breakdown. Z  k's reading and appropriation of the Grundlogik of
German Idealism has such a transcendental materialism as its goal, because he sees
premonitions of it within various gestures within the post-Kantian attempt to think
through the abyss of freedom constitutive of the subject, premonitions which only

become truly visible retroactively after the advent of psychoanalysis. Yet, there is a

80






the latter's implied metaphysical commitment to a full, complete-unto-itself reality t!
precedes and exceeds the schematic categories of language and understanding. The
notion of noumenon posits the Real as excess in a manner disagreeable to Lacan
insofar as 1t assumes that extrasubjective reality is the cause of our representations.
The pre-subjective Real, therefore, becomes a mere illusionary construct necessary to
sustain the internal consistency of the symbolic system.

Zizek's philosophy, however, is more than linguistic idealism. As Adrian
Johnston has clearly shown, Zizek's philosophy must be conceived as an attempt to
give a purely matenalist . ¢ netic account of the subject. Without some account the
emergence of the subject out of its pre-symbolic ground, Lacan's whole project would
be theoretically void. Yet, it is clear that, insofar as e Real can only appear as lack
within the colonizing activity of language, the subject is necessarily lost in some sort of
linguistic idealism. ZizZek tries to break out of the correlationist circle of the differential
system of language to show how its requires a matenalist grounding. Johnston's
formulation of the problematic is useful here: “materialism ... formulates itself vis-a-
the deadlocks internal to radical transcendental idealism. On this account, materialism
is philosophically tenable only as the spectral inverse of idealism, accompanying it as
the shadow cast by idealism's insurmountable incompleteness” (ZO 19). But this does
not suffice. The immanent “breakdowns” of this solipsistic self-enclosure, which
represent the inability of the subject to posit itself as a self-sufficient, autocratic all,
only point to a negative « erience of the Real. “  imacy” is still formally an ideal:
lack, a conceptual non-coincidence: it is unclear how this notional obstruction, an

internal hindrance to the self-positing of subjectivity, can serve as a foundation for a
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“otherness” is created thrc 1 the activity of spirit, so that it only shows itself as the
immanent lack or kink within the symbolic order. There is no need for a direct contact
with the extra-ideal world because everything happens within the self-enclosure and
internalized pressure of theld _ :a  vement of the Symbolic.

It is at this juncture t . we see the immediate problem that Slavoj Zizek's
reactualization of German Idealism presents to Lacanian psychoanalysis. Insofar as
Zizek relies on Schelling's account of the movement from the pre-symbolic Real to t
universe of human mean  he assumes some kind of direct contact with pre-
subjective reality. We do not just "tarry with the negative"; we come up ag st the
Real in its "fullness,” not its "lac  through the negative contortion and internal
obstruction of idealist rep  ntation. The X that evades consciousness, the centre-
piece of Schelling's thought, 1s never a mere formal limit: it 1s an attempt to express
the subject-independent interiority of nature to which we have access despite the
mediating activity of consciousness. Schelling refu  to separate this ontological in-
itself of precognitive or extra-s  Holic reality from the epistemological sphere of
idealist representations: the two r  t be intimately connected if philosophy is to be
well founded, which implies  dialectically positive interchange between mind and
matter as a complex identityind  ence. Yet, Lac 1's  ucturalist metapsychology
prohibits such a move because this requires that the chain of signification that
constitutes human language is not based on an infimtely self-referential closed system.
It would suggest that we are primordially connected with nature at some pre-symbolic
level of experience, that the subject is not a dialectically non-sursumable in-between

that exists as the psychotic withdrawal of nature into Self as the guarantee of the
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