
Structure, History 
and the Political 

Ernesto L<iclau 

I am very grateful to Judith Butler and Slavoj Zizek for the detailed 
analyses of my approach that they have provided in answering our orig-
inal questionnaire. Although I cannot accept many of their criticisms, 
they have been extremely useful to me in helping me develop some 
aspects of my own problematic which had not, perhaps, received suffi-
cient emphasis. I think also that our exchanges - even our 
disagreements - could be helpful in creating a space to think politics in 
terms of a theoretical vocabulary which - albeit influential in contem-
porary thought - has so far been conspicuously absent from political 
analysis. I will devote the first two parts of this essay to replying to 
Butler and Zizek's criticisms; in the last section I will concentrate on 
giving a preliminary answer to the questions with which I closed my first 
intervention in this exchange. 

Reply to Buder 

I have already explained why I think Butler's objections to incorporating 
the Lacanian Real into the explanation of hegemonic logics are not 
valid. As she expands her argument in her new intervention, however, I 
will return to this question and present my reply in a more comprehen-
sive manner. Butler's basic question is formulated as follows: tls the 
incompleteness of subject-formation that hegemony requires one in 
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which the subject-in-process is incomplete precisely because it is consti-
tuted through exclusions that are politically salient, not structurally static 
or foundational? And if this distinction is wrong-headed, how are we to 
think those constituting exclusions that are structural and foundational 
together with those we take to be politically salient to the movement of 
hegemony? ... Can the ahistorical recourse to the Lacanian bar be rec-
onciled with the strategic question that hegemony poses, or does it stand 
as a quasi-transcendental limitation on all possible subject-formation 
and, hence, as fundamentally indifferent to the political field it is said to 
condition?' (JB, pp. 12-13). 

Throughout her text, Butler establishes a set of oppositions between 
what she calls the field of structural limitation, on the one hand, and 
what she refers to as the 'social', the 'cultural' or the context-dependent. 
It is difficult to comment on these distinctions properly because Butler 
never defines what she understands by the 'social' or the 'cultural' -
taking them, rather, as self-evident realities to which she points in a 
purely referential way. I think, however, that one can safely say that the 
distinction is, roughly, for her, that between an aprioristic quasi-tran-
scendental limit, on the one hand, and a field of purely 
context-dependent rules and forms of life, on the other, which are his-
torically contingent and escape the determination by that limit. To this 
I would have three objections to make: 

1. Butler never explicitly asks herself a question that her whole text is 
crying out for: what are the conditions of context-dependency and his-
toricity as such? Or - to cast the argument in a more transcendental 
fashion - how has an object to be constituted in order to be truly con-
text-dependent and historical? If Butler had asked herself this 
question - which is finally about the ontological constitution of the his-
torical as such - she would have been confronted with two alternatives 
which, I suspect, would have been equally unpalatable to her: either she 
would have had to assert that historicity as such is a contingent histori-
cal construct - and therefore that there are societies which are not 
historical and, as a result, fully transcendentally determined (ergo, 
Butler's whole project would become self-contradictory)- or she would 
have had to provide some ontology of historicity as such, as a result of 
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which the transcendental-structural dimension would have had to be 
reintroduced into her analysis. In practice she does not refrain from 
doing the latter. Thus, for instance, she asserts: 'no assertion of univer-
sality takes place apart from a cultural norm, and, given the array of 
contesting norms that constitute the international field, no assertion can 
be made without at once requiring a cultural translation' (JB, p. 35). To 
this one could object, following Butler's method: is the assertion that 'no 
assertion of universality takes place apart from a cultural norm' a struc-
tural limit or a context-dependent assertion, in which case the possibility 
emerges of societies in which universality does arise apart from any cul-
tural norm? Of course, it would be absurd to reason along these lines, 
but it is important to determine where the absurdity is located. It is, I 
think, in the fact that, through a hypostasis, a purely negative condition 
has been turned into a positive one. If I say that the limits to historical 
variability are to be found in something which can be positively deter-
mined, I would have set up a transcendental limit which has an ontic 
determination of its own. But if I say that a negative limit has been set 
up - something which prevents any positive limit from being fully con-
stituted - no ontic determination is involved. The only thing it is possible 
to say at that point is that a formal movement of substitutions will take 
place, without the formal movement being able to determine the actual 
contents being substituted. Now, is this not the very condition of radical 
contextualization and historicity? In that case, however, Butler's context-
dependency becomes very close to Lacan's Real - which consists 
precisely in a traumatic core which resists symbolization, has access to 
the level of representation only through borrowing ontic contents with-
out necessarily being ascribed to any of them. I would add only that the 
Lacanian Real has an advantage over Butler's con text substitution: that 
while the latter introduces a plurality of contexts in a purely descriptive 
or enumerative way, Lacan's Real allows us to go deeper into the logic of 
context transformation. 

This point is crucial for the logic of hegemony. I have just said that 
the sleight of hand on which Butler's argument is based consists in a 
hypostasis by which a purely negative condition is turned into a positive 
one only at that price can one assert the non-historicity of the struc-
tural limit. But we could perhaps retain that hypostasis, albeit playing a 
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different game with it from that in which Butler engages. For it is clear 
that without some positivization of the negative, without some pres-
ence of the Real within symbolization, we would have a purely inert 
negative condition without any discursive effect - and consequently 
without any possible historical influence. This positivization of the neg-
ative is what I have called the production of tendentially empty 
signifiers, which is the very condition of politics and political change. 
They are signifiers with no necessary attachment to any precise content, 
signifiers which simply name the positive reverse of an experience of 
historical limitation: 'justice', as against a feeling of widespread unfair-
ness; 'order', when people are confronted with generalized social 
disorganization; 'solidarity' in a situation in which antisocial self-interest 
prevails, and so on. As these terms evoke the impossible fullness of an 
existing system - they are names of the unconditioned in an entire! y 
conditioned universe - they can be, at different moments, identified 
with the social or political aims of various and divergent groups. So we 
argue that: (a) the limit is a purely negative one - it points to the ultimate 
impossibility of society's self-constitution; (b) as society attempts to reach 
a fullness which is ultimately going to be denied it, it generates empty 
signifiers which function discursively as the names of this absent fullness; 
(c) as these names, precisely because they are empty, are not per se 
attached to any particularistic social or political aim, a hegemonic strug-
gle takes place to produce what will ultimately prove to be contingent or 
transient attachments. Although the Lacanian Real was not originally an 
attempt to think hegemonic displacements, I do not see in it anything 
which goes against the concept of the latter. And especially, I do not see 
any validity in Butler's claim that the notion of a structural limit - con-
ceived in this way - militates against the notion of historical variation. It 
is precisely because there is such a structural limit that historical varia· 
tion becomes possible. 

2. My second objection is linked to the way in which Butler handles 
the problem of the relations between the abstract and the concrete. She 
approaches this question through a lengthy discussion of Hegel into 
which, despite my interest in the matter, I cannot enter here for reasons 
of space. So I will concentrate my critique on some of the conclusions 
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that Butler draws from her Hegelian analysis, simply adding that some 
of my criticisms apply not only to Butler but also to Hegel himself. 
There are two main remarks I want to make. The first is related to the 
way in which Butler conflates in her discussion two entirely different lan-
guage games: 'to apply a rule' and 'to give an example'. I have already 
dealt with this question in my first essay, and I now want to expand my 
remarks. 

To apply a rule consists on concentrating in the single instance of 
application, making an abstraction of all other instances. It is in this 
sense that, since the rule does not have a super-hard transcendentality, 
Wittgenstein argued convincingly that the instance of application 
becomes part of the rule itself. But to give an example is exactly the 
opposite: it is to present a variety of particular cases as equivalent to 
each other this is achievable only by making an abstraction of the indi-
viduality of the various instances. In my first essay I gave the example of 
three sentences - one from a Fascist discourse, the second from a 
Marxist one, and the third coming from feminism - as examples of the 
agreement between noun and verb in the sentence. Of course the exam-
ples, to some extent, constitute the rule, for if an example could be 
quoted that violates the rule and is nevertheless accepted as legitimate by 
the native speakers of that language, we would have to conclude that the 
rule has been wrongly formulated. But without making an abstraction of 
the ideological content of the sentences, of the instances of their enun-
ciation, and so on, a grammatical description of a language would be 
impossible. This is a first objection that I want to present to Butler: that 
her discourse moves within a concept of context which is too undiffer-
entiated, and does not discriminate enough between different levels of 
efficacy and structural determination within society. 

This leads me to my second critical remark. I have said enough for 
the reader to realize why I find that assertions such as the following are 
unwarranted: 'If the subject always meets its limit in the selfsame place, 
then the subject is fundamentally exterior to the history in which it finds 
itself: there is no historicity to the subject, its limits, its articulability' GB, 
p. 13). If the limit means simply the impossibility of the a priori tran-
scendental constitution of any positive content, it is difficult to see how this 
limit could be something different from the very ontological condition of 
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historicity. And the sentence following the one just quoted does not fare 
any better: 'Moreover, if we accept the notion that all historical struggle 
is nothing other than a vain effort to displace a founding limit that is 
structural in status, do we then commit ourselves to a distinction 
between the historical and the structural domains that subsequently 
excludes the historical domain from the understanding of opposition?' 
(JB, p. 13). I do not understand what 'opposition' means in this state-
ment, but its general trend is clear enough: we are condemned to 
political impotence if the limits are structural. I think that the conclusion 
to be drawn is exactly the opposite: if the structural limit is conceived as 
the impossibility of constitution of any aprioristic essence, we can find 
the source of some hope and some militancy in the fact that politico-
hegemonic articulations can always be changed. The elimination of any 
structural limit would introduce total nihilism into the argument, for we 
could not say anything concerning the historicity or non-historicity of 
present-day power structures. 

My difficulty with Butler's position lies in the fact that by identifying 
the 'abstract' with 'structural aprioristic limitation' she subscribes to a 
notion of the 'concrete' which (a) lacks any principle of structuration, 
and is more or less equivalent to indeterminate contingent variation; and 
(b) closes itself to the possibility that abstraction itself is concretely pro-
duced, and is at the source of a variety of historical effects. To give just 
one example: in criticizing my notion of identity, she writes: 

The notion that all identity is posited in a field of differential relations is 
clear enough, but if these relations are pre-social, or if they constitute a 
structural level of differentiation which conditions and structures the 
social but is distinct from it, we have located the universal in yet another 
domain: in the structural f ea tu res of any and all languages .... Such an 
approach separates the formal analysis of language from its cultural and 
social syntax and semantics .... Moreover, if we conceive of universal-
ity as an 'empty' place, one that is 'filled' by specific contents, and further 
understand political meanings to be the contents with which the empty 
place is filled, then we posed an exteriority of politics to language that 
seems to undo the very concept of political performativity that Laclau 
espouses. Why should we conceive of universality as an empty 'place' 
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which awaits its content in an anterior and subsequent event? Is it empty 
only because it has already disavowed or suppressed the content from 
which it emerges, and where is the trace of the disavowed in the formal 
structure that emerges? (JB, p. 34) 

This passage, which is crucial in Butler's critique of my work, could be 
subdivided into three kinds of statements: (a) those which misrepresent 
what I am saying; (b) those which omit a vital point of my (c) 
those which make critical claims that contradict one another. Rather 
than transforming this classification into a formal principle of exposi-
tion, however, I vvill consider various fragments of Butler's argument, 
which the reader will find no difficulty in assigning to each of those three 
categories. 

(i) First, Butler introduces her usual war machines - the <cultural' and 
the 'social' - without the slightest attempt at defining their meanings, so 
it is impossible to understand what she is talking about except through 
some conjecture. My own guess is that if she is opposing the 'cultural' 
and the 'social' to something which is on the one hand 'universal' and on 
the other 'structural', one has to conclude that structural determinations 
are universal, and that they are incommensurable with social and cul-
tural specificity. From this it is not difficult to conclude that Butler is 
advocating, from the point of view of theoretical analysis, some sort of 
sociological nihilism. Taken at face value, her assertions would mean 
that the use of a'!)' social category describing forms of structural effec· 
tivity would be a betrayal of cultural and social specificity. If that were 
so, the only game in town would be journalistic descriptivism. Of 
course, she can say that this was not her intention, and that she wanted 
only to speak out against essentialist, aprioristic notions of structural 
determination. In that case, however, she would have to answer two 
questions: ( l) where is her own approach to a more differentiated analy-
sis of levels of structural limitation and determination to be found? (2) 
where does she find that I have ever advocated in my work a theory of 
ahistorical aprioristic structural determination? On the second point, 
there can be no answer. The theory of hegemony is a theory about the 
universalizing effects emerging out of socially and culturally specific 
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contexts. On the first point the answer is more nuanced - in fact, there 
could be an answer if Butler managed to go beyond her rigid opposition 
structural determination/ cultural specificity. Any social theory worth 
the name tries to isolate for ms of structural determination which are 
context-specific in their variation and relative weight, but tries also, 
however, to build its concepts in such a way that they make social, and 
historical comparisons possible. Butler's own approach to society at its 
best moments - her innovative and insightful approach to performativ-
ity, where (and I agree with her) there are several points of coincidence 
with the theory of hegemony - proceeds in that way. I have only to add, 
in this respect, that one finds it difficult not to turn Butler's weapons 
against herself, and ask the insidious question: is performativity an 
empty place to be variously filled in different contexts, or is it context-
dependent, so that there were societies where there were not 
performative actions? 

(ii) From Butler's passage quoted above, we learn with amazement that 
language is pre-social. In what sense pre-social? Is it a gift of Heaven? 
Or a product of biology? With some goodwill, however, we could per-
haps argue that Butler does not mean that - what she has in mind is that, 
given the kaleidoscopic rhythm of variation and differentiation she 
attributes to the social, she finds it difficult to anchor the latter in the 
more stable structures of language which, up to a certain point, cut 
across cultural and historical differentiations. In that case, however, she 
has not fully grasped the meaning of our introduction of linguistic cat-
egories into social analysis. In my previous contribution to this exchange, 
I argued that the formalization of the Saussurean model by the 
Copenhagen and Prague Schools made possible the cutting of the 
umbilical cord of linguistic categories with the phonic and conceptual 
substances and, thus, opened the way to a generalized semiology (a 
ence of the operations of signs in society, which Saussure had advocated 
but failed to constitute). Thus Barthes, in the 1960s, tried to see how lin-
guistic categories such as the distinctions signifier/signified, 
syntagm/paradigm, and so on, could operate on the level of other social 
grammars: the alimentary code, the fashion system, furniture, and so 
forth. Today, of course, we have moved well beyond Barthes, but the 
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possibility of generalizing the use of linguistic categories to various 
levels of social organization is as valid as it was in the 1960s. It is in this 
precise sense that many of us have tried to introduce linguistic and 
rhetorical devices into the study of politics, devices that we have found 
more promising and fruitful than the alternative approaches available on 
the market, such as rational choice, structural functionalism, systems 
theory, and others. 

Now, it is true that this generalization of linguistic categories was 
made possible by the increasing formalism of linguistic analysis and its 
detachment from the substances which had been the 'material objects' of 
classical linguistics. Does this mean, however, as Butler suggests, that this 
approach 'separates the formal analysis of language from its cultural and 
social syntax and semantics? Hardly. To come back for a moment to 
Barthes: when he is applying linguistic categories to his cliff erent semio-
logical systems, he is not just taking those categories as formal entities 
which remain selfsame independently of the context of their operation, 
but as being contaminated and partially deformed by those contexts. 
Thus, a category such as the signifier has to be partially changed when 
we move from language as such to the system of fashion, and so on. This 
contamination of the abstract by the concrete makes the realm of 
formal categories more a world of 'family resemblances', in the 
Wittgensteinian sense, than the self-contained formal universe of Butler. 
At some point, of course, the family resemblances could become too 
loose and tenuous, and a change of paradigm could become necessary. 
Now, it is in this sense that we have asked ourselves whether some formal 
properties of language - conceived in the broad sense specified above -
from which the logic of empty signifiers emerges could help in under-
standing some emptying logics which we had detected as central 
operators in political processes. But it was clear to us that each of the 
case studies did not mechanically apply a formal rule, but contaminated 
and partially subverted the latter. None of the thinkers who have intro-
duced, in their own particular ways, a structural approach into the study 
of society - not Barthes, nor Foucault, or Lacan and - (given that it is I 
who am under fire) certainly not myself - conforms to Butler's caricat-
ural formalistic determinism. As for her reference to people who have 
located the universal 'in the structural features of any and all languages', 
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I would suggest that Butler would have to travel back in time to the 
Grammaire of Port·Royal to find a remotely relevant example. 

3. Butler's exclusionary dualism between abstract formalism and the 
'social' makes her unaware of something which is, however, of capital 
importance for understanding the constitution and workings of the 
social itself: the processes by which the movement of the concrete itself 
constitutes the abstract. (That is, an 'abstract' which is not a formal 
dimension preceding or separated from the concrete, but something to 
which the concrete itself 'tends'. A concrete abstract, if you like.) And it 
is in these concrete abstracts, not in any a priori formalistic realm, that 
we find the locus of the universal. 

Let us take a couple of examples. The movement of commodities 
under capitalism does away with their particular individual characteris-
tics to make them equivalent as bearers of value. Here we have an 
abstraction which directly structures social relations themselves. The 
formal characteristics of commodities are not imposed upon them by any 
aprioristic formalism, but emerges out of their concrete interaction. Now 
take another example - the discourse on human rights. In order to 
assert the rights of people as human beings, we have to make an abstrac-
tion of differences of race, gender, status, and so on. Here again we have 
abstractions which produce concrete historical effects in so far as they 
are incarnated in institutions, codes, practices, and so forth. 

What we have called the logic of empty signifiers belongs to this type 
of concrete abstract or universal. The real question is not, as Butler 
thinks, whether in an atemporal, pre-social place there is an abstract cat-
egory 'emptiness' that all societies should fill some way or another, but 
whether concrete societies, out of movements inherent to their very 
concreteness, tend to generate signifiers which are tendentially empty. In 
Italy, during the war of liberation against Nazi occupation, the symbols 
of Garibaldianism and Mazzinianism functioned as general equiva-
lents - as myths in the Sorelian sense - as a language which 
universalized itself by becoming the surface of inscription of an increas-
ingly large number of social demands. So in this process of 
universalization these symbols became increasingly synonymous with 
liberation, justice, autonomy, and so on. The larger the number of social 
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demands that they inscribed within their field of representation, the 
more they became empty, because they became less and less able exdu-
sively to represent particular interests within society. In the end, they 
became the signifiers of the absent fullness of society, of what was lack-
ing. As we can see, there is a mutual contamination here between the 
abstract and the concrete, because: (a) which signifiers will fulfil this 
function of empty universal representation depends on each social or 
historical context; (b) the degree to which this process of emptying takes 
place is also contextually dependent (less so in highly institutionalized 
contexts, more so in contexts of 'organic crises', etc.); (c) the very logic 
of empty signifiers has a genealogy of its own - although its formal pos-
sibility can be abstractly determined, its historical actualization depends 
on conditions that are not derivable from that possibility. 

I think that if Butler has been unaware of what I have called the con-
crete abstract or universal, it is a result of her argument being so rooted 
in the Hegelian way of conceiving the articulation between the abstract 
and the concrete, which is one not of contamination but of reconciliation. I 
think that the perfect balance attempted by a notion such as Sittlichkeit 
utterly excludes the possibility of hegemonic logics. The assertion that 
Butler does not take into account the question of the 'concrete abstract' 
is not, however, entirely correct. This question is, in some way, present in 
her discourse in what she calls 'cultural translations'. This is the aspect 
of her approach to which I feel closer, and which makes me think that in 
the end our political positions are not really so far apart, whatever the 
differences in our theoretical grounding of them. 

'Cultural translation' plays a pivotal role in Butler's analysis. In the 
first place, it allows her to distance herself from the unified character of 
the Hegelian Sittlichkeit. As she asserts: 

Although Hegel clearly understands customary practice, the ethical 
order and the nation as simple unities, it does not follow that the 
universality which crosses cultures or emerges out of culturally 
geneous nations must therefore transcend culture itself In fact, if HegePs 
notion of universality is to prove good under conditions of hybrid 
tures and vacillating national boundaries, it will have to become a 
universality forged through the work of cultural translation. (JB, p. 20) 
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I find this most convincing. It means that the universal - or the 
abstract - should not be discarded in the name of historical specificity, 
but should itself be considered as a specific historical construct. This 
coincides, almost term by term, with what I have earlier called the 'con-
crete abstract>. It is for that reason that, as Butler asserts, 'no notion of 
universality can rest easily within the notion of a single "culture,,, since 
the very concept of universality compels an understanding of culture as 
a relation of exchange and a task of translation' (JB, pp. 24-5). 

In the second place, as Butler clearly shows, the fact that the univer .. 
sal always emerges out of a concrete situation means that the traces of 
particularism will always contaminate the universal. She mentions the 
case of universalism as an imperialist ideology, but the same could be 
said of the universalisms of an opposite sign - those of the oppressed. 
This contamination will always end in hybrids in which particularism 
and universalism become indissociable. In Butler's words: 

what emerges is a kind of political claim which ... is neither exclusively 
universal nor exclusively particular; where, indeed, the particular inter-
ests that inhere in certain cultural formations of universality are exposed, 
and no universal is freed from its contamination by the particular con-
texts from which it emerges and in which it travels. (JB, p. 40) 

I could hardly agree more. This is exactly what, in my own terminology, 
means that there is no universality which is not a hegemonic universality. 

What, however, about the internal structure of the translating oper .. 
ation? Let me say, to start with, that one of the most puzzling aspects of 
Butler's summary of my approach is the fact that she has omitted to 
mention the one concept which, in my terminology, is particularly close 
to her notion of 'translation': that of 'equivalence'. She even identifies 
the notion of 'difference' in my work with that of 'exclusion' or 'antag-
onism', which is clearly incorrect, for in my approach, 'difference' 
means positive identity, while all antagonistic reordering of the political 
space is linked to the category of equivalence. I have tried to distinguish, 
in the logics constitutive of the social, two kinds of operation: the logic 
of difference, which institutes particular locations within the social spec-
trum; and the logic of equivalence, which 'universalizes' a certain 
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particularity on the basis of its substitutability with an indefinite number 
of other particularities - the distinction broadly corresponds, in lin-
guistics, to that between relations of combination and substitution, or 
between the syntagmatic and the paradigmatic poles. In a populist dis-
course, for instance, the social space tends to be dichotomized around 
two syntagmatic positions and the ensemble of identities weaken their 
differential characters by establishing between themselves an equiv-
alential relation of substitution, while an institutional discourse 
multiplies the differential-syntagrnatic positions and, as a result, reduces 
the equivalential movements that are possible within a certain social for-
mation. 

Now, I think that the internal structure of what Butler calls 'transla-
tion' and what I call 'equivalence' is very close indeed. Translation, for 
her, means the deterritorialization of a certain content by adding some-
thing which, being outside the original context of enunciation, 
universalizes itself by multiplying the positions of enunciation from 
which that content derives its meaning. A feminist discourse claiming 
women's rights in the name of human equality does exactly that. Butler 
gives two examples fromjoan Wallach Scott and Paul Gilroy which are 
particularly clear in this respect. Well, a relation of equivalence, in the 
sense that I understand it, performs exactly that role. Equivalence does 
not mean identity - it is a relation in which the differential character of 
the equivalential terms is still operating there, giving to equivalence its 
specific features, as opposed to mere 'equation'. But this also entails 
that the equivalential moment is there anyway, producing its effect, 
whose name is universaliry. The only status I am prepared to grant to uni-
versality is that of being the precipitate of an equivalential operation, 
which means that the 'universal' is never an independent entity, but 
only the set of 'names' corresponding to an always finite and reversible 
relation between particularities. If I prefer the term 'equivalence' to 
'translation', it is because the latter (unless it is taken in its etymological 
sense of translatio) retains the teleological nuance of the possibility of a 
total substitution of one term by another. And although we know all 
about 'traduttore, tradittore', this is still the recognition of the failure - as 
inevitable as you like - of what was originally intended. The term 
'equivalence' does not imply that ambiguity: it is clear from the very 
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beginning that we are not dealing with an operation which tends to col-
lapse difference into identity. 

Anyway, whether translation or equivalence, I think that both Butler 
and I are aiming at something which is intellectually and politically sim-
ilar. Despite my critical remarks about what I see as serious misreadings 
of my texts, I cannot avoid the feeling that we are thinking and fighting 
on the same terrain. I just want to close this section with two questions 
addressed to Butler: ( 1) Is there not a certain contradiction - one which 
is translated into her reading of my texts - between accepting the notion 
of a contaminated universality, and incorporating the Hegelian dialec-
tics between abstract and concrete which implies a perfect -
non-contaminated - adjustment between abstract and concrete? (2) If 
the concrete always contaminates the abstract, is it not the case that a 
particular posing itself as the universal, rather than being a special and 
extreme case that one can confine to Jacobin Terror, becomes a feature 
of any social life, so that antagonism, as we have always maintained, is an 
ineradicable feature of the social? 

Reply to Zizek 

I will deal, in the first place, with a set of specific objections to my work 
to be found in Zizek's essay; then I will move on to the more general 
question concerning the alternative 'class struggle versus postmod-
ernism' that his text raises. First, I will deal with three types of 
objections: (I) those linked with the relationship between the necessary 
failure in constituting society and Kant's notion of a Regulative Idea; (2) 
those linked with naturalization as a necessary condition of the Political 
and the double impossibility inherent in the notion of antagonism; (3) 
those linked with the possibility of historizing historicism itself. 

l. The first objection can be answered quite easily, and in fact I am 
rather surprised that Zizek has raised it at all. It is related, on the one 
hand, to the question of the resignation inherent in the notion of an infi-
nite approach and, on the other, to the partial nature of the problems that 
one can solve in this process of infinite advance, Zizek asks: 
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Does this solution not involve the Kantian logic of the infinite approach 
to the impossible Fullness as a kind of 'regulative Idea'? Does it not 
involve the resigned/cynical stance of 'although we knowwe will fail, we 
should persist in our search' - of an agent which knows that ... effort 
will necessarily fail, but which none the less accepts the need for this 
global Spectre as a necessary lure to give it the energy to engage in solv-
ing partial problems? (SZ, p. 93) 

In the past, Zizek knew better than this. He wrote about my approacht 
for instance, in terms of the Kantian notion of 'enthusiastic resigna-
tion' - which, as he knows very well, does not include a scintilla of 
cynicism. Let us consider the two sides of the argument: unachievable 
Regulative Idea, and partial nature of the problems to be solved. The 
difference between a Kantian-based approach and mine is that for Kant, 
the content of the Regulative Idea is given once and for all, from the 
very beginning; while in my view, the object of the cathectic invest-
ments itself is constantly changing. So there is no linear accumulative 
process by which any cynicism about ultimate unachievable ends could 
arise. For historical actors engaged in actual struggles, there is no cyni-
cal resignation whatsoever: their actual aims are all that constitute the 
horizon within which they live and fight. To say that ultimate fullness is 
unachievable is by no means to advocate any attitude of fatalism or res-
ignation; it is to say to people: what you are fighting for is everything 
there is; your actual struggle is not limited by any preceding necessity. As 
for the partial character of the problems to be solved, we should be care-
ful in distinguishing two aspects: on the one hand, the 'ontic' content of 
what is actually solved; on the other, the 'ontological' investment which 
is made in bringing that solution about. The partial nature of the prob-
lems, in this sense, does not mean taking them one by one, and dealing 
with them in an administrative way - as in the Saint-Simonian motto 
adopted by Marx: from the government of men to the administration of 
things - it means that there is always going to be a gap between the con-
tent which at some point incarnates society's aspiration to fullness, and 
this fullness as such, which has no content of its own. When people in 
Eastern Europe after 1989 were galvanized by the virtues of the market, 
or when socialists spoke about the socialization of the means of 
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production, they were thinking of those transformations not as partial 
ways of solving problems of economic management, but as panaceas to 
bring about a global human emancipation - in that sense they cathected 
partial historical achievements with a symbolic significance far tran-
scending them. It is only in this sense - to stress the unbridgeable gap 
between the differential, concrete partial character of the change 
brought about, and the wider symbolism and expectations without 
which hegemony and politics would be inconceivable - that I have 
spoken about solving 'a variety of partial problems'. As the re ad er can 
see, this has little to do with the Regulative Idea - which involves no 
cathectic investment in the concrete, for the content of fullness is given 
from the very beginning - or with an administrative management of 
partial problems - because that can be done without any hegemonic 
investment being involved in their solution. So - no relation between my 
politics and the theoreticians of the Third Way, of whom I am as criti-
cal as Zizek. 

2. :Zizek writes: 

this justified rejection [by myselQ of the fullness of post-revolutionary 
Society does not justify the conclusion that we have to renounce any 
project of a global social transformation, and limit ourselves to partial 
problems to be solved: the jump from a critique of the 'metaphysics of 
presence' to anti-utopian 'reformist' gradualist politics is an illegitimate 
short circuit. (SZ, p. 10 I) 

I agree entirely that this short circuit is illegitimate; the only thing I 
want to add is that it is only Zizek who is jumping into it. We should 
establish a basic distinction here: it is one thing to say that social and 
political demands are discrete, in the sense that each of them does not 
necessari!J involve the others (so they would be partial); it is quite another 
thing to say that they can be politically met only through a gradualist 
process of dealing with them one by one. If, for instance, a relation of 
equivalence is established between a plurality of social demands, the sat-
isfaction of any of them will depend on the construction of a more 
global social imaginary, whose effects will be far more systemic than 
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anything that mere gradualism could envisage. 'Gradualism', in fact, is the 
first of the utopias: the belief that there is a neutral administrative centre 
which can deal with social issues in a non-political way. If we think of 
major transformations of our societies in the twentieth century, we see 
that 'partial' reforms, in all cases, were made possible only through sig-
nificant alterations in the more global social imaginaries - think of the 
New Deal, the welfare state, and, in more recent years, the discourses of 
the 'moral majority' and of neoliberalism; but, I would argue, something 
not so very different could be said of processes whose effects are certainly 
more global and systemic, such as the Russian Revolution. 

The difficulty with Zizek's position - a point to which I will return 
later is that he never clearly defines what he understands by the global 
approach to politics. He opposes partial solutions within a horizon to 
changes in the horizon as such. I am not opposed to that formulation, 
provided that we agree about what a horizon is and about the logic of its 
constitution. Is it a ground of the social? Is it an imaginary construction 
totalizing a plurality of discrete struggles? Zizek is not precise enough 
about these matters, and his reference to an author like the young 
Lukacs, the quintessence of class reductionism, does little to dispel pos-
sible misunderstandings. I will come back in a moment to these more 
general matters. At this point I want to explain clearly why I do not 
share Zizek's view that the Political 'can be operative on{y in so far as it 
"represses" its radical{)! contingent nature, in so far as it undergoes a minimum of 
"naturali<,ation" ', and the conclusion that 'it is also impossible adequate{y to 
represent/ articulate this very antagonismlnegativi!J that prevents Soci.etyftom achiev-
ing its full ontological realiz:,ation' (SZ, p. 100). I do not disagree either with 
Zizek's analysis of the role of ideological fantasy or with his conclusion 
that when 'this very impossibiliry is represented in a positive element, 
inherent impossibility is changed into an external obstacle' (SZ, p. I 00). 
What I would, however, put into question are two things: (a) that the 
relationship between impossibility and external object is a purely arbi-
trary one; (b) that impossibility itself can be represented only through a 
purely arbitrary projection. On the first point, I would argue that 
although the gap between an event's ability to bring about the fullness of 
society and its ability to solve a series of partial problems can never be 
properly bridged, the latter is not simply the result of an arbitrary 
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choice - as the example of theJew seems to suggest. Tzarism and the 
apartheid regime were actual obstacles to a plurality of democratic 
reforms and not just arbitrary targets positivizing an inherent impossi-
bility. The fact that they also did the latter is what gave the discourses 
which overthrew those regimes their dimension of horizon - what 
brought about, beyond a mere addition of partial reforms, a proper 
overdetermination between them. But - to put it in psychoanalytic 
terms - the fact that no drive is necessarily attached to an object does 
not mean that the object is unimportant, or that its choice is entirely 
arbitrary. 

As for the second point, concerning Zizek's assertion of the need for 
a minimum of naturalization and the impossibility of representing 
impossibility as such, my response is qualified. In one sense I entirely 
agree with him. I have insisted in my work, time and again, that an 
object which is both impossible and necessary can be revealed only 
through its representation by something different from itself. If that is 
all the notion of 'naturalization' involves, I would have no quarrel with 
it. But I am afraid that, for Zizek, there is something else involved, as 
his examples of the religious community, the Westerns, and so on, sug-
gest. For in the endless play of substitutions that Zizek is describing, 
one possibility is omitted: that, instead of the impossibility leading to a 
series of substitutions which attempt to supersede it, it leads to a sym-
bolization of impossibility as such as a positive value. This point is 
important: although positivization is unavoidable, nothing prevents 
this positivization from symbolizing impossibility as such, rather than 
concealing it through the illusion of taking us beyond it. No doubt this 
operation still retains an element of naturalization, because the very 
fact of giving a name to something which - like the Pascalian zero - is 
nameless is creating an entity out of something which is clearly no 
entity at all; but this minimum of naturalization is different from the 
one that would be involved in equating 'impossibility, with a positive dif-
ferential content. The possibility of this weakened type of naturalization 
is important for democratic politics, which involves the institutional-
ization of its own openness and, in that sense, the injunction to identify 
with its ultimate impossibility. 



200 ERNESTO LACLAU 

3. Zizek asks: 

when Butler speaks of the unending political process of renegotiating the 
inclusions/ exclusions of the predominant ideological universal notions, 
or when Laclau proposes his model of the unending struggle for hege-
mony, the 'universal' status of this very model is problematic: are they providing 
the formal co-ordinates of every ideologico-political process, or are they 
simply elaborating the notional structure of today's ('postmodern') specific 
political practice which is emerging after the retreat of the classical Left? 
They (more often than not, in their explicit formulations) appear to do the 
first. (Si, p. 106) 

As we see, Zizek's argument is a variation on Butler's about transcen-
dental limits and historicism, although ironically, while Butler's charge 
was addressed to Zizek 's and my own work, Zizek is formulating the 
same objection against Butler and myself. I will refrain from joining the 
club and making the same criticism - this time against Butler and Zizek. 
Most of my answer can be found in my reply to Butler, but let me say a 
couple of things about the specific way in which Zizek's argument is for-
mulated. The first thing to say is that I do not accept his sharp 
distinction between a transcendental analytic (under which -quite prob-
lematically - he subsumes the Heideggerian existential structure of 
social life) and the description of a definite historical condition. 
'Hegemony' as a theoretical framework is both at the same time and, 
however, none of them. In a first sense, it is the description of some 
processes which are particularly visible in the contemporary world. If it 
were on!J that, however, it would require another metatheoretical 
framework allowing the description of 'hegemony' as the dijferentia speci-
fica of a certain genus. But there is no such metatheoretical framework. 
Only in contemporary societies is there a generalization of the hege-
monic form of politics, but for this reason we can interrogate the past, 
and find there inchoate forms of the same processes that are fully visible 
today; and, when they did not occur, understand why things were dif-
ferent. Conversely, these differences make the specificity of the present 
more visible. Today, for instance, we have a descriptive category for 
some processes as 'distribution of income' - a category which did not 
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exist in the Ancient World. Would it make sense, therefore, to say that in 
the Ancient World, income was not distributed? Obviously not. But the 
distribution took place through mechanisms different from ours in the 
present - mechanisms that we can, however, describe in terms of our 
system of categories because we are in full possession of the notion of 
'distribution of income', a notion which became fully available only 
when alternative forms of distribution became a historical possibility. 

What is important is to break with the false alternative 'ahistorical 
transcendentalism/ radical historicism'. This is a false alternative, 
because its two terms entail each other, and finally assert exactly the 
same. If I assert radical historicism, it will require some kind of 
discourse specifying epochal differences which will necessarily have to be 
transhistorical. If I assert hard transcendentalism, I will have to accept 
the contingency of an empirical variation which can be grasped only in 
historicist terms. Only if I fully accept the contingency and historicity of 
my system of categories, but renounce any attempt to grasp the mean-
ing of its historical variation conceptually, can I start finding a way out 
of that blind alley. Obviously this solution does not suppress the duality 
transcendentalism/historicism, but at least it introduces a certain soup-
ksse, and multiplies the language games that it is possible to play within 
it. There is a name for a knowledge which operates under these condi-
tions: it isfinitude. 

Let us now discuss the more general political points Zizek makes in his 
intervention in this exchange. His discourse is structured around a sharp 
opposition that he establishes between class struggle and postmod-
ernism - the first concerning the relations of production and, more 
generally, capitalism; the second the various for ms of the contemporary 
politics of recognition. In spite of the 'yes, please!' of Zizek's title, he is 
sharply critical of the second, and of what he thinks is an unwise aban-
donment of the first. I will organize my answer around two basic 
the first, that I do not think the two types of struggle are as different as 
Zizek believes; the second, that Zizek structures his discourse around 
entities - class, class struggle, capitalism - which are largely fetishes dis-
possessed of any precise meaning. Before starting, however, I want to 
state that I share with Zizek a real concern about the present state of 
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social struggles and, more generally, about the way in which the Left 
envisages its responsibilities in the contemporary world. I agree with him 
that the spread of politics has been accompanied by the 
abandonment of more global strategic perspectives, and that this aban-
donment involves an unconscious acceptance of the dominant logics of 
the system. I think, however, that the solutions he proposes to take the 
Left out of its present impasse are fundamentally flawed. 

Let us start with the Zizekian opposition between class struggle, and 
what Zizek calls postmodern identity politics. Are they essentially differ-
ent? Everything depends on the way we conceive class struggle. Where 
is the fundamental antagonism at its root located? In New Reflections on tht 
Revolution of Our Time, I have argued that class antagonism is not inher-
ent to capitalist relations of production, but that it takes place between 
those relations and the identity of the worker outside them. Various 
aspects must be carefully distinguished. First, we have to distinguish the 
contradiction between forces and relations of production - which, I 
have maintained, is a contradiction without antagonism - from class 
struggle - which is an antagonism without contradiction. So if we con-
centrate on the latter, where is the antagonism located? Certainly not 
within the relations of production. The capitalists extract surplus-value 
from the workers, but both capital and labour should be conceived of, as 
far as the logic of capitalism is concerned, not as actual people but as 
economic categories. So if we are going to maintain that class antago-
nism is inherent to the relations of production, we would have to prove 
that from the abstract categories 'capital' and 'wage labour' we can log-
ically derive the antagonism between both - and such a demonstration 
is impossible. It does not logically follow from the fact that the surplus-
value is extracted from the worker that the latter will resist such 
extraction. So if there is going to be antagonism, its source cannot be 
internal to the capitalist relations of production, but has to be sought in 
something that the worker is outside those relations, something which is 
threatened by them: the fact that below a certain level of wages the 
worker cannot live a decent life, and so on. Now, unless we are con-
fronted with a situation of extreme exploitation, the worker's attitude 
vis-a-vis capitalism will depend entirely on how his or her identiV' is con-
stituted - as socialists knew a long time ago, when they were confronted 
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by reformist tendencies in the trade-union movement. There is nothing 
in the worker's demands which is intrinsicalfy anti-capitalist. 

Could we perhaps say that these demands have priority over those of 
other groups because they are closer to the economy, and thus at the 
heart of the functioning of the capitalist system? This argument does 
not fare any better. Marxists have known for a long time that capitalism 
is a world system, structured as an imperialist chain, so crises at one 
point in the system create dislocations at many other points. This means 
that many sectors are threatened by the capitalist logic, and that the 
resulting antagonisms are not necessarily related to particular locations 
in the relations of production. As a result, the notion of class struggle is 
totally insufficient to explain the identity of the agents involved in anti-
capitalist struggles. It is simply the remainder of an old-fashioned 
conception which saw in an assumed general proletarianization of soci-
ety the emergence of the future burier of capitalism. 

The notion of 'combined and uneven development' had already 
pointed out the emergence of complex, non-orthodox political identities 
as the agencies of revolutionary change in the contemporary world, 
and the phenomena of globalization have accentuated this tendency. So 
my answer to Zizek's dichotomy between class struggle and identity 
politics is that class struggle is just one species of identity politics, and 
one which is becoming less and less important in the world in which we 
live. 

\'Vhat, however, about his critique of multiculturalism, which main-
tains that the specific demands of different groups can be absorbed one 
by one by the dominant system and, in this way, help to consolidate it? 
This is only too true, but does it not happen in exactly the same way 
with the demands of the workers? In so far as a system is able to absorb 
the demands of the subordinated groups in a 'transformist' way- to use 
the Gramscian expression - that system will en joy good health. The 
crucial point is that there is no special location within a system which 
en joys an a priori privilege in an anti-systemic struggle, I do not think 
that multicultural struggles per se constitute a revolutionary subject, any 
more than the working class does. But this does not lead me to oppose 
their demands either.Just as I support trade-union demands in spite of 
the fact that they can, in principle, be satisfied within capitalism, I 
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support demands of multicultural groups and other issue-orientated 
groups without thinking that they are announcing the end of capitalist 
domination. What worries Zizek - and I share his concern - is that the 
proliferation of particularisms not linked by any more global emanci-
patory discourse could lead not only to the preservation of the status quo 
but also to a more pronounced swing to the Right. This is a legitimate 
preoccupation, but the way to answer it is not to resuscitate an entity -
class struggle - which does not have any precise meaning in the con-
temporary world. 

Apart from this global dichotomy, which has little substance, Zizek 
could be criticized for introducing into his discourse a set of categories 
which, taken literally, either have no precise meaning, or the little they 
have goes against what I would have thought is the main tendency of 
Zizek's thought. Most of these terms come from the Marxist tradition, 
and Zizek uses them in a rather acritical way. Something in his work that 
I find rather surprising is the fact that despite his professed Marxism, he 
pays no attention whatsoever to the intellectual history of Marxism, in 
which several of the categories he uses have been refined, displaced, or 
- to encapsulate it in one term - deconstructed. All Zizek's Marxist 
concepts, examples and discussions come either from the texts of Marx 
himself, or from the Russian Revolution. There is no reference to 
Gramsci, virtually none to Trotsky, and as far as I know not a single ref-
erence to Austro-Marxism, where many of the issues which are 
attracting the attention of contemporary socialism were discussed for the 
first time. Let me give a few examples. 

Ideology 

Zizek writes: 

the ruling ideology, in order to be operative, has to incorporate a series 
of features in which the exploited/ dominated majority will be able to 
recognize its authentic longings. In short, every hegemonic universality 
has to incorporate at least two particular contents: the 'authentie popular 
content and its 'distortion' by the relations of domination and exploita-
tion. (The Ticklish Subject, p. 184) 
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This is a most surprising statement coming from a Lacanian, for it is 
intelligible only if one accepts a notion of 'false consciousness' a la 
Lukacs which is totally incompatible with the Freudian discovery of the 
unconscious, let alone the theory of hegemony. For the dominant and 
exploitative groups do not distort the popular content any more than the 
most revolutionary of the socialist discourses: they simply articulate it in 
a different way. The fact that one prefers one type of articulation rather 
than another does not mean that one is teleologically 'true', while the 
other can be dismissed as 'distortion'. If that were so, the hegemonic 
struggle would have been won before it started. 

Class 

I have already referred to this point. Let me simply add that Zizek 
speaks of a 'silent suspension of class analysis' as a kind of 'disavowal'. 
It is difficult to comment on this, because in this respect Zizek's refer· 
ence to classes is just a succession of dogmatic assertions without the 
slightest effort to explain the centrality of the category of class for the 
understanding of contemporary societies. One cannot avoid the feeling 
that the notion of class is brought into Zizek's analysis as a sort of deu.r 
ex machina to play the role of the good guy against the multicultural 
devils. The only feature of 'classes' which emerges from Zizek's text is 
that classes, in some way, are constituted and struggle at the level of the 
'system', while all the other struggles and identities would be intra-sys-
temic. The reason for this is not analysed - and it would indeed be a 
very difficult proposition to defend without introducing some crude 
version of the base/ superstructure model. I think that this is what Zizek 
ultimately does, and it is a new example of the way in which his dis-
course is schizophrenically split between a highly sophisticated Lacanian 
analysis and an insufficiently deconstructed traditional Marxism. 

Capitalism 

Zizek takes a patently anti-capitalist stance, and asserts that the propo-
nents of postmodernism 'as a rule, leave out of sight the resignation at 
its heart - the acceptance of capitalism as "the only game in town", the 
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renunciation of any real attempt to overcome the existing capitalist lib-
eral regime' (SZ, p. 95). The difficulty with assertions like this is that they 
mean absolutely nothing. I understand what Marx meant by overcoming 
the capitalist regime, because he made it quite explicit several times. I 
also understand what Lenin or Trotsky meant for the same reason. But 
in the work of Zizek that expression means nothing - unless he has a 
secret strategic plan of which he is very careful not to inform anybody. 
Should we understand that he wants to impose the dictatorship of the 
proletariat? Or does he want to socialize the means of production and 
abolish market mechanisms? And what is his political strategy to achieve 
these rather peculiar aims? What is the alternative model of society 
that he is postulating? Without at least the beginning of an answer to 
these questions, his anti-capitalism is mere empty talk. 

But perhaps Zizek has something more reasonable in mind: for 
instance, the overcoming of the prevalent neoliberal economic model and 
the introduction of state regulation and democratic control of the econ-
omy, so that the worst effects of globalization are avoided. If that is what 
he means by anti-capitalism, I would certainly agree with him, but so 
would most of the 'postmodernists' against whom his polemic is addressed. 
It is certainly true that a mainly cultural Left has not paid enough attention 
to the economic issues since the welfare state model disintegrated. But in 
order to start doing so, it is necessary to take into account the structural 
changes in capitalism over the last thirty years and its social effects, some 
of which have been the disappearance of the peasantry, the drastic fall in 
numbers of the working class, and the emergence of a social stratification 
quite different from that on which Marxist class analysis was based. 

To conclude: I think that Zizek's political thought suffers from acer-
tain 'combined and uneven development'. While his Lacanian tools, 
together with his insight, have allowed him to make considerable 
advances in the understanding of ideological processes in contemporary 
societies, his strictly political thought has not advanced at the same pace, 
and remains fixed in very traditional categories. But this unevenness is 
the law of intellectual work. I remember that the late Michel Pecheux 
said that the great encounter of the twentieth century never took place: 
Freud and Lenin discussing the Saussurean notion of 'value' in a coach 
on the Orient Express decorated by the Futurists. 
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Dialectics of emancipation 

I will devote this last section to a preliminary attempt to answer some 
questions about the destiny of the universal in our society. Butler, Zizek 
and I are all concerned with the elaboration of an emancipatory dis-
course which does not dissolve into mere particularism but keeps a 
universal dimension alive. We achieve this, however, in somewhat dif-
ferent ways: while Zizek attempts to determine a systemic level which 
would 'totalize' social relations and would be universal in and for itself, 
both Butler and I tend to elaborate a notion of universality which would 
be the result of some form of interaction between particularities - hence 
Butler's notion of 'cultural translations' and my notion of 'equivalence'. 
I will try, in what follows, to expand on the consequences for 'emanci-
pation' of the category of 'equivalence', using as a frame of reference 
the four dimensions of hegemony that I discussed in my previous essay: 

1) Unevenness of power is constitutive. 
2) There is hegemony only if the dichotomy universality/particularity is 

superseded; universality exists only if it is incarnated in - and sub-
verts - some particularity but, conversely, no particularity can become 
political without also becoming the locus of universalizing effects. 

3) Hegemony requires the production of tendentially empty signifiers 
which, while maintaining the incommensurability between univer-
sal and particulars, enables the latter to take up the representation 
of the former. 

4) The terrain in which hegemony expands is that of a generalization 
of the relations of representation as condition of the constitution of 
the social order. 

l. This first dimension stresses universality's dependency on 
particularity. The reasons are clear. Let us remember Marx's model of 
political emancipation. The condition for a particular group to present its 
aims as those of the community at large was the presence of another 
sector which is perceived as a general crime. This is a first dimension of 
power inherent in the universalist emancipatory project: the very 
condition of universality presupposes a radical exclusion. There is, 
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however, another dimension of power: the ability of a group to assume 
a function of universal representation presupposes that it is in a better 
position than other groups to assume this role, so that power is unevenly 
distributed between various organisms and social sectors. These two 
dimensions of power - unevenness and exclusion - presuppose a 
dependency of universality on particularity: there is no universality 
which operates as pure universality, there is only the relative universal-
ization created by expanding a chain of equivalences around a central 
particularistic core. The Gramscian notion of 'war of position' expresses 
exactly that: the transition from a corporative to a hegemonic class pre-
supposes not the abandonment of the particular aims constitutive of 
the hegemonic sector, but the universalization of them on the basis of 
the equivalential relation they establish with other subordinated sectors 
of society. This means that power is the condition of emancipation -
there is no way of emancipating a constellation of social forces except by 
creating a new power around a hegemonic centre. 

This, however, creates an apparent difficulty: is it not the case that the 
opposite is true, that emancipation involves the elimination of power? 
Only if we are thinking of an emancipation which is total and attains a 
universality that is not dependent on particularities - as in the case of 
Marx's 'human' emancipation. The latter, however, for reasons discussed 
above, is impossible. But I would go further: I would argue that the con-
tamination of emancipation by power is not an unavoidable empirical 
imperfection to which we have to accommodate, but involves a higher 
human ideal than a universality representing a totally reconciled human 
essence, because a fully reconciled society, a transparent society, would 
be entirely free in the sense of self-determination, but that full realiza-
tion of freedom would be equivalent to the death of freedom, for all 
possibility of dissent would have been eliminated from it. Social dlvision, 
antagonism and its necessary consequence - power - are the true con-
ditions of a freedom which does not eliminate particularity. 

If we now consider the emancipatory potential of present-day societies 
from the viewpoint of this first dimension, we find a political landscape that 
we contemplate with mixed feelings. On the one hand we have an increas-
ing proliferation of issue-orientated, multicultural and particularistic 
demands that create the potential - but only the potential - for more 
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expanded chains of equivalence than in the past and, as a result, the pos-
sibility of more democratic societies. This is an aspect to which both Butler 
and I are particularly sensitive. On the other hand, however, we are living 
at a time in which the great emancipatory narratives of the past are in 
sharp decline, and as a result of this decline there are no easily available 
universalizing discourses which could perform the equivalential function. 
This is the danger of which 2i.zek, quite rightly, warns us: that particu-
larisms remain pure particularisms and, in that way, become absorbed by 
the dominant system. The main task of the Left, as I see things today, is the 
construction of languages providing that element of universality which 
makes possible the establishment of equivalential links. 

2. If the first dimension of hegemony stresses the moment of the uni-
versal's subordination to the particular, this second dimension 
emphasizes the universalizing effects which are necessary if there is 
going to be politics at all. Let us again consider 2:izek's warning about 
the dangers of pure particularism. The more particularized a demand, 
the easier it is to satisfy it and integrate it into the system; while if the 
demand is equivalent to a variety of other demands, no partial victory 
will be considered as anything other than an episode in a protracted war 
of position. I remember that during my years of activism in the student 
movement in Argentina, the division between Right and Left in the stu-
dent body became evident in terms of attitudes towards concrete 
demands (hours when the library was going to be open, the price of tick-
ets in the students' restaurant, etc.). For some, a mobilization which 
attained its immediate aims should finish there, while for those of us who 
were more militant, the question was how to keep the mobilization 
going, which was possible only in so far as we had historical aims - aims 
that we knew the system could not satisfy. In some sense our worst ene-
mies were those university administrators who offered concrete solutions 
to the problems we were posing - not, obviously, in the sense that we dis-
missed these solutions, but in that the important thing, for us, was to see 
those partial victories as mere episodes in a protracted war of position 
tending towards more global aims. 

The central point is that for a certain demand, subject position, iden-
tity, and so on, to become political means that it is something other than 
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itself, living its own particularity as a moment or link in a chain of equiv-
alences that transcends and, in this way, universalizes it. Food riots in 
France had taken place following a remarkably similar pattern since the 
Middle Ages; but it was only when they broke their local particularism 
and became a link in the more universalistic discourse of the philosophes 
that they became a force for systemic change. That is my basic quarrel 
with the category 'class struggle': it tends to anchor the moment of 
struggle and antagonism in the sectorial identity of a group, while any 
meaningful struggle transcends any sectorial identity and becomes a 
complexly articulated 'collective will'. In that sense a truly political 
mobilization, even if it is conducted mainly by workers, is never simply 
a 'working-class struggle'. Here again we find the basic political dilemma 
of our age: Mll the proliferation of new social actors lead to the enlarge-
ment of the equivalential chains which will enable the emergence of 
stronger collective wills; or will they dissolve into mere particularism, 
making it easier for the system to integrate and subordinate them? 

3. What, however, about the structure of the equivalential discourses 
which would enable the emergence of new collective wills? If the equiv-
alential chains extend to a wide variety of concrete demands, so that the 
ground of the equivalence cannot be found in the specificity of any 
one of them, it is clear that the resulting collective will will find its 
anchoring point on the level of the social imaginary, and the core of that 
social imaginary is what we have called empty signifiers. It is the empty 
character of these anchoring points that truly universalizes a discourse, 
making it the surface of inscription of a plurality of demands beyond 
their particularities. And, as an emancipatory discourse presupposes the 
aggregation of a plurality of discrete demands, we can say that there is 
no true emancipation except in a discourse whose anchoring terms 
remain empty. It is not necessary that the term does not have a precise 
meaning, in as much as there is a gap between its concrete content and 
the set of equivalential meanings associated with it. Front Populaire des-
ignated an alliance of political forces, but in the political climate of the 
France of the 1930s it raised a wide variety of social hopes that far 
exceeded its actual political reality. 

It is important to point out that these social imaginaries organized 
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around some empty signifiers represent, in my view, the limit of socially 
attainable universalization. There is no universality, as we have seen, 
except through an equivalence between particularities, and such equiv-
alences are always contingent and context-dependent. Any step beyond 
this limit would necessarily fall into a historical teleology, with the result 
that universality, which should be considered as a horizon, would 
become a ground. I want to stress above all the function of surfaces of 
inscription that these horizons exercise. Once they become the general-
ized language of social change, any new demand will be constructed as 
one more link in the equi valential chain embraced by those horizons. 
They become, in this sense, powerful instruments in the displacement of 
the relations of force in society. Conversely, their decline is linked to their 
decreasing ability to embrace social demands, which recognize them-
selves less and less in the political language provided by that horizon. 

The crisis of the Left, from this point of view, can be seen as a result 
of the decline of the two horizons which had traditionally structured its 
discourse: communism and, in the West, the welfare state. Since the 
beginning of the 1970s it is the Right which has been hegemonic: neolib-
eralism and the moral majority, for instance, have become the main 
surfaces of inscription and representation. The Right's hegemonic ability 
is evident in the fact that even social democratic parties have tended to 
accept its premisses as a new and unchallengeable 'common sense'. The 
Left, for its part, finding its own social imaginaries shattered and without 
any expansive force, has tended to retreat into the defence of merely spe-
cific causes. But there is no hegemony which can be grounded in this 
purely defensive strategy. This should be the main battlefield in the years 
to come. Let us state it bluntly: there will be no renaissance of the Left 
without the construction of a new social imaginary. 

4. Finally, representation. From its critique by Rousseau to the 
Marxian assertion that the liberation of the workers will be the deed of 
the workers themselves, the idea of representation has been considered 
with considerable suspicion by emancipatory discourses. Without rep-
resentation, however, there is no hegemony. If a particular sector has to 
incarnate the universal aims of the community, representation is essen-
tially inherent to the hegemonic link. However, is representation really a 
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second best, something to which we have to resign ourselves because the 
fullness of society is not immediately given, but has to be labouriously 
constructed through a system of mediations? 

Here we can put foiward a similar argument to the one we put for-
ward in relation to 'power'. \'\Thy is a relation of representation necessary 
in the first place? As I have argued in other works, because at a certain 
point decisions are going to be taken which affect the interests of some-
body who is materially absent from it. And, as I have also argued, 
representation is always a double movement from represented to repre-
sentative and from representative to represented - this latter movement 
again allowing us to see the emergence of a process of universalization. 
The task of a representative in Parliament, for instance, does not simply 
consist in transmitting the wishes of those he represents; he will have to 
elaborate a new discourse which convinces the other Members - by, for 
instance, arguing that the interests of the people in his constituency are 
compatible with the national interest, and so on. In this way he inscribes 
those interests within a more universal discourse and, in so far as his dis-
course also becomes that of the people of his constituency, they also are 
able to universalize their experience. The relation of representation 
thus becomes a vehicle of universalization and, as universalization is a 
precondition of emancipation, it can also become a road to the latter. In 
the conditions of interconnection which exist in a globalized world, it is 
only through relations of representation that universality is achievable. 

In this section I have tried to point to some of the language games 
which a hegemonic logic makes it possible to play with categories such 
as 'power', 'representation' and 'emptiness'. But, obviously, many more 
games are possible. I see as a main task of political theory to develop 
these language games and thus to promote the expansion of political 
imagination. We should - this time politically- help to let the fly out of 
the bottle. 


	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_001
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_002
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_004
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_005
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_006
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_007
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_008
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_009
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_010
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_011
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_012
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_013
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_014
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_015
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_016
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_017
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_018
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_019
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_020
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_021
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_022
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_023
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_024
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_025
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_026
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_027
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_028
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_029
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_030
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_031
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_032
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_033
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_034
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_035
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_036
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_037
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_038
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_039
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_040
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_041
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_042
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_043
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_044
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_045
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_046
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_047
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_048
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_049
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_050
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_051
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_052
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_053
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_054
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_055
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_056
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_057
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_058
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_059
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_060
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_061
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_062
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_063
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_064
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_065
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_066
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_067
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_068
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_069
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_070
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_071
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_072
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_073
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_074
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_075
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_076
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_077
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_078
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_079
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_080
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_081
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_082
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_083
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_084
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_085
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_086
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_087
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_088
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_089
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_090
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_091
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_092
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_093
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_094
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_095
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_096
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_097
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_098
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_099
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_100
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_101
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_102
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_103
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_104
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_105
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_106
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_107
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_108
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_109
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_110
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_111
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_112
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_113
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_114
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_115
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_116
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_117
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_118
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_119
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_120
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_121
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_122
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_123
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_124
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_125
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_126
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_127
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_128
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_129
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_130
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_131
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_132
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_133
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_134
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_135
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_136
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_137
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_138
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_139
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_140
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_141
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_142
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_143
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_144
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_145
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_146
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_147
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_148
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_149
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_150
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_151
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_152
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_153
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_154
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_155
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_156
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_157
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_158
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_159
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_160
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_161
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_162
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_163
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_164
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_165
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_166
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_167
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_168
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_169
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_170
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_171
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_172
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_173
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_174
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_175
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_176
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_177
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_178
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_179
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_180
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_181
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_182
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_183
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_184
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_185
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_186
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_187
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_188
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_189
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_190
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_191
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_192
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_193
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_194
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_195
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_196
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_197
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_198
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_199
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_200
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_201
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_202
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_203
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_204
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_205
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_206
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_207
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_208
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_209
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_210
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_211
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_212
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_213
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_214
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_215
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_216
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_217
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_218
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_219
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_220
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_221
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_222
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_223
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_224
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_225
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_226
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_227
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_228
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_229
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_230
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_231
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_232
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_233
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_234
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_235
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_236
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_237
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_238
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_239
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_240
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_241
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_242
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_243
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_244
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_245
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_246
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_247
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_248
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_249
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_250
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_251
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_252
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_253
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_254
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_255
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_256
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_257
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_258
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_259
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_260
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_261
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_262
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_263
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_264
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_265
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_266
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_267
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_268
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_269
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_270
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_271
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_272
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_273
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_274
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_275
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_276
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_277
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_278
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_279
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_280
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_281
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_282
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_283
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_284
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_285
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_286
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_287
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_288
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_289
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_290
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_291
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_292
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_293
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_294
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_295
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_296
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_297
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_298
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_299
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_300
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_301
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_302
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_303
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_304
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_305
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_306
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_307
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_308
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_309
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_310
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_311
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_312
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_313
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_314
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_315
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_316
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_317
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_318
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_319
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_320
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_321
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_322
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_323
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_324
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_325
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_326
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_327
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_328
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_329
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_330
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_331
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_332
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_333
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_334
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_335
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_336
	judith-butler-contingency-hegemony-universality-contemporary-dialogues-on-the-left_Page_337

