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Praise for Volume 1


These young thinkers use what they have—intelligence, resourcefulness and an eye for the everyday—to produce readings at a pace that the academy cannot mirror. At its best this collection sets a precedent for a new generation of critical engagement with popular culture. EDA is fighting to carve a new space for the intellectual in popular media. Its battle is just beginning.


Matt Foley, Irish Times


Written in clear opposition to a growing academic practice where knowledge control, gate-keeping and intellectual property have become key assets, Why Are Animals Funny? is a serious book that deserves close consideration by those interested in the possible futures of political, social and cultural criticism.


Andreja Zevnik, OpenDemocracy


The EDA Collective’s mission is simply stated in the introduction to the book. They want to make us think, and constantly re-think our reality, a reality that is full of impossible complexities. I think these renegades attack this challenge in the best possible way, and that is from the multi-vantage point that only a collective can offer, a panoramic view of different voices, that see different signs, objects, and symbols, and amalgamate them together in a creative register, that makes for a delightful and engaging read.


Zachary Siegel, Critical-Theory.com


The EDA collective comes across as young, intelligent, thoughtful and energetic at a time when the university has become exhausted by the reactionary defence of its own suspicious ideals. Together, the authors have captured the joy of performance, the energy of protest and embedded this spirit within a theoretical framework that is admirably deliberative. It is not often that theory is this fun to read, and less often still that satire is so well versed in the language of its assailants.


Jamie Mackay, Review 31


Like a literary two-way street, this book acts as an accessible inlet for outsiders of the ivory tower that is academia, and a much-needed outlet for those trapped inside (both students and accomplished instructors alike). In brief, it serves to ponder all aspects of cultural minutiae through pickings and choosings of theoretical heavy-hitters like Lacan and Marx, without removing the joy of the sheer insanity and absurdity of it all.


Allison Norris, The Manchester Review


All too many reviewers have said about a book that it will change the way you look at the world and now the phrase is tired and meaningless. In this case, however, the book’s critical eye affects your real one and does (in a very literal sense) change the way you look at the world.


Ruari Paton, Voix
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0. Introduction


The political landscape, in the so-called West, remains as unarable today as it has been since the hegemony of the supposed ‘centre’ in parliamentary politics—that is, the hymnsheet all the mainstream parties sing from—laid the fields of political possibility, if not to waste, as it may have believed, then fallow, the returning crop of which has been the ravaging lurch to the right (exampled in the election of UKIP in the European elections in the UK). This pestilent weed is one especially adapted to growing in such an arid season. In such times as these we can only pray that analyses of, and investigations into, this situation’s cultural catalysts and everyday originations can do some work and provide some hope, which is our intention with our second book. In this—our second volume of Everyday Analysis articles—we are covering everything from the dance craze of twerking (a movement in which the glutæus maximus is shaken mesmerisingly, popularised on the internet by Miley Cyrus’ controversial deployment of it in a performance with Robin Thicke) to ‘Turking’ (the form of work in which an employee is paid a one-off rate for the completion of a task posted online; that is, paid directly their use-value, as opposed to an hourly or minimum wage). We order these articles by theme alphabetically, for ease of navigation, beginning with ‘Advertising’ and ending with ‘Work and Play’, and we are very proud to be able to punctuate them with great illustrations and artwork.


Since the publication of our first book, Why are Animals Funny? Everyday Analysis: Volume 1, we have grown in number of contributors, and thus diversity of theoretical engagement; we have contributed articles to other publications, such as the Guardian; and we have found resonance with audiences ranging from casual surfers online to those of the University (students and teachers alike, and interdisciplinarily), from those established already by publishing outlets (our own followers on our social media and blog, to those of our publisher, the eminent Zer0 Books) to those curious enough to pick a new book up off the shelves which claims to decode the humour of our grumpy feline friends—the everyday reaches us all, and its analysis, it seems, has sparked the interest of people everywhere.


In the introduction to our first volume we defended vigorously, and we hope rigorously, analysis and critical theory as not only important tools with which to approach and decode our everyday situation (and the operations of ideology, propaganda, and even revolutionary radicality silently, subtly, and often unconsciously at work within it), but also as something intrinsic to our everyday; that is, that life—however simple it might feel or unexamined it may remain—always inherently involves processes of interpretation and decipherment, in all of its day-to-day going-about-its-business. In this opening to our new book we will concentrate more on modes of analysis, and try to define what our presiding ones have been, and how they might also move or shift in future realisations.


Write on What You Enjoy! (or, EVERYDAY aNALYSIS)


Probably the most significant criticism that Everyday Analysis has come under in the course of its first year (from January 2013 to 2014), is that it has been too lenient on the problematic in the popular culture that it has tackled (one instance of which concerned our take on Robin Thicke and sexism, from which we received tweets asking why we only focused on the issue of feminism, as opposed to ‘the misogynistic pro-rape structures of society’, for example), or even that it has defended such problematic elements of culture, instead of attacking them (such as the attempt to discover a radicalism in controversial rapper A$AP Rocky’s music and particularly his voice).1 These criticisms may have a political point to make about where emphasis is placed, and herein we will try to negotiate them.


What we want to avoid at all costs is something that is common inside both academic and journalistic discourse; that is, criticising the popular from an imaginary privileged position of knowledge, and even setting up this imaginary position in the process, making it seem as though we can speak from somewhere outside of these discourses. This procedure attempts to make philosophy/theory into something pure, and allows it to appear to be a ‘key’ to reading the outside world, which is something we took particular issue with in our previous book.


What we follow instead is something found in, but by no means limited to, Lacanian psychoanalysis, which we can identify with quick reference to some of Jacques Lacan’s ‘mathemes’ (more of which we discuss in our analysis of the children’s film Epic in this volume). The below instance describes ‘the discourse of the analyst’:
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The first position in the matheme is the ‘driving seat’, here filled by the symbol a. The a (as in the ‘objet petit a’) here refers to what Lacan calls ‘jouissance’, which for now we might settle on this definition of: an enjoyment which has no apparent purpose. This can be anything from biting our nails to enjoying rap music: it is that enjoyment that we cannot see, imagine, or measure the value of. The first position in the matheme operates on (and creates) the second position, here occupied by the symbol &. This represents the (barred) Subject, or the individual, as s/he exists, subjected to his/her historical and political conditions. So, although there are many implications of this, we can say that what is reversed here is a traditional idea of ‘cultivated taste’: we do not control what we like, what we like controls us. As such there is a criticism here of some of those academic and journalistic  tones referred to earlier; whilst they see themselves as cultivated, as ‘above’ problematic forms of enjoyment (imagine the voice that says, ‘oh, I only like arthouse cinema, etc.’), we ought not to congratulate ourselves on our taste, because to an extent we did not choose this enjoyment, it chose us.


And yet these enjoyments themselves are not entirely privileged or privilegable either. In the matheme, below the first bar, is the S2. This represents ‘knowledge’, but we might better think of it as ideology, or as the total amount of knowledge that a particular time and place has. Being below the bar in the matheme means it is the support, so that here it is knowledge, or even ideology, which supports these enjoyments, which in turn create us as subjects. So our enjoyment, the bit of it that we cannot explain, the bit that does not fit the model epitomised by a colleague who recently remarked ‘oh, I love the opera because it really questions the logic of Fascism’, the bit we ‘love’ but cannot understand why, even the bit that it seems we should specifically not love (biting my nails, controversial rap music, etc.), is the bit which reveals to us how we are constructed by the knowledge of our moment. The question of what supports and constructs this a has always been the focus of Everyday Analysis. We’re not so much interested in criticising what we enjoy, but rather we’re interested in thinking about what allows us to enjoy it. So we are by no means letting Robin Thicke off the hook …


Thus, what we have tried to do in this project at times is write on what we enjoy in the everyday, and even especially what we enjoy but perhaps should not be enjoying or cannot explain enjoying, according to our existing systems of knowledge, because it is here that we can find out something about the way our enjoyment is structured that was previously unknown to us. We hope to avoid the journalistic and academic tendencies to write positively about what we like and negatively about what we don’t, which simply re-affirms our position as the subject writing. Instead, it is hoped that this approach questions that which constructs us as subjects. This means admitting that we have enjoyments we may not want, or feel uncomfortable about, and even placing these in the centre, in the ‘driving seat’ of the matheme, in order to take them apart. In this volume (and in the coming years of the project), it is our aim to further this, and to show more convincingly how in these terms the popular is always also the political …


In his book for Penguin’s ‘Philosophy in Transit’ series, Event, Slavoj Žižek analyses the Korean pop sensation Psy’s ‘Gangnam Style’ in a similar vein to that outlined above, concentrating not only on its type of ideology, but also on how its enjoyment works, in us and on us:




‘Gangnam Style’ is not ideology in spite of ironic distance, it is ideology because of it: […] the self-mocking irony of ‘Gangnam Style’ makes palpable the stupid enjoyment of the rave music. Many listeners find the song disgustingly attractive, i.e., they ‘love to hate it’, or, rather, they enjoy the very fact of finding it disgusting so they repeatedly play it to prolong their disgust. Such an ecstatic surrender to obscene jouissance in all its stupidity entangles the subject into what Lacan, following Freud, calls ‘drive’; perhaps its paradigmatic expressions are the repulsive private rituals (sniffing one’s own sweat, sticking one’s finger into one’s nose, etc.) that bring intense satisfaction without our being aware of it – or, insofar as we are aware of it, without our being able to do anything to prevent it.2





In an earlier talk, from which this passage was derived, Žižek describes this process of enjoyment involved in ‘Gangnam Style’ as ‘what Lacan calls “sinthome”, not “symptom”, but synthesis, [a] kind of condensation of stupid enjoyment.’3 Whilst Lacan does designate a certain mode of jouissance as ‘idiotic’—that is, specifically, male masturbatory jouissance—what we should perhaps see here in Žižek’s use of the concept of ‘stupidity’ is also its extension to encompassing the ‘nonsensical’. We can see this perhaps in the phenomenon of twerking; whilst the movements involved in it are certainly suggestive, it is difficult to pinpoint exactly of what; and whilst this suggestiveness (and suggestiveness in general) is no doubt sexual, in the act of sex it would again be difficult to correlatively place this manoeuvre (too fast to be a sensual ‘grind’, too erratic to be a portrayal of copulation): as an ecstatic movement, it seems to derive enjoyment in those doing it from the ‘motor’ drive (of bodily movement) and in those watching from the ‘scopic’ drive (of the—most often male—gaze). The condensation that this ‘sinthomic’ process enacts cuts out the bit of the phenomenon that ‘makes sense’, to leave us with access to ‘a little bit of the Real’ of uninhibited enjoyment itself. The putting to use of this process in manifestations of art and culture is something we discuss in relation to quantised structures in music in our article ‘The Sinthomic Blank in Future Bass and Dubstep’, below.


Culture and Contemporaneity


In terms of that which does make sense to us, however—that is, the realm of symbols, signs and symptoms, in culture, current affairs, media, and politics—Lacan also discusses the position of the analyst as one of




symbolizing symbols. The analyst is the one who must do that. It’s not a problem for him as he himself is already a symbol. It is preferable that he do it thoroughly, with culture and intelligence. This is why it is preferable and even necessary that he have as complete a background as possible in cultural matters. The more he knows about them the better.4





Echoing Freud—who, in his interpretative practice, showed such a wealth of cultural knowledge and reference—Lacan is suggesting here that for the analyst knowledge of culture is essential for making interpretative connections, not for judging evaluatively (that is, passing judgement on those—the analysands—who might not have that same knowledge, or enjoy the same things), or for elevating to the level at which one becomes the setter of trends in ‘cultivated taste’, as an art critic, or even philosopher, might use this knowledge for (this is not to say that we only deploy the psychoanalytic method in our collective analyses, as they draw on critical and philosophical modes too). Further, in these terms of ‘cultivated taste’, there is the risk of neglecting, to the detriment of historiography, the popular—genre fiction in literature, pop in music, etc.—which gives us so many indications of the sociology and epistemology of the times we live in (and of those we can go back to and study). As Franco Moretti puts it:




But – it might be objected – the average production of a given genre is unreadable and boring now. I do not doubt it. But it is precisely this unbearable ‘uncontemporaneity’ that the historian must seek out. (We might reflect in passing that if everyone behaved like literary critics who only study what they ‘like’, doctors might restrict themselves to studying only healthy bodies and economists the standard of living of the well-off.) And then, are we so sure that we know those ‘other’ ghost stories, the ‘conventional’ ones? Have these conventions really been studied, or do we not rather confine ourselves to evoking them hurriedly for the sole purpose of adding lustre to their ‘destroyer’? If one wants to keep the couple convention-innovation and give the latter term the full historical and formal weight it deserves, it is all the more important to realize that the first term of the pair has not yet become an ‘object of knowledge’ in a true sense for literary criticism.5





How better to make it ‘an object of knowledge’ than to analyse the culture of the here-and-now, rather than wait to see whether it becomes canonised or discarded down the line? However, we must also see the risk in this kind of assertion, as certain such studies of popular and conventional culture—that were denigrated by the literary establishment of the time—concerned what is now considered classic; Pierre Macherey’s analysis of Jules Verne in A Theory of Literary Production, or even Moretti’s own of Dracula and Frankenstein in the above work, for example (the question remains, when these have been canonised, of what it is that we haven’t deigned to read, and what of its importance …?). It is these sorts of considerations we have tried to address, from a structural position, in our article ‘Reading Between the Lines of What Stays Within Them: Genre Fiction, Normality, and Analysis of Structure’ within these pages.


We follow Moretti, however, in his precisely pointing out that ‘it is obvious that one can easily find a lot of Hegel in Goethe and a lot of Goethe in Hegel: how could it be otherwise? But the great intellectual construction is not the one which always surfaces only in the masterpieces of other great intellectuals. It is that which seizes, channels and modifies the ‘spirit of the age’ over the entire scale of its manifestations, from the highest to the most negligible.’6 This channelling and modifying of the zeitgeist is something we try to locate in our various analyses; whilst there are artistic and cultural manifestations that seemingly always remain contemporary (Ezra Pound asserted that in essence ‘literature is news that STAYS news’), there are also those that remain completely of their time, and those that move it on from one formation to the next, and then disappear (as a ‘vanishing mediator’), a case in point being that of comedy.7


What we find funny is an interesting psychological question, one that rests on culturo-historical and subjective situationing in so many respects. It is, in the main, relative. However, a lot of what gets popularly described by the press as ‘cutting-edge’ comedy today is perhaps described so as it is at the edge of a formation that is on the brink of being overturned. We see historically so much racism, sexism, and other forms of discrimination being staples of the stand-up routine, and we still see similar on TV now, in comedy based on the chastisement of social groups, such as that of the ‘chav’ (Lee Nelson), for example, or the caricaturing of minorities (Citizen Kahn), and so on, in all of which the element of satire (which, say, in early Harry Enfield, Steve Coogan and Chris Morris shows is exemplified) seems completely missing. South Park, however, is a transatlantic example of comedy that doesn’t fall at the satirical hurdle, and one that questions itself the very temporality of comedy (the Urban Dictionary defines ‘22.3 years’ as ‘the amount of time it takes something tragic to become funny again’, as according to the show, for example).


With the combination of these reflections in mind, the manoeuvre we intend to avoid is one exemplified in the shamelessly academic book Taking South Park Seriously, for example, in the introduction of which its editor takes to task the several dismissive comments its call for entries received online in various places. This procedure utilises techniques such as mocking these comments’ spelling—’english’ with a small ‘E’ is singled out by the editor—assessing their articulation and meaning with all the erudition that would be applied to meticulously crafted, proofread and copyedited published texts, and suggesting that these ‘South Park fans [have] derided any serious consideration of the program.’8 To disqualify a mode of consideration, be it enjoyment, identification-with, reference-to, etc., from the possibility of being a serious endeavour—as compared to the author’s (and, so he suggests, academia’s) own—is precisely the kind of value judgement we aim to steer well clear of with this volume, which we hope will open onto more interesting, inclusive and exciting modes of analysis than those of ‘cultivated taste’ and academic disdain, and open up these modes of analysis themselves.


In Alain Badiou’s taxonomy there are four types of event: ‘politics, love, art and science’; it is these topics which form a formidable chunk of this second volume, a volume the event of which we hope will make some mark in the field it opens out into.










Advertising










1. The Pure Advert: Analysing Perfume



Much television advertising shows us images of commodities in ways calculated to make them desirable: cars driving on impossibly empty roads, soft drinks that are too good to be true, phones that will organise and improve your life. Some products, like cosmetics, cannot be shown directly and have to be represented through their effects. For this reason we have shampoo adverts that show hair becoming shiny and skincare adverts that show the effect healthy skin has on the opposite sex (and it is always, so far, the opposite sex). All these adverts are—in one way or another—forms of wish-fulfilment. This tells us that we are in the world of dreams, since Freud has shown us that, in all cases, ‘a dream is the fulfilment of a wish’. It is a world Walter Benjamin associates with the growth of commodity fetishism in modern life, a phenomenon of which advertising is an organic outgrowth.


One product is so ephemeral, though, that neither it nor its effects can be adequately represented. This product is perfume. Perfume is nothing but a scent, a trace, and therefore utterly resistant to visual presentation. Even shampoo and spot-cream can be illustrated through the material effect they produce on the body, but the only thing perfume alters is our smell, our aura. How then, is perfume to be advertised? The answer is through the language of dreams themselves. If all advertising is a kind of dream, the perfume advert takes that logic and extends it so that there is no product at all at its centre. All that remains is image and sensation. Adverts like those for Chanel No. 5 with Audrey Tautou or Dolce and Gabbana with Keira Knightley offer up a confusion of identity, space and meaning that matches what we encounter in dreams. Such adverts often show people in bed, as in the case of Audrey Tautou, who appears to fall asleep in the Chanel advert. While any bed is sexual, here the bed gestures more specifically towards a dream of sexuality. Watching this advert, we are invited to ask: is the man real, or is he a figment of her (or our) imagination? This is a question that might equally be asked of perfume, which is already almost nothing.


If all dreams and all adverts are circulations of desire and fulfilments of wishes, we might be tempted to say that the fulfilment offered here is sexual. Yet this is not the case, at least not in the way it first appears. Keira Knightley only tempts her man with a dab of perfume to the neck before she walks away, leaving him behind. Audrey Tautou may end the advert being kissed by the man she has been searching for, but there is no sense that this is any more real than the rest of the dream-like sequence: the man is no more solid now than when he appears as an image on her camera a little earlier. Instead, to understand the wish that is being fulfilled we have to return to Freud, who proposes several forms that might be taken by wish-fulfilment in dream, one of which is the ‘wish to sleep’. This is a powerful force in all dreams, but especially sexual ones: ‘The operation of the wish to continue sleeping is most easily to be seen in arousal dreams, which modify external stimuli in such a way as to make them compatible with a continuance of sleep’.9 It is this that we see in the perfume advert; the wish being fulfilled is not that desire is satisfied, but that it is extended so we can continue to sleep. This makes the perfume advert the purest of all adverts, since it reveals something fundamental about the way all advertising works. Advertising constantly works against something Freud pointed out over a hundred years ago: ‘throughout our whole sleeping state we know just as certainly that we are dreaming as we know that we are sleeping’.10 All advertising is at once the revelation and the repression of this fact, but nowhere does either operate more powerfully than in the perfume advert.
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2. No Surprises: Kinder Eggs and Blue and Pink Economy



‘We do not advocate or promote our products as gender specific.’ This was how the Kinder Surprise brand addressed complaints about their new range, where the usual chocolate eggshell containing a plastic toy comes with a new pink or blue-tinted wrapper. So, this Easter, children can look forward to ‘limited edition’ superheroes, cars, etc. in the blue eggs, and princesses, dolls and ponies in the pink ones. Of course, no gendering intended: as the company’s statement goes on to explain, the new coloured eggs are merely to ‘help parents navigate the toy ranges on offer and make purchasing decisions based on what is most relevant for their child.’ Why does a popular product aimed at young children move its marketing strategy away from unisex and towards crass gender stereotypes via a multi-million pound campaign, whilst having to publicly deny that this is the case to save face?


Children’s culture is becoming increasingly gendered. Where, up to the late nineteenth century, young children wore the same sack-like dresses, and up to at least the mid-1980s, girls and boys were assembling towers out of primary coloured blocks in the same dungarees, today even newborn babies within reach of globalised consumer culture tend to come in colour-coded nappies. There is an increasingly conspicuous discrepancy now between the triumphalist embrace of a discourse of equality between the sexes in the urban West, and the gender ideals on sale. Pink and blue for children conjure the traditional gendered binaries; active/passive, essential/supplementary, pragmatic/decorative; and Kinder Surprise’s adverts sum up a whole market when they pitch ‘cars to fuel the imagination’ vs. a ‘range of ponies, accessories, locks, bracelets, and dolls for creative play’.


But why do we say one thing and buy another? Brands are quick to excuse themselves via their customers’ desires: ‘this is what the research says people want’, and via narratives of choice: ‘we’re not the ones who decide whether a child gets a pink or a blue egg—you, the parents, do. We are simply helping you navigate your purchasing decisions’. If the Pink and Blue Kinder chocolate eggs stand out, it’s only because of the amusing inconsistencies of its promises: it’s supposed to be a surprise—except one that now requires awkward gender-based pre-sorting. Surprise is the point but apparently no longer what we ‘want’.


Even before pink and blue, there has been something paradigmatic about Kinder Surprise. Cultural theorist Slavoj Žižek, with reference to psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan, points out how the chocolate eggs demonstrate our desire for something beyond the thing we want: the hollow chocolate shell is discarded for another shell, with a toy inside, thus revealing the mechanism by which we replace one object of desire with another without ever arriving at the thing itself: the ultimate fulfilment of desire.11 In this way, a basic structure of desire is harnessed by the commodity: Kinder Surprise offers the ‘something more’ (toy) beyond the initial object purchased but neglected for it (chocolate); but it is an addition for its own sake: mostly, the experience ends up dominated by the structural void between the two. So, Žižek claims, Kinder Surprise makes money on desire itself, without selling much of an object, and comes dangerously close to displaying ‘too openly the inherent structure of a commodity itself’.12 Pure consumerism then, without any claim to use-value beyond a temporary excitation of desire.


The important point is that Žižek renders the eggs not as paradigmatic of some atemporal, eternal desire, but desire under post-industrial capitalism. Perhaps the Pink and Blue eggs draw attention to themselves because they display another structural arrangement too openly: that the void in the egg is also the void to be filled with some narrative. Our desires aren’t our own, and this couldn’t be more evident in the case of the three+-year-old consumers of Kinder Surprise, who so obviously did not know they were to want either pink ponies or blue cars (rather than everything in the world, in all its polymorphous perversity) until they were told. But there is no ideology here in the traditional sense, no overarching system of ideals as the basis of a political and economic system. And this is already beginning to be true in the early twentieth century, when big American department stores decided to promote pink for girls and blue for boys in order to increase their profits: if the average family has a boy and a girl, convincing parents to buy gender-specific clothing will mean fewer hand-me-downs, and more clothes sold. One explanation, then, is that pink and blue dominates today not because we believe in biological differences more than the Victorians, but because the most dominant narratives are decided by profit imperatives, not by conspiracies of sexists. Gender-specific paraphernalia means more stuff gets bought, and now the pink and blue culture is so pervasive even a tiny unisex surprise toy has become unattractive. This is not enough to explain this strange and growing culture of pink and blue—but it raises the distinct and uncomfortable idea that children’s ideas of themselves as boys or girls are largely dictated by profit motives. Somehow the old devil patriarchy made for a better enemy. Kinder Surprise makers aren’t patriarchs, they are players in post-industrial capitalism. But they are part of a culture, and a market, that sells crude, binary gender ideals that will have effects on the shape of our desires.


Art by Isabela Fawn.










3. Three Cold Sore Treatments


There are currently three main remedies for outbreaks of the herpes simplex virus, or cold sore, available over the counter: the lotion, the protective patch, and the ‘invisible light treatment machine’. Whatever their relative merits as palliative treatments, what allows three so different products to simultaneously claim to achieve the same thing is the radically different rhetorical—and, we can say, ideological—strategies they employ. As Roland Barthes puts it in his classic 1957 discussion of different brands of washing powder: ‘the relations between the evil and the cure, between dirt and a given product, are very different in each case’.13


The rhetorical claim of the lotion, first, is that it assimilates the troubling difference of the cold sore’s arrival into the body’s ordinary running. We use lotions every day, and are used to thinking that different parts of our bodies—hands, face, lips, eyes, hair, feet—require different kinds of lotion to keep them at their best: why shouldn’t the same easygoing relativism be extended to this, the body’s newest arrival? ‘From a tingle to a blister’ is the advertising slogan of the market-standard producer of cold sore lotion, which goes so far as to attribute to the cold sore its own narrative, independent of the body it has taken as its host. Ideologically, then, the lotion is ‘a multiculturalist liberal’, happy to play down tensions between the body’s communities, and to acknowledge that the ‘other’ may have a story of its own to tell. But also in keeping with that ideology, the cold sore ‘other’ can only be integrated in this way if it abandons its most characteristic cultural properties. The lotion’s habitual language of ‘cooling’ and ‘reducing redness’ demonstrates its double gesture: the cost to the cold sore of being blithely welcomed into the body’s daily beauty routine is the demand that it be subsumed into the homogeneity of that body.


The protective patch seems to employ the opposite gesture. Far from integrating the cold sore into daily life, sealing it with a transparent sticker suggests a compulsion to cover it over, pretend it never existed, to slowly suffocate it. In this treatment, contagion is the main factor, and the attempt at sealing it off works to delimit its spreading to other part’s of one’s body and to those of others. But the heavy-handed literalness of this rhetorical cure only barely disguises its logical contradiction. For the dangerous ‘other’ being contained is being contained inside one’s own body. The protective patch’s knee-jerk ‘nationalist’ impulse to close all borders and ‘send them back’ comes with the resigned acknowledgement that pure national belonging is always only a fantasy, and that there are shards of the alienated immigrant within all of us.


If these two conventional cold sore remedies portray the relationship between the supposed interloper and the body proper in ways roughly analogous to the two mainstream positions on immigration in the West, then where do we situate the innovative third available treatment: the ‘invisible light treatment machine’? The machine works by sending a concentrated beam of invisible light into the affected area, supposedly stimulating the body’s immune system, and so destroying the cold sore. We should not ignore the apparently ludicrous analogy of the conclusion of the first Star Wars film, where the malignant globular Death Star explodes after a single laser is fired into its core. (The sci-fi loopiness of the product is inscribed in its clunky B-Movie name). Nor indeed the political capital Ronald Reagan—the figure most often evoked by today’s neoconservative hawks—took from the franchise in his own escalation of America’s military scope under its name.14 For the ‘invisible light treatment machine’ actively plays out the hawkish fantasy only nervously implied by the other two: that of the complete and technologised obliteration of the other, and an abrasive indifference to the possibility that the other is part of oneself.



OEBPS/OEBPS/images/tp.jpg
Twerking
to Turking

Everyday Analysis:
Volume 2

Created and Edited by

EDA Collective

Winchester, UK
Washington, USA





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/3-1.jpg





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/Cover.jpg
EDA COLLECTIVE

TWERKING
10 TUING

EVERYDAY
ANALYSIS:
VOLUME 2










OEBPS/OEBPS/images/14-2.jpg





OEBPS/OEBPS/images/14-1.jpg





OEBPS/OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





