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Freud - Sit venia verbol 
Oscar Zentner 

The reasonable is a fanlaun. lhis 
is totally manifest in the beginning 
of a science. A fantasm is not a 
dream, it is an aspiration. 

Jaques Lacan 

ihe'meaning of Freud in German is jouissance. And we know that 
the speaking being finds it difficult to deal with jouissance. Freud, 
naming his discover). the unconscious, wrote Sit venia verb0 - If 
thd word may be forgiven - as if knowing that the Name-of-the- 
Father is also the Father of the Name. 

t forward his ideas at, the turn of the century, making a 
tween his professional group and the newness of his 

This was the birth of psychoanalysis, a choice, not 
tion; for it became clear very soon that the scientific 
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community was expelling him. This was the meaning of his ten 
solitary years. In a certain fashion he was the scoria of scientific 
society. The reason was that what Freud was addressing was 
unacceptable. He was able to follow his own path for having the 
imagination and the creativity and, more importantly, the courage 
that a man should possess when the hour comes to him to be 
confronted with the empty place that truth is. Here Freud stood 
alone, knowing only too well that the face of truth, for being a 
mirage, is what leads astray. 

A crucial question for psychoanalysis is not so much the difficulty 
to delineate clearly its scientific status - even when a great part of 
the present literature evolves around this problem -hut, rather, the 
transmission of psychoanalysis and the effects that this transmission 
produces. 

Both Freud and Lacan, in their different approaches to the question 
of transmission, outlined their solutions, attempting to articulate 
them with the theory and practice of psychoanalysis. 

Having recognised the obstacles that Freud faced, as well as the 
difficulties that he left clearly after his death, Lacan endeavoured 
a new approximation by means of a criticism of the Freudian 
limitations. In his attempt, he renewed psychoanalytic theory and 
practice. 

This renovating endeavour concerning the transmission of 
psychoanalysis can be expressed succinctly as follows: to pass from 
the work of the transference (working through) to the transference 
of work. The School -as the place of the transference of work - 
has, without compromising its position in psychoanalysis, followed 
the direction of the psychoanalytic discovery carried out by Freud 
and Lacan. However, it is in our own difficulties, impasses and 
hesitations, that we can make any possible claim to a legacy that 
will be ours, only if we are prepared to do the work that this legacy 
demand?.. 

Last year, the Freudian School of Melbourne invited Isidoro Vegh, 
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Argentinian analyst, to participate in the Second Australian 
Psychoanalytic Congress organized by the School. 1 appreciated 
his visit as a colleague and friend, because it proved to me once 
more, that when what is at play is psychoanalysis, discourse is 
possible. A fortnight of daily seminars confi ied this to be so. 
Only part of his seminars are published in the present volume, 
seminars that were simultaneously translated by Professor Ron 
Keightley and Maria Inks Rotmiler de Zentner. 

We are also including some of the Seminars given by. Moustapha 
Safouan, French analyst and esteemed friend, when he worked with 
us for a second time, in 1986. The reader will, by now, be 
acquainted with his works, some of which have been published in 
the Papers of the Freudian School of Melbourne over the years. 
His last hook, Le fransferf et le d&ir de l’analyste, was published 
in 1988 by Editions du Seuil. 

This year encounters me as one more analyst of the School, and no 
longer as its director. As such, 1 want to share with you, on the 
occasion of publishing the works read at the 50th anniversary of 
the death of Freud, the work of the School at present. Continuing 
with our tradition of seminars begun in 1977, a four year 
programme of seminars, The Foundations cy; Psychoanalysis, 
started last year, together with the opening of the Clinical Section 
of the School: concurrent Supervision and Presentation of Patients 
at Mont Park Psychiatric Hospital. This entrance of psychoanalysis 
into the psychiatric hospital has a long tradition in some countries, 
Argentina, for instance - from where I come. But I understand 
that our work in this context is the first of its kind in Australia. It 
provides a space to work and think not only the theory but the 
practice of psychoanalysis, and in a realm where psychosis 
questions psychoanalytic knowledge. 

Notes 
:I. 

St. Ed., Vol. XVII, 84. 
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Foundation and Direction 

Navigae neasse est 
vivere non necessc 

. . What we may have achieved in these long twelve years Cannot be 
To say good-bye is a 

to thank everyone is an impossible one. I will, 
pt to do both tasks. 

what we have attained. 

months after self-imposed exile in Australia, in 
Maria In& Rotmiler de Zentner and I founded The 
1 of Melbourne together with Gayle Norbury and 

The foundation, like analysis itself, nothing knows 
. Today is the future and, if I have to look back to all 
, , I  .have to tell you that I knew nothing of what to 
u have an English tradition of determination: it is called 
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'sweat and tears' - I have followed it. 

When someone leaves his country, it is only expected that he will 
try again and again to find interlocutors who will resemble those 
who were accessible before exile. Psychoanalysis called it 
transference, the same one that never finishes, the one that for 
being re-directed allows someone, ourselves if that is the case, to 
create anew. 

The first work of the School was inaugurated with those words of 
Goethe which are the promise to those who do not abandon their 
places in front of the first signs of obstacles: "And if we are lucky, 
and if the circumstances are given, then there are thoughts". 

We have fulfilled a task of civilization in the way understood by 
Freud in his legacy of psychoanalysis, Wo Es war sofl Ich werden; 
which in this occasion I choose to understand as: Where that, 
whatever it was, shall have the fortune to show itself in the act of 
discourse. Today we can say that there ?e .thoughts hecause there 
has been discourse in act. 

Today, the discourse in act is the fact that there are three analyst 
members of the School, Felicity Bagot, Linda Clifton and David 
Pereira who, just as the analyst only authorises himself from 
himself, did not avoid the responsibility of taking the direction of 
the School when the moment to conclude so demanded this from 
them. 

I would have wished to have been less time in the direction of what 
we founded. Was the act - the one taken by the analyst members 
of the School - a consequence of that'wish? I think not, for the 
analyst knows that the moment, like the transference, is not at par 
with the opportunity of.the occasion, .if not by the arrival of the 
possibility. 

I. 
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On Psychoanalytic Transmission 
Oscar Zentner 

When me they fly, 
I am the wings. ’ 

RW. Emerson 

With the sole exception of primary identification, unary trait or 
identification of the subject, which precede all investment, 
secondary identification is a consequence of transference. If this 
is a valid hypothesis, identification dominates in an absolute 
manner the field of the unconscious. But if an exception lo this 
universal aBirmation is possible, then we could propose dis- 
identification within the psychoanalytic act. We know nonetheless 
that the transmission of psychoanalysis may correlate with 
identification; and it is the latter which impedes the task, preventing 
it from going beyond the authorising words of the masters. 

If it were possible to formalize dis-identification, what would this 
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association is no different from religious systems or group 
phenomena. The analytic group maintains its homogeneity in a 
sort of delusional system which consists of a process of 
authentification and authorisation from the person of Freud, as well 
as from others who with their presence in the psychoanalytic 
hierarchy offer to mend the deficiencies that psychoanalysis as such 
possesses. The homogeneity is due not only to the quasi-hypnotic 
effects of the group but also to the specific fact of the fear of 
castration which in this case is the fear of the loss of benefits that 
a questioning could produce.6 

The reason for this writing, on the occasion of the fiftieth 
anniversary of the death of Freud, is to question what the end of 
our analysis, its testimony, the daily experience of practicing 
psychoanalysis, supervision and reading have taught us. Freud's 
theory does not suffice: for example, it does not suffice to account 
for a sexuality called feminine;' a somewhat hasty naming which 
does no more than show that this very urgency is born from the 
anticipated certitude of a lack of both a clinical and theoretical 
answer. The problem of the Oedipus complex and the problem of 
primary narcissism, which clinical work and theory question rather 
than confirm, are not resolved by repeating Freud - the only 
complex here is that of analysts looking anxiously for approval 
before even thinking of what the clinical work questions. 

Lacan has already proved that what is at play in regard to the 
Oedipus is the insufficient attempt to designate the Real by 
resorting to a myth, to pose jouissance as absolute. With the 
concept of the paternal metaphor which introduces the desire of the 
mother, Lacan re-poses the problem from the point in which the 
mother-tongue (lalnngue) gives way for the inaugural jouissance. 
The tongue-jouissance will either be, or not, limited by a desire in 
accordance with the structures of neurosis, perversion or psychosis 
through the repression, disavowal or foreclosure of the Name-of- 
the-Father. 

Concerning the second problem, the question of primary narcissism, 
Lacan's first psychoanalytic intervention, 311e Mirror Stage as 

be? It is well known that the forsaken object can be restituted 
through identification: this is a constant, almost without exception, 
in a Freudian analysis. Does Lacan's proposition of the coinciding 
of the end of the analysis with the re-direction of the transference 
suffice to avoid the Freudian phenomenon of identificatory inertia? 

When we take into account the phenomenon and side-effects that 
the teaching and physical disappearance of Lacan provoked and 
still provoke, it becomes clear that it was not necessary to have 
been his student or analysand in order to have suffered an 
identification with him. I call such an identification mimetic, 
occluding' the effects and reasons of an identification which has 
occurred in spite of its contradiction to Lacan's proposition.3 

It is by uniting transference with the unconscious on the one hand, 
and transference with love on the other, that we understand why the 
unconscious becomes a failure of love, in which the sinthome is the 
transformation that this failure allows.' 

We are going to examine with you the following: the fact that 
transference is the condition of analysis does not in any way imply 
that once the analysis has ended, the transference finishes. 

Furthermore, what is the valid criteria today for separating 
transference from identification? 

Freud qua Freud can remain as the founder of psychoanalysis, as 
the first analyst, but if beyond this, he is beyond good and evil, as 
a complete Other instead of S(A); and if psychoanalysis in its 
relation to Freud remains confused with his person, then only one 
destiny awaits it: its disappearance. 

Between orthodoxy and heterodoxy, psychoanalysis stumbles. The 
only exit would be to show the function or meaning of this 
dichotomy. It is based upon an insuperable association between 
psychoanalysis and the person of Freud. Freud is invoked in this 
instance to fend off castration, and to re-affirm the relation 
between father (sadism) and sons (masochism)'. This kind of 
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Formarive of rhe Function of the I, demonstrates clearly that such 
a narcissism already implies, on the one hand, the relation to the 
image as belonging to someone else and, on the other hand, the 
embryo of an object which is only symbolic in its semblance 
(voice, gaze, breast, faeces, etc.) and real in itself - if the subject 
is the product of a cut (3) and the letter is "in the Real. the erosion 
of the signified".' The enumeration of such differences could be 
called the situation, ofpsychoanalysis in 1990. For a long time we 
have said, and we are not the first to have done so, that although 
aspiring to be a science, psychoanalysis is not. 

Transference, as we have witnessed in our clinical work, does not 
cease - all that ceases is the analyst; if the analysis has ended, the 
analysand re-directs the transference. Tlis is one of the greatest 
problems that psychoanalysis faces when analyses are interrupted 
instead of ended. There, the analyst is maintained in the sentiment 
of lucidity that hatred always gives. Rather than re-direction of 
transference, what emerges here is the passage to the act or acting 
out. The former is a choice that is possible, while the latter is an 
inevitable restriction towards a ritualistic murder in which, as an 
eternal victim, the analyst is preserved. 

With what does a subject identify himself at the end of an analysis? 
was Lacan's question. He answers it, it seems to me, by taking 
further some of the consequences that Freud indicated but did not 
define: identifying with the sinthome, that is to say, knowing what 
'to do with it? 

Here dwells Lacan's solution: the end of a Lacanian analysis for an 
analyst implies the traversing of the fantasm in which as analysand 
he will pass to occupy the function of analyst, or of the semblance 
of the object a. This is only possible when his former analyst does 
not identify himself with the ideal ego and does not believe in what 
is attributed to him, therefore being capable of functioning as un- 
being (des-&re), as discarded. When the analysis ends, uncovering 
the last veil that the semblance of the object a coves, the 
analysand will in that moment experience de-subjectification. This 
is for us the difference between the analyst as semblance of the 
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object a as cause (a+%), and the object a of the fantasm (Soa). 
The first object a corresponds to the un-being of the analyst, the 
second object a to the de-subjectification of the analysand only 
when the fantasm is traversed. We understand Lacan's proposition 
in The Ethics of Psychoanalysis regarding the difference between 
object (Sache) and Thing (Ding) as follows: to elevate the object 
to the dignity of the Thing is the moment in which all objects are 
discarded whilst one, in the traversing of the fantasm, is clearly 
situated as das Ding or semblance of the object a,'' 

Neither Freud nor Lacan could have ignored what they proposed. 
That this was not sufficient is another story. Their proposition was 
- although not so explicitly in Freud - that the authorisation of the 
analyst could not be confused with identification. But Freud, by 
uniting the resolution of the Oedipus complex with an 
identification, was unable to clearly separate identification and 
authorisation. Lacan, on the contrary, was utterly clear: the 
authorisation of the analyst could not be confused with the 
resolution of the Oedipus complex, the analyst authorises himself 
by himself. But this is not to be taken as self-ritualisation. This 
enormous theoretical and clinical advance did not, however, impede 
authorisation from being confused with identification - why? 

This query forces us to consider the crucial question of what makes 
an analysis - the transference. And here no other possibility exists 
but to evoke mis-knowing, since it is proved that there is no 
liquidation of transference. As we have shown in the past, there 
dwells in this idea of the liquidation of transference a delusional 
structure, the paranoia of which can only be explained in that if 
transference is liquidated, the analyst as Ave Phoenix is re-created 
from his ashes in a kind of narcissistic restitution, now installed 
parasitically in the ex-analysand who will make him live in his 
flesh. There is no exaggeration here. It is enough to re-read, on 
the part of the analyst, the words with which, at eighty four, 
Richard Sterba closed his book, Reminkcences of a Viennese ~. 
PsychoanaIy3t;" and, on the part of the analysand, the memoirs of 
the Wolf Man." 
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If the end of an analysis is structurally posited uponsthe resolution 
of &e Oedipus complex, this theoretical premise necessarily 
reduces the analysand to no possibility other than that of 
identifying with the analyst. You remember that Freud supposed 
the end of the Oedipus complex to be in terms of the division 
between being and having. In identification, the 1 is enriched with 
the properties of the object, that is to say, huving, while in extreme 
love the I is impoverished, being, by disappearing in fusion with 
the object that sustains it. 

The tragedy of Sterba's words, of his absolute renunciation as 
subject, of his disappearance not as an individual but, yes, as a 
particular who may have left for us the traces of his experience, is 
simply - that is to say, radically - reduced as a subject" to total 
renunciation. Words fail him at the very moment in which at the 
end of his life he could have given us his testimony: he resorts 
instead to an Other to assist him as if he could only exist in and for 
the Other. Let us only hear what he repeats: "In face of the 
immense. pre-eminence of an other, there is no other refuge than 
love". This being for the jouissance of the Other is the meaning of 
masochism. 

This answer of love in front of the imminent menace resulting from 
idealisation is the total fusion with the Other. It was here that 
Freud implied the Judeo-Christian ethics of the sacrifice by the 
Father of the Son whose sole answer is love. But if identification 
is to have the Other, love is to be in the Other, and this is very 
well shown in Sterba. This is the impasse which has trapped 
psychoanalysis through the one who practices it. Transference 
situates the analyst, but for the analyst to know what to do with it 
is another matter. However, if he were courageous, he would be 
able to move from the repetition of the symptom to the sinthome 
of creating anew. 

If both transference and identification are inevitable, it is certain 
that both are going to be enmeshed in the transmission that 
psychoanalysis effectuates. This is a perpetuation, in the origins, 
of a debt unpaid by someone who initiated his steps in the newness 
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of this field which lies outside the field of identification with the 
masters. In brief, rupture of identification or dis-identification is 
the identification of a new field. This, which was possible for 
Freud and, to a similar extent, for Lacan, is the gauntlet that 
psychoanalysis throws down before us if we want to continue it. 
I do not merely say "practise" it because, as it is known, this act 
would not suffice to deter the irritating repetition which has 
converted psychoanalysis today into the recitation of catechism, 
which becomes increasingly constrictive and abhorrent in that what 
is repeated is vacuous - a noise of words" which are conducive to 
nothing as they never incite any valid reason for an experience 
which could only become valid by returning to question the reasons 
in which the experience is founded. This is exactly what we are 
saying: there is no experience which in itself is sufficient to 
produce the knowledge which aims to situate a fugacious truth. It 
is a question of an experience, if one knows how to take, in time, 
the laws that govern it. Only then could one establish a founding 
experience. 

Just as each analysis is particular, which means that there is no 
reference other than the way in which it is realized, analysis is not 
individual because it does not belong to a class or gender in which 
its evocation would be enough to avoid giving the reasons for its 
determination. What rank of possibility may be expected of a 
transmission of analysis, being as particular as it is, which could be 
considered to belong to the field of communication?" Certainly 
not that which is easily understood. Let us just remember the 
untimeliness of science with regard to the epoch in which it is 
born. We should not discard this phenomenon if we want to 
understand that psychoanalysis could be no exception to this 
untimeliness and, still less so, the one who practices it, that is, the 
psychoanalyst. 

Without becoming simple imbecility, how may this transmission he. 
realized? Our failures have shown us sufficiently that what is 
necessary here is to change pre-suppositions. Freud says, quoting 
Goethe, "God will not always continue to pay for broken dishes"; 
similarly, we cannot continue to hold the analysand responsible for 
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our therapeutic failures. This is, in brief, a fashionable manner of 
practising the occultism from which all the famous clichk arise: 
"the analysand wants to attack me", "he wishes my failure", "he is 
envious of me", "he doesn't want to get better", "he is resisting", 
etc. Tbis regressive discourse of psychoanalysis is the result of an 
identification with lifeless ideal models. This identification has 
also been re-enforced by the analytic institutions, in question 
which, thinking that they were applying scientific methods, have 
merely created rituals which have contributed all the more to the 
reason for the phenomenon of stagnation. 

By recalling the relationships between Freud and some of his 
successors, we shall inevitably find evidence of the problems of 
transmission. 
Ferenczi: his demand for love. (Although he confused 
psychoanalysis with the history of the species, he also gave an idea 
of the end of the analysis which was to a certain degree taken up 
by Lacan). 
Tawk: his passage to the act by having been apparently rejected 
by Freud, thus somehow condensing the end of the analysis and 
suicide. 
Jung: a misunderstanding which endures. He never belonged to 
the field of psychoanalysis but was instead the non-recognised 
father of the so-called psychoanalytically oriented psychotherapy. 
Rank: an attempt to replace the father from the side of the 
disavowal of castration. Inventor of the trauma of bktb and 
concerned with a certain "savage" idea of a possible anchoring 
nature to the relation to the mother, a Rousseau of psychoanalysis - 
if only the field and function of language in psychoanalysis had 
been available to him, he may have understood that the only trauma 
is to be born. 
Sterba: a paralysing idealisation which, for being found so often, 
is not diminished in its tragic dimension of an attachment to an 
ideal. This is exactly the place of origin of either an incurable 
paranoia or an obsessional neurosis whose havoc Freud alerted us 
to in the incurable form of 'scars in thought". 

If this has been the destiny of those who worked close Io Freud, it 
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is unavoidable that we should take into consideration the following: 
beyond Freud's intention, his influence worked contrary to his aims, 
producing an identification in which is laid bare one basic reason 
for the impasse of psychoanalysis. 

The alternative: Lacan, psychoanalyst. He attempted to renew the 
experience as much in its more obvious aspects as in its theoretical 
foundations. His reward was to receive and bear a concentration 
of halred almost equal to that borne by Freud. His apparent 
acceptance today by the institution that foreclosed him in the past, 
resembles the function fulfilled by hallucinations in restitutlve 
phenomena. 

Would there ha place for something called dis-identification? Or 
should we speak of mourning? Or liquidation of the transference? 
Or re-direction of the transference? Without claiming to exhaust 
the spectrum of questions, why should we find, in any case, 
identlfication and transference to be so interrelated? 

Would auto-referential delusions occupy the place of this dis- 
identlfication? Should one identify with one's unconscious? This 
would be the perfect end of everything. Or should one identify 
with one's sinrhome? This may be, if we may say so, the limit of 
the Lacanian analysis. All these interrogations, for which I do not 
have one answer, are for me the problems that psychoanalysis 
presents today. 

A psychoanalysis, any psychoanalysis, transmits, and what it 
transmits is a particular knowledge - fictional no doubt - that 
corresponds to a discourse, in which the analyst displaces truth with 
savoir (SJ, and not the empirical reality in which the subject is in 
the position of always rejecting that which resounds from his 
unconscious. But this knowledge does not come so simply - even 
in the cases in which the analyst would not be a screen. This 
knowledge identifies the subject, seizes him, freezes him in a 
certain position: position without exit when from the very 
beginning the question is resolved in the name of "therapeutic" or 
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"training"; that is, when the outcome of an analysis is "known" 
before its beginning. 

When certain psychoanalytic groups meant to resolve a problem by 
separating training from therapeutic analysis, they produced the 
repression of a question which would be appropriate to raise again 
in order to take cognizance of the excuses given as reasons by 
analysts who, lacking a theory of analysis, have been condemned 
to take position against it. 

In therapeutic analysis, all possibilities are promised, save one - 
the possibility of becoming an analyst. We shall call this kind: 
negative identification (in the same way in which, for Freud, the 
perversions are the negative of the neuroses). In training analysis, 
all possibilities are promised, including that of becoming an 
analyst. We shall call this: positive identification. The first kind 
is that which will readily become the eternal work material, while 
the second kind is that which will even more readily work upon 
that material. 

I expect you to touch upon this point which is exactly to show how 
the matter is still less simple, even if we do not bring to your 
attention the problem that such a division creates by the deprivation 
of the possibility of psychoanalytic knowledge from those who, 
nevertheless, erect themselves as its monument. It is from Socrates 
- and to mention him is not gratuitous - that we blow that 
knowledge is on the side of the material; we well know what 
happened to Socrates in that unique dialogue that Plato dedicated 
to him (Geogias) in which, by abandoning his position of not 
knowing for the position of knowing, he was unable to extract 
knowledge (savoir) from where it abounds. Here, Plato gave us 
the limits to the dialect$ - a point from where Aristotle, changing 
direction towards logic, extended those limits up to the Real. 

In brief, if it is true that - as our daily work corroborates - 
knowledge is on the side of the couch, what is the consequence 
when the institution attributes the knowledge to the analyst and not 
to the analysand? What does this transposition signify in the field 
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of psychoanalytic praxis? Simply the modification of u knowledge 
(suwir) which is not known into aknowledge (connaissance) which 
is brown. Some clarification is necessary here. me position of the 
analysand is indubitably that of u knowledge which rk not brown 
and for this reason some advance is possible. This kind of 
ignorance necessitates not knowledge, but savoir how to do with it; 
whereas a listening which already knows is our definition of a 
knowledge which is known. Here we f i id a great part of the 
impasse of psychoanalysis since, whether we like it or not, 
psychoanalysis is the product of the analysts who do not produce 
from the nothiig of the muses but from analytic listening where the 
knowledge that is not known speaks. The transposition in question, 
then, is the perpetuation of this ignorance into the emblems of a 
constituted knowledge. 

It is the knowledge which is known that is convenient and has been 
convenient: not to science but to the institutionalization of a body 
of knowledge (connaissance). This is what makes life cohesive 
and unified, giving to it a sense which emanates from the beliefs 
which are there as a barrier against the horror that psychoanalysis 
designates as the rcward for the potency of incest. Incest is the 
entrance of the unattenuated law of language into the Real. knot 
which cannot be undone, enigma to be worked more than to be 
answered (after all, the real enigma was the Sphinx and not the 
riddle). When the answers are effectuated, the enigma is displaced 
and the answer itself produces a metaphorical and therefore 
symptomatic substitution. 

According to Lacan, knowledge (sawir) may be taught, but what 
can be transmitted is the formula.'6 Science is transmitted I say 
science, not sciences, not because it implies unity but because in its 
possible dispersion it exemplifies to the extreme the transmission 
of a knowledge (suvoir) by means of foreclosing the subject. It is 
over precisely this knowledge that psychoanalysis, by re- 
introducing the subject, deploys its discourse and the analyst his 
praxis. But psychoanalysis in any case could never be the 
knowledge of u knowledge which is not known, a golden dream for 
those who aspire to make of psychoanalysis an epistemology. The 
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temptation to identify psychoanalysis with the knowledge of a 
knowledge which is not known is as great as the number of 
masters-to-be, but this should not unseat anyone faced with the 
multitudes that such an illusion provides. Briefly, the analyst's 
receding is always the consequence when he is displaced by the 
benevolent, who propose the knowledge which is not known as 
knowledge of the analyst, as well as when he is replaced by those 
who incarnate the knowledge of a knowledge which is not known, 
as the knowledge of the analyst." 

It is of course understood that the two positions described above 
are, even if for different reasons, a default of psychoanalysis. 
Those in the first position, whether or not they realize it, and even 
if they authorise themselves in the name of Freud, f i d  themselves 
identified with Pastor Wister. Those in the second position, less 
naive it is true and, even if they authorise themselves in the name 
of Lacan, find themselves identified with a particular evangelist - 
the one who, profiting from the very origins of belief, has attracted 
and homogenised the masses, not so much for the good that he 
promises, but for the subjugation that he offers.'* Assuredly, what 
is at play here is disavowal of castration: the former by believing 
in the existence of a redeeming Other, the latter by believing in an 
other who has put himself in the place of the Other." Freud, 
speaking of psychoanalysis, said that we could expect from it the 
worst - he was not referring to analysands, but to analysts. But 
you have realised of course (one never abandons bad habits - the 
one of expecting to be understood, for instance) that iniquity 
attracts people as honey attracts the fly. And this has, although 
incompletely, a name in psychoanalytic theory: ideal-ego. The 
paradox of this situation is that knowing the question does not 
suffice to prevent its effects. This should not astonish us since we 
continuously bear witness in our work to the fact that knowing the 
reasons is not enough for symptoms to disappear. 

Psychoanalysis is made out of the impossibility of science and 
obliges us to reflect upon an experience which, far from being 
secret, is known as the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement. 
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Psychoanalysis is the transmission of a lack without 
communication. This is what an analysis produces. But 
transmission without communication is also a function that 
psychoanalysis recognises as one of those which belong to the 
father." n e s e  are the limits within which desire is marked qua 
desire, and identification is established; these, too, are the limits of 
the Freudian analysis. It is upon this matter that the discourse of 
Lacan opens the possibility for psychoanalysis of going beyond; the 
meaning is to go beyond emblematic identifications. *' 
Psychoanalytic discourse has to be able to pose the difference 
between reproduction and transmission. The former, for being 
inscribed in the lineage of kinship (paternity and progeny), will 
reveal itself in the epistemological dream of a positive object which 
will occlude the lack at the price of foreclosing the subject. The 
latter re-introduces a divided subject by means of the object a, 
object of lack in which the subject finds what causes him as such. 
Briefly, the transmission of psychoanalysis is of a knowing 
(savoir), different from the reproduction of a knowledge 
(connaissance). 

A knowing (savoir) is what represents a lack (S (A)) for another 
knowing (savoir) - this is what we ought to properly call the 
structure of transmission in psychoanalysis. 

Even in the analyst's authorisation of himself by himself, it has not 
always been possible to separate authorisation from emblematic 
identification. Only in rare instances can a subject distance himself 
from the group and make a choice between psychoanalysis and 
psychoanalysts. Only then may this term of dis-identification or 
de-subjectification,"which for us alludes only to a possibility, be 
sustained. It could not be easy to sustain this; but if we were to 
think that only two men were able to do so, psychoanalysis would 
have ceased to exist a long time ago. Knowledge (Savoir) presents 
itself in the form of non-knowledge about that which it could one 
day formulate. 

When after carrying out the analysis to the end, the analyst 
confirms the lack of dis-identification with him, the failure that 
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seizes him is expressed as desolation. It is as if the work done was 
done for nothingu 

Neither love nor identification could open the possibility of a new 
path of work. If such a path does not become viable, 
psychoanalysis will only leave its mark in the dust of the rarities 
of history - that sieve which retains mere remnants. 

Notes 

Emerson, R.W. Brahma, in Palgrave's Lyrical Poem. Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 1930. 
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'Lac&, J 
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' Lacan, J. 
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lust as the.Intemational (I.P.A.) could be a 
symptom of Freud; neo-Lacanism, in its 
project for a Counter-International,' could be 
the symptom of Lacan. 

Propositwn du 9 mtobre 1967 m r  le 
psychanalyste de l'Ecole,,in Silicet I, hitions 
du Seuil, Paris, 1968. 
"First of all a principle: the psychoanalyst 
only authorises himself from himself. This 
principle is inscribed in the original texts of 
the School and decides his position". (My 
translation) 

Although Lacan seldom mentions the concept 
of sublimation, the sinthome implies a certain 
degree of sublimation: the subject, be he a 
potter or a writer, produces a plur de 
jouissance -. a transformation beyond the 
dream. 

Le Sinthome, Omicar? 7. Bulletin pkriodique 
du champ freudien, Paris, 1976. 

6 

I 

Lacan, I. 

' Lacan, J. 

10 

On Psychoanalytic Transmission 

To ask for authorisation from someone else, 
that is, from the institution in question, is to 
propose - contrary to what analysis 
demonstrates - the existence of the Other, and 
thus the completeness, and not the lack of the 
Other: S(A); in fact they re-enact in their 
societies the myth of Totem and Taboo. 

Would it be accidental that this sexuality 
produces a Don Juan? - where it seems that 
even mile e una (one thousand and one) are 
not sufficient to produce tMe woman, since tMe 
woman does not exist, Cf. Jacques Lacan, 
Encore, hitions du Seuil, Paris 1975. 

Lituruterre (1971). LittCrature No. 3. 
Shantique de I'oeuvre IittCraire. Librairie 
Larousse, Paris. 

"Analysis does not consist in freeing the subject 
from his sinhomes ... but in knowing why one 
is stuck in them", in the Seminar, Moment de 
conclure, 1977. 

There is a difference between savoir faire avec 
(to know) and connaissance (know how). The 
former is "I do not think" while the latter is "I 
do think". 

The object in the sinthome is the semblance of 
the object a in its dignity of the Thing (das 
Ding). Although Freud's idea of sublimation 
was pointing to a similar position, the 
differences between sinrhome and sublimation 
are of structural importance. Some of these 
are as follows 
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Sublimation 
1. Substitution of a pre-genital object by the 

presence of a positive de-sexualised 
object, 
The sexual relation exists. Sublimation is 
posed from the pre-genital stages and, as 
a result of the disjunction of the death 
and life drives, there is the "de- 
sexualisation" of libido with the 
consequence of "unbound death drive" 
which will invest the super-ego. 

2. 

Sinthome 
1. Substitution for a lacking object, 
2. The sexual relation does not exist. It is 

desire - not pleasure - that puts a limit 
. to jouissance. To elevate the object to 

the dignity of the Thing has nothing to 
do with de-sexualisation. Rather, it 
implies that while copulation and 
procreation are possible - that is 
Symbolic, the sexual relation is impossible 
- that is, Real. 

For the neurotic, knowledge is the jouissance 
of the subject-supposed-to-know and it is for 
this reason that the neurotic is incapable of 
sublimation. Sublimation pertains to whoever 
is able to go to the point to which the subject- 
supposed-to-know is reduced. 

Reminiscences of a Viennese Psychoanalyst, 
p.170. Wayne State University Press, Detroit, 
1982. 
Cf. Allouch, who quotes and discusses this in 
Paranokation - Simple Indication of the 
Direction of the Cure in Papers of the 
Freudian School of Melbourne, Australian 

Sterba, R. 
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PsycJzoanalyiic Congress. Edited by Oscar 
Zentner, Melbourne, 1988. 

Fantasm, Impasse and Passe in Papers of the 
Freudian School of Melbourne, On 
Tramference. Edited by Oscar Zentner, 
Melbourne, 1987. 

Zentner, 0. 

13 

14 

1s 

l6 Lacan, 1. 

In any case, Sterba exemplifies for us as debris 
what he cannot utter assubject. Psychoanalytic 
destitution is to abandon the illusion of being 
in the Other: it is to state the inexistence of the 
Other S(A). 

Lacan was expecting a discourse without words 
for a mathesis of psychoanalysis. 

The transmission of psychoanalysis does not 
occur always and necessarily by means of 
communication: this is why to undergo an 
analysis as one of the conditions to become an 
analyst, cannot be avoided. To dwell in 
communication is to affirm, knowingly or not, 
that the Other exists. Instead, transmission 
requires the Other as lacking. This is why an 
analyst cannot be authorised other than by 
himself, from himself. The alibi of producing 
analysts from the University, and the 
fascination of this, should be understood from 
the perspective that there, the Other as present, 
is guaranteed for the masses. 

"Psychosis is' an attempt at rigour", in 
Conference 24th November 1975, Seminar 
Kanzer, University of Yale. 
This is why Lacan insists stating that logical 
constructions are considered to be psychotic 
insofar as they are an essay of rigour. 

, 
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17 Knowledge (savoir) cannot be incarnated. This 
is the meaning of the analyst's falling from the 
position of the subject-supposed-to-know. 

lo Etkin, G.E. The Decentration, in Papers of the Freudian 
School of Melbourne, On Transference. Edited 
by Oscar Zentner, 1987. 

Those who, by inverting the optical chiasma, 
converted the Seminar of Lacan From the 
Other to the other into the opposite: From the 
other to the Other. 

19 

m 

n 

= Lacan, I. 

That is, castration that passes from father to 
son. 

Beyond the father. 

"What is produced by knowledge (savoir) is 
the object a ... that is why it is the cause of 
desire -thus the division of the subject". 
Seminar From the Other to the ofher (1969). 

Dis-identification is another name for the 
concept of de-subjectifcatton. 

Lacan, who surely knew what it was to be cast 
off, exiled in his famous words "I founded 
alone as I ,  have always been in the 
psychoanalytic cause", could not have been 
ignorant of his failure. Cf. Letter of the dis- 
solution of L'Ecole Freudienne de Paris, 
5.1.980, in Papers of the Freudian School of 
Melbourne, Homage to Freud - 1979. Edited 
by Oscar Zentner, Melbourne, 1979. 

Crucial Questions for Psychoanalysis I 
Isidoro Vegh* 

From certain perspectives of psychoanalysis, the place is not 
geographical but is determined by the word. I would particularly 
like to thank Mm'a Inis Rotmiler de Zentner, Oscar Zentner, the 
members of the Freudian School of Melbourne and all of you who 
have been kind enough to accompany me in this homage to Freud 
because today we also meet to render homage to Sigmund Freud 
on the 50th anniversary of his death. It is both a long time and a 
short time. Psychoanalysis is a relatively young discipline, 
nonetheless with a time sufficient to be able to differentiate its own 
times. I shall also attempt to differentiate between times: not 
times according to the clock but logical times. I shall sum it up in 
an aphorism: an analyst, if he is an analyst, is always two analysts, 
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the one who carries out the practice of the analysis and the one 
who carries out the theoretical reflection on the practice. In the 
same way, 1 shall divide my talks today and tomorrow. 

Because this is a homage to Freud, it seemed appropriate to me to 
take a text by Freud. As you will be able to appreciate, taking this 
text, if the result turns out to be favourable, will not leave either 
you or me indifferent. The text I have chosen is a text which 
Freud writes a few years before his death. It is not one of the 
better known ones. Nonetheless, I will propose this thesis: in this 
text, Freud goes beyond Freud. The text is entitled Open Lefter to 
Romain Rolland a Dishubance of Memory on the Acropolis. It is 
from the year 1936. As far as possible I will try to maintain for 
you, the audience, a climate of suspense. 1 like it this way. But 
besides my liking it this way, it is inherent in a certain structure 
which pertains to the riddle. What is it that makes of a letter a 
gift? Because this is a letter which Freud sends to his friend, 
Romain Rolland, for his 70th birthday and he says that this letter 
is his gift. Why? If you wish, I will double the riddle. Why am 
I putting this riddle to you today? If we were in the time of my 
childhood and were listening to the radio serials in Buenos Aires, 
I would interrupt here today and say, "Next episode next week". 
But 1 will continue. 

Freud begins his letter by saying that people had insisted that he 
should write something to commemorate, to celebrate, the birthday 
of his friend, a friend whom he admired in the first instance 
because of his love of truth. Thus from the very beginning, Freud 
is telling us something. The love of truth is at the beginning of 
this gift. How odd. Instead of writing an academic text, Freud is 
going to tell his friend an episode concerning something which 
happened to himself - a friend who is ten years younger than he, 
and at a moment, Freud says, when his own production is 
beginning to diminish. He says, literally, "I offer you the gift of 
someone who in former times has seen better days". What gift 
does this letter represent? He is going to tell his friend about 
something which occurred a generation before, in 1904. He has 
waited many years before deciding to analyse this incident. 
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Freud tells us that at this time, toward the end of August and 
beginning of September every year, he was in the habit of 
travelling with his younger brother who, by chance, was of the 
same age as Romain Rolland. T h y  had a few days and they had 
thoughts of making a fairly modest trip, only to visit the island of 
G J ~  and Trieste. However, they go to visit a merchant friend of 
Freud's brother and this merchant friend says to them, why don't 
they go on to Athens. It is very easy. Lloyds will be open in a 
few hours, why don't they buy themselves a ticket. And off they 
go. n e y  take leave of the friend and Freud feels very bad, ill- 
humoured, displeased, and his brother likewise. He thinks it's very 
difficult to go to Athens, that there will be all sorts of problems 
with passports. What is a passport? Have you ever asked 
yourselves what a passport is? Besides being a necessary 
prerequisite, it indicates an authorization by the Other. The Other 
authorizes me or does not authorize me to cross a frontier. Freud 
supposes that they will need a passport but in fact they do not. 
And in some incredible way for him at the time, the agency opens 
and he buys a ticket for himself and for his brother and he travds 
to Athens. 

When he arrives in Athens and is at the Acropolis, a sentence 
comes to mind: 

As I stood on the Acropolis and cast my eyes around 
upon the landscape, a surprising thought suddenly 
entered my mind 'So all this really does exist, just 
as we learnt at school!' 

Freud is very surprised by this idea. How could he doubt that 
Athens, the Acropolis and the Parthenon, exist? Freud notes he is 
faced with a riddle. And he remembers the other riddle: Why had 
he felt so ill-humoured when it was suggested to him that he travel 
to Athens? Two riddles. And because he is Freud, a riddle is also 
a challenge - a challenge to advance along the path of truth. 

What is the reason for these two riddles? Is there a relation 
between the one and the other? Freud supposes that there is. And 
so with his own riddle, he does the same as he would ask of a 
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giisto.associate and the.first association. is with a 
Scottish loch -,the Loch Ness,monster. What would 
;if.at anytime he saw the monster? "So, it really does 

ithe.sea. serpent we've never believed in!" First association 
monster, to horror. Freud continues associating and 

$$p&haps-it was "...another instance of 'too good to be true'". 
someone winning the lottery or when a young lady 

, .'..manages to get-her young man, the one she truly loves, lo ask for 
her, hand in marriage. First he makes an association with horror, 
~~ 

and'then his second association is with .a happy encounter. 
. ,  /. , 

Freud considers whether this was not similar to the case of people 
who are 'wrecked by success'. Another association occurs to him. 
"I'm not worthy of such happiness, I don't deserve it". But this is 
a new riddle. Why doesn't he deserve it? He is also confessing that 
Athens for him, the Acropolis, the Parthenon, is something. which 
he has long desired to see with his own eyes. .Therefore he 
supposes that what he. couldn't believe is not that Athens did not 
exist but that he wouid be able to see it with his own eyes. That 
is to say, there. is a logical change of position: first, he doubts 
reality, "Does Athens exist?" and then moves to a second position, 
"How can it be that I see Athens?" And Freud asks himself, how 
this transposition came about. A double transposition. He doubts 
that he will be able to see it and so it Seems to him that Athens 
does not exist. It happens to him in the present and in the 
transposition it occurs to him as something which happened in the 
past, as if at some time he had thought that Athens might not exist. 

He continues and associates this effect with what he calls in 
German Entfremdungsgefihl, a feeling of derealization: the 
opposite of the phenomenon of dkja vu, false recognition. The 
subject feels either that a piece of reality or that a piece of his own 
self is strange to him. Is it this that Freud proposes? This is my 
thesis. Might it not be that this trip on which Freud finally 
decided, places him against something which causes his fantasm to 
vacillate just as the fantasm vacillates when a patient, in analysis, 
encounters something of the Real? What is it that Freud 
encounters on the Acropolis? Freud, again, proposes two opposing 
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associations. The first is with the Moorish King Boabdil, the last 
king of Granada, who could not believe it when he whs told that 
Granada had fallen to the Spaniards. Freud quotes a fragment from 
a Spanish ballad, "Letters had reached him telling that Alhama was 
taken. He threw the letters in the fire and killed the messenger". 
Thus Freud associates this with something unpleasant: with the 
lost kingdom. But immediately, Freud remembers the occasion on 
which Napoleon said to his brother (and Freud says this was when 
Napoleon had been named emperor), "What would Monsieur notre 
p6re have said to this, if he could have been here today?" Freud 
recalls that he might have said to his brother that day on the 
Acropolis, "We really have gone a long way!" And we could add, 
how far behind they have left the frontier. But Freud makes a slip 
here. He doesn't say so, I say so. Napoleon didn't say this when 
he was named emperor; Strachey clearly notes this. Napoleon said 
this when he was crowned with the iron crown of Lombardy. This 
means that Freud associates this episode with his brother, with 
Napoleon and his brother, so that for Freud, this trip was equivalent 
to winning an empire. First he had said, losing a kingdom, now he 
says, gaining a kingdom. Freud concludes that his ill feeling about 
going to Athens had its reason in the fact that this trip would mean 
going beyond his father. Guilt in the face of this fact, piety 
towards his father, was what was holding him back and was what 
made it incredible that he could be in Athens. This is Freud's 
conclusion. 

At the end of the letter Freud says that what was spoiling for him 
the pleasure of going to Athens was a feeling of filial piety. And 
he concludes, 

And now you will no longer wonder that the 
recollection of this incident on the Acropolis should 
have troubled me so often since I myself have grown 
old and stand in need of forbearance and can travel 
no more. 

What sort of gift is this? What gift is Freud making? But also, 
what am I telling you, because the title of my talk is Crucial 
Questions for Psychoanalysis? Can we remain on the frontier 
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which Freud proposes? &I we say that the last word'is 'filial 
piety'? Is psychoandysis, which has its own interpretation of 
religion, going to' propose a. new religion, a new religion of the 
father? I propose a little detour on which I ask you to accompany 
me. The. little detour will be a trip to the blackboard. 

Someone, now well known, even fashionable; in the whole world, 
Jacques Lacan, presents himself to analysts saying that he is a 
return to Freud. This would have to he proved. At the end of his 
work, he proposed a writing to expose the structure. What 
structure? The structure that he designates 'with a neologism; 
parl3fre. ParlZtre is not the same as 3fre qui parle, the being who 
speaks. As in dreams, what comes first indicates +n order. It is by 
the effect of the word that owbeing defines itself. And it defines 
itself in such a way that not all can be said, nor the being be 
complete. Inhabited by the word, our structure differs radically 
from all other living creatures. Am.1 proposing a structure of 
words? No. I am saying that our jouissance is different. Lacan 
wrote it in this way, which he called the B o n o m k  knot. It is a 
knot constructed with three circles, which he uses to write three 
registers: the register of the Real, the register of the Symbolic and 
the register of. the Imaginary. 

The register of the Symbolic means that, in that we are inhabited 
by the word, a logic of discrete elements produces a cecain 
efficacy which modem mathematical logic has developed, from 
Frege, Russell, Wittgenstein to Gadel. When children study the 
theory of sets at schdol, if they represent a set with a circle of 
Euler, they know that they have to include as an element of the set 
an empty set, which is symbolised by the small '0' with the bar 
through it: 0.  This seems absurd because the empty set has no 
element. This empty set, which logicians discovered as necessary, 
is what we analysts call castration.' The Symbolic, the register of 
the Symbolic, implies this, the institution of a lack in a set. It is 
what defines the profoundly Socratic position of Freud and Lacan. 
If I desire, it is because I lack something. 

The register of the Imaginary is another register which. comes to 
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cover that lack. The register of the Imaginary is the form of 
consistency; .it is, as I said, the covering of that lack which is 
produced by the Symbolic. Does the Symbolic alone produce this 
lack? No, not alone, but only when knotted also to both the Real 
and the Imaginary. 

And what is the Real? It is not reality. ' Reality is one of the two 
faces of the fantasm. It is Freud saying, "By the evidence of my 
senses I am now standing on the Acropolis, but I cannot believe it". 
The Real is another thing. I will give you a tautological definition. 
Logicians, like Wittgenstein, tell us about the importance of the 
tautology. If you wouldlike to test this, you will see that it is a 
strong definition, although it seems a stupid one. And it is stupid. 
The Real is what is neither Symbolic nor Imaginary; that is to say, 
that which cannot he said and that which cannot be covered by the 
image. I will write this with the Borromean knot. 

.&: 
:t$ 
:c . *:: K$ 
$. ! 
.*: I, 

1' 

,. 

2, 
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The Borromean knot is a structure of the modem theory of knots, 
a modem branch of mathematics, which has the following 
characteristics In its minimum version it is a matter of three rings, 
none of which penetrates the hole of the other, hut which are joined 
in such a way that if one is cut, the other two separate. This is 
how it is written. 

The Bonomean Knot 

Phallic Iouissancc 

We begin with one ring which is conventionally called the register 
of the Real. Another ring follows which covers it and goes over 
it. There is a convention of writing in which what is beneath has 
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an interrupted line. What, you should see is that this left hand ring 
is undeineath. the right hand, ring.. The continuous line passes on 
top, the broken line beneath. 1 will now draw .the thud ring 
following this formula. bcan formulates it thus: Par dessus le 
tkssus, par dessous le. dessous, above that which. is above _and 
below that which is below. This then is.the Borromean h o t  of 
three rings. When one of the three is cut, the other two separate 
also. If we call one the Real, we may call the other.'kvo the 
Imaginary and the Symbolic. Certainly, this is the presentation on 
the hi-dimensional plane of a three-dimensional structure. If I do 
it with string, this placing on the plane (in French, Lacan said la 
mise rt plat), it will enable us to determine certain places. 

In the place where the Symbolic and the Real are covered, we say 
- that there is an 'efficacy between the word, the word of the 

Symbolic, and a jouissance from the Real. This is what we 
psychoanalysts call phallic jouissance. I write it thus: the 'I' of 
jouissance and the capital phi from Greek cp. 1 am retaining this 
writing in its original French form in homage to Lacan. Phallic 
jouissance, jou&sunce phallique. Why does phallic jouissance have 
to do with the word? Because to speak of the phallus is to speak 
of castration - what we were saying earlier about the empty set. 
Sexual jouissance for theparltfre, for us, is a phallic jouissance. 
Our body is marked by the word. Only to humans, to us, does it 
happen that we can experience the wide field of sexual perversions. 
(What animal can experience jouissance with a stocking?) It 
happens, it happens because our body is the body of the Other 
which Lacan writes with a capital 'A'; the initial of the French word 
Aufre, meaning: Other. What does this Otber mean? It is a way 
of writing the set of elements which constitute us. If earlier we 
were saying that for mathematical logic there is no universal set, 
the set includes the empty set, then the correct way to write it is: 
A, which is a way of indicating that the Other is not complete. I 
said, the body is the Other. In the first 
instance the Other is the Other which gave me language, also 
which gave me life. But.then it is the Other which inhabits me. 
What 1 am saying is that it is not an Other which is complete. It 
is the Other which I dream. It is a paradise lost. . It is a jouissance 

What is that Other? 
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which 1 yearn for. And this jouissance I write in the space shared 
by the Real and Imaginary, J A  jouissance de 1Xufre. Is this 
possible? - since I have just said that if castration works, then the 
Other does not exist. Nevertheless, the neurotic ahvays dreams of 
it. Why this little detour? '1 return to the question of the gift. 

Freud said that what happened to him on the Acropolis is a horror 
and is a felicitous encounter. It is to lose a kingdom but it is also 
to gain an empire. And all in a letter which, he says, is a gift. 
What is the Acropolis for Freud? The Acropolis is not 
homogeneous - there is a principal construction, the Parthenon. 
Was Freud going to ignore the Parthenon, home of the Goddess, 
Pallas Athenae, who had the bead of the Medusa painted on her 
shield, the Medusa which Freud himself investigated in one of his 
texts in relation to castration? It is the temple of the Goddess, it 
is there that Freud stumbles. 

What is it to go beyond the frontier? Is it only an Imaginary 
challenge to the father? Or would it be that whoever dares to go 
beyond the frontier, goes beyond the limits which his father 
proposes for him, and encounters horror and jouissance when he 
enters the temple of the Goddess. A goddess, a woman, a mother 
- incest. But what does Freud discover there? Athens might not 
exist; that is to say, the Other does not exist. The Other is not 
complete. The Goddess has no priests She has no one to offer 
prayers to her. And when a god has no one to love him, he ceases 
to exist. Freud discovers the non-existence of the Other. The 
Other does not exist. There is a jouissance which is the jouissance 
of creation, which Freud achieves through his work, insofar as he 
dared in his life to go beyond the frontiers of the science of his 
time. 

What is this gift then which Freud proposes to us, through his 
present to Romain Rolland? It is this: if you dare to go to the 
encounter with the Real, advancing along the path which carries 
you beyond the established words, then you will find a honor, but 
also you will find a reward: a reward such as Winning an empire, 
which is also a jouissance. This is the gift which Freud gives to 
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'us.. .It, is. as if Freud were to say to you, to me, to analysts, 'If yon 
dare, & I 'have dared since my youth, to go beyond the frontier - 
&at frontier may indeed be my own work - it is probable that you 
may,'vacillate, it is probable that you~may be tempted by the 
vacillation, but if you continue, you will encounter beyond that 
hoior, in the truth which has existed since the beginning of my 
work - my work is not a religion because the Other does not exist 
- you will find the pleasure of creation'. 

This is how I read and propose to you this text, this Freudian gift. 
And beyond you, it is my homage today to Freud. 

The present text is a hansaiption from a tape recording of the unwritten address 
delivered in Spanish by lsidoro Vegb at the 2nd Australian Psychoanalytic 
Cangress. It was simultaneously translated by Prof. Ron Keightley and it was not 
coneaed by I. Vegh. 
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Notwithstanding my difficulties with the English language, I was 
able to hear the papers presented yesterday and today. I am 
pleased; I think you will easily be able to see why. Look out of 
the window, the sun is shining, it's a nice day, it's Sunday. What 
are you doing here? What am I doing here? I can ask this of you 
because it is my question. I say that I am pleased because I think 
that if on a day like today we are here, there must be a very 
powerful reason for it. 1 think that there is a Real that interrogates 
us. As analysts, we meet because of that. And that Real, I thii 
Lacan defined it, as usual, in an exemplary way. The Lacanian 
aphorism that I would like to remember with you is as follows: 
"The clinic, the psychoanalytic clinic, which is also the Freudian 

*Analyst, Escuclr. Rcudirmr. dc Bucnoas Air- 39 



. . . .  

P a y  ofthe Freudiar.Schoo1 of Melbourne 

: clinic,: is the Real, impossible to tolerate". As analysts, to' tolerate 
it;:.we-meet;.. Today I would like to speak, specifically, of that 

. clinic,: to continue what we brought forward yesterday, in a 
reflectioq,concerning the direction of the cure. We will take up 
again the letter of Freud to Romain Rolland, as we did yesterday, 
like the narrative of an analysand. It is a fiction. But a fiction is 
not an illusion. 

How does an analysis begin? When does someone demand an 
analysis? It is not simple to decide. Something lacks, that is to 
say that the demand for an analysis is the demand of someone who 
lacks a knowledge.. Let us suppose that it is a true demand for 
analysis. (It is not always a true demand for analysis; and it often 
happens that that demand is present a long time before, or even 
after we are called). Let us suppose that the analyst accepts this 
demand. In the Freudian practice, with what will the analysis 
begin? Would you agree with me that it is with the proposal of the 
fundamental rule? why is the fundamental rule, fundamental?. It 
is so fundamental that, even if it.hurts ='right in the middle of 
our narcissism, it implies the creation of a tool that will bring it 
about that even if I am inept, as an analyst, as Flies was with 
Freud, it is possible that there be analysis. What is that 
fundamental rule in Freudian terms? We tell the patient: say 
anything that occurs to you. We don't tell him to say everything, 
because who can say it all? But to tell him to say anything that 
comes to mind, is to invite him to get lost in the labyrinth of his 
own words. To tell him to say anything that comes to mind as it 
comes, is to invite him to the dispossession of a knowledge. It is 
to reproduce in the practice of analysis, that which, even outside 
analysis, may spontaneously produce a symptom: that the subject 
encounters in front of him a word that erupts from him, and whose 
reason he ignores. The symptom is that, a gagged word; the 
testimony of a knowledge that he ignores, that inhabits him, but 
escapes him. The fundamental rule attempts to produce in the 
artifice of the analytic practice, that same structure. Speak, we tell 
him; and what we hide from him is that we are pFoposing that he 
should get lost in the labyrinth of his word. Insofar as he loses the 
certitude of his knowledge, he will look for that knowledge in an 

, .  
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If that other is his analyst, the transference would have other. 
started. 

The subject in an analysis is the analysand. And as an effect of the 
fundamental rule, he encounters his first conclusion: Je ne pense 
ps, I do not think; that is to say, what I think consciously is not 
enough to give a m u n t  of the order of my associations. I am 
divided between what I say and what I know. Renunciation of the 
subject - as my thought is not enough to give amun t  of what I 
say, I will look for it in an other, an other in whom I suppose a 
knowledge: sujet -suppst?-suvoir, supposed-subject-of-knowing. 
If he is the analyst, the transference is installed. It is no more than 
the heginning. Will that then be the moment in which the analyst, 
in that place of a supposed knowledge, will give a knowledge to 
the analysand? That would be no more than to advance towards 
what Oscar Zentner critically examined this morning; no more than 
the place of an Ideal. 

Starting from this moment of the fundamental rule, the functicns 
are differential. The analysand has a task, but it is the analyst who 
carries out the act. And there is a point of crossing. This point of 
crossing indicates two logical times in the direction of the cure. 
The first, product of the fundamental rule, effect of structure, is not 
only imaginary suggestion. This means that tomorrow, when you 
go to see your analysts, even though you remember this schema, 
you will continue to suppose the place of this structure in your 
analyst. How does this first time advance? Precisely in this same 
efficacy, continuously situating the subject in front of that 
knowledge that he lacks. What then will the analysand propose, 
presenting himself to the analyst as an object to he loved, in the 
place of one who demands that knowledge that he lacks? 

Let us return to our fiction. Freud encounters as an analysand 
something that inhabits him, a symptom or, as in this case, these 
two strange phenomena: first, his reluctance to travel to Athens 
and secondly, an idea that imposes itself, "So all this really does 
exist...!" 
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Freud, as any analysand, finds himself with a lack in his 
knowledge; that is, he is in a perfect position, if he demands it, to 
start an analysis. We could tell Freud, begin to associate. And he 
does so, he begins to associate; and insofar as he associates, what 
happens to him? He advances from one enigma to another. %at 
is the condition of that advance? That the analyst should not 
occlude it with his own knowledge. There are two dangers, 
schematically speaking. When one begins one's practice, it is 
possible that the analyst may find himself tempted to occlude with 
a theorising knowledge. But it is not the only danger. When he 
advances in his practice and in life, there is a second danger, even 
greater, that he may present himself as someone who knows of life. 
And let us remember the two Freudian limits: sexuality and death. 
Who has resolved them with a completed knowledge? 

But let us continue, as an analyst should continue, if he accepts to 
put himself at the height of what his act demands from him - quite 
low! If the analyst then tolerates not responding with his 
knowledge, will his patient be tired? He may tire of asking only 
his knowledge, he will ask from him something worse: 
transference love. What happens from this moment onwards? 
Insofar as the analyst suspends the proposal of love that his 
analysand formulates in exchange for a love to know, the presence 
of the analyst will be the one which will keep the object that will 
unchain the drive movement. 

A second logical time begins in the transference, which is no 
longer the advance in the line that leads to the resolution of the 
symptoms. Undoubtedly the analysand in that time can improve, 
and quite a lot; but now a new time is inaugurated which touches 
the subject in that which he thinks to find in his analyst. Freud 
said that it was a matter or arriving at the "nucleus of OUT being" 
(das kern unseres wesen). That nucleus of our being, Lacan called 
object (1. From this moment on, essentially, the analyst sustains a 
place, which is the place where the object a will rule. - 
Lacan took up Plato's Symposium in his seminar on Transference. 
There, he poses that the relationship hetween Alcibiades and 
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Socrates is the prototype of the analytic transference. Alcibiades, 
the triumphant general full of medals, handsome, young, wealthy, 
admired, lacked nothing except when finding himself with Socrates, 
who made use of his habitual insolence. Socrates asked him; 
"Well done, Alcibiades! How many medals! But tell me one 
thing; in the times when you were winning so many medals, did 
you ask yourself why you live? Did you ask yourself who you are, 
why are you winning so many medals?" 

Alcibiades then says that in front of the interventions of this man, 
he became ashamed of his medals, because he discovered that he 
was really not occupying himself with the essentials. Socratic 
insolence! This was the Socratic technique, to provoke this 
efficacy. And so hegins the analysis of Alcibiades with Socrates. 
Alcibiades says this expressly, even obscenely: "Socrates, I am 
young, I am handsome; let us carry out an exchange. 1 offer you 
the beauty of my body, the influence to obtain some position, in 
exchange for what is in your head". 

And what does Socrates respond? "Look Alcibiades, it could be - 
I am not saying it is - that I have the gold that you speak of; but 

then you would demonstrate that you are not as frivolous as you 
appear to be, because you would like to exchange the bronze that 
you possess with the gold that you suppose I have. A nice 
exchange you ask from me!" 

Alcibiades, in full erotic transference, made desperate by the 
interventions of Socrates who shows him his lack in knowledge 
and does nothing to alleviate the lack, attempts a solution; to invite 
Socrates to his house, to dine together and make love and then, 
finally, in the contact of bodies, to obtain what Socrafes has inside 
him - like the Silenians, who sculptured statues showing a Silenian 
outside and, carried in the interior, the ugalma, statues of gods. 

So, Alcibiades invites Socrates. They dine and drink. Alcibiades 
insists that Socrates should stay. Socrates accepts. As a good 
analyst, he does not refuse the appointment. They go to bed. 
AIcibiades covers Socrates with the same sheet as himself. 
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HfWeveI,:;this.S.ogates who likes young men, does not move. 
Why? Because Socrates, like the analyst, suspends his jouissance 
in' order not'to forsake his desire. 

rkt .us &me back to our fiction. In the story of Freud; Freud 
encounters an enigma. ' Freud, as an analysand, discovers effects 
whose cause he, cannot account for;. one answer leads him to 
Gother. In the narrative that we read yesterday, Freud says; ... on the afternoon after our arrival, I stood on the 

Acropolis and cast my eyes around upon the landscape, a 
surprising thought suddenly entered my mind: "So all this 
really does exist, just as we learnt at schooll" 

Freud, taking up that enigma once. more, describes a moment where 
he cannot believe that which he sees. I would alter this, I would 
say that he cannot believe that which he looks at. And why can't 
he believe that which he looks at? Because that which he is 
looking at implies reaching a truth that faces him with what we call 
the Real: that Real which we will say is no more than a piece of 
the. Real which we call object a. An object a which -usually 
presents itself with a semblance, and that in the Lacanian algebra 
we write:, i (a). What is this? This, we can say, is the object, the 
objects of our reality, that is, with variables of. what %e the 
imaginary coverings of the object a, the problem being that when 
those coverings fall, the object a presents itself as what it is, no 
more than a hole. 

I .  

For Freud, to see Athens with his eyes, I would say to look at 
Athens with his eyes, had the value of that object: When he 
encounters that, as the analysand may encounter it when the 
analysis advances, he can also reach the truth of that object. It is 
no more than a hole. And when he discovers that, two effects are 
produced: on the one hand, he vacillates in his belief in reality, a 
time of subjective destitution; and, on the other hand, the Real of 
that object appears, that in an analysis is situated in the place of 
his analyst. The analysand then finally arrives at the-idea that his 
analyst was no more than the support of a semblance that was 
harboured there. This object a, in the moment that is the end of an 
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analysis, is discovered as the Real of an absence. 

?his, which takes place on the side of the analyst, depends on the 
fact that the analyst fulfil his act; that, like Socrates with 
Alcibiades, he does not believe that effectively he deserves to be 
loved. Insofar as the analyst, like Socrates, does not c o n f m  the 
demand for love, he infiiitises love. Beyond it, the subject will be 
able to love and also to desire. The condition is that the analyst 
shall bear what Lacan called des-&e, un-being, his condition of 
un-being. Lacan wrote the formula of the fantasm: $ o a ,  a 
subject divided by his relation to the object that is the cause of his 
desire. 

The end of the analysis implies, for a time, the disjunction of these 
two elements: <>. It is a time when the subject is in mourning, 
and with this I take up something I said yesterday, that the end of 
the analysis is not sublimation. The subject is able to do that a 
long time beforehand. The end of the analysis is something more, 
something like what happens to Freud in the temple of the goddess. 
As we said yesterday, that Freud tells Romain Rolland of 
vacillation concerning reality, which we can call vacillation of the 
fantasm, implies that Freud found in the temple of the goddess, 
that there is no goddw. ?his is the encounter with the castration 
of the Other. 

The Other does not exist, and the Other does not exist at the 
moment in which the object a which occluded that lack, falls. What 
falls in the analytic practice is the analyst. This is what I think was 
in the spirit of the work of Oscar this morning, when he spoke of 
the risk of identification with the analyst. Here we are dealing with 
the absolute contrary. The end of the analysis implies that the 
analyst is able to bear the place of debris. And I will say it with 
Socratic insolence, referring to something Lacan says: as with the 
saints, the analyst bears at the end of an analysis the place of shit. 

What is the condition for that to happen? When Oscar'said that he 
would answer by separating the function of the analyst as 
semblance of the object a from the object a of the fantasm, I heard 
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that he was saying something which Lacan mentioned in a differer 
way, and which I will also write in a different way. Before this 
schema, 1 would like to clarify a question. The fall of the analyst 
as object a, that Socrates does not accept to be in the place of love 
that Alcibiades proposes to him, is also a moment of the fall of the 
place of the supposed-subject-of-knowledge. That is to say that 
at the end of the analysis, the subject discovers that the knowledge 
which he lacked, neither Freud nor Lacan nor his analyst possessed, 
but it is in his unconscious, and the unconscious has a limit which 
is the Real. The Real of the object of the drive is also the Real of 
the object-cause of desire: an object which is not to be 
imaginarised, not able to be covered by the word, limit to the 
image, limit to the word, and which in the last resort only has a 
topological existence. But in that it exists, it exists. Otherwise, 
certain tastes that we humans have would be incomprehensible. 

I said that I would write this in a different writing. Accompany me 
in the fiction that this is the representation in the plane of a sphere. 
If we are in topology, the metric does not concern us. I would say 
that the two spheres are topologically equivalent if each one of the 
points of a sphere can be translated to a different point of the other 
one, and that in a relationship of mntinuity, two neighbouring 
points are translated into neighbouring points. Then, you will agree 
with me that the sphere A in topology is identical to the sphere B. 

A = B  
It is easy to appreciate that 1 can transform this sphere into a 
smaller one and 1 can continue until at the very end it will be a 
point. Well, even if you have never worked topology, all of you, 
like myself, are inhabited by a topology. You move by an implicit 
topology. Even though you might not know the economic laws of 
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the capitalist economic formation, when you go to buy a packet of 
cigarettes you are carrying out in act all the laws of this capitalist 
economy. It is the same with this; even ignoring it, we are all 
inhabited by a topology of the sphere. Suppose that we are 
constructed like a bag with an orifice as entry and an orifice as 
exit. This is the 
topology of the interior and exterior. 

What we are, is what stays in the centre. 

It is the intuitive topology, effect of our structure, by the fact that 
we are also conformed by the imaginary. The misfortune is that 
certain psychoanalytic theories identify themselves with this 
intuition; one of the best, for instance, is the Kleinian theory. What 
is the problem of this topology? It is simple. If I can transform a 
sphere into another one always smaller, until arriving at a point, the 
problem is that the point leaves no space for the lack, that is to say, 
the topology of the sphere excludes the null set; it is inadequate to 
represent the speaking-being, because it does not include 
castration. That is why Lacan proposes another writing. 

Let us suppose that this is a cardboard rectangle, that we are going 
to stick its sides with half a torsion. The line where it is going to 
be stuck I will mark with an arrow, and the point of the arrow 
indicates the direction of the twist: a Moebius strip - it is a 
topological structure. 

47 



Papers of the Freudian School of Melbourne 

As you can intuitively appreciate, there is no insi or outside. An 
ant could travel the whole surface, as I am doing with my finger 
now, without having to traverse the border. It eliminates the 
opposition between interior and exterior; instead, it gains a hole. 
Two advantages. Writing the Moebius strip in another manner, 
with an algebraic topology, we have; 

A = D  
B = C  

Why am 1 presenting this opposition? Because in order to write 
what happens in analytic practice, f i t  we have to get rid of those 
intuitions that present themselves as an obstacle, as psychoanalysis 
always teaches us; for example, the topology of the sphere. Now, 
therefore, I will take the Moebius strip and 1 will draw its border, 
which is not two borders. You can go over one border only 
without crossing its surface. This is the border of the Moebius 
strip, this top is the place of the torsion and now 1 will erase it and 
draw only the border. 

Why? We said that we are in topology, we can deform this 
picture, the metric does not matter. I mean, I can superimpose a 
circle and the other, I can do it like this, for instance. What 
Freudian concept could be described if I passed twice through the 
same place? Repetition. Another of the reawns why Lacan uses 
the Moebius strip. That is to say that this path writes the series of 
the associations of the patient, which are no more than series of 
demands. We write it with capital D. The subject begins to speak 
and he advances from demand to demand, if the analyst does not 
make obstacles, until he arrives at that point which we saw before, 
where he not only wants knowledge, but claims something of the 
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presence of his analyst. That point, which we situate here, is the 
crucial point. 

It is what differentiates an analysis from the perspective of Freud 
and Lacan, from an analysis in the style of Strachey or the 
International Psychoanalytic Association. Here there are two roads. 
One which makes a short circuit, from this point it returns to the 
original, to the initial point, and everything is as if nothing would 
have happened. It is the road of identification. It is the road by 
which the analysand Alcibiades would win one more medal. It 
would be like those patients who would say jokingly; "Before, I 
lacked something, but now 1 am f ie ,  now I have that which I 
lacked". 

Alcibiades would have had another medal. We would reinforce 
precisely that from which he was suffering. At this point the 
transference is defined. 

And what is the condition to follow another road? I will say in my 
words what I heard Oscar say this morning; "I can only answer in 
a pedestrian way". An analyst can only respond in that way 
because he is speaking of his desire. What makes the analysis 
advance. through this other road is the desire of the analyst. 
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That is to say that in order for the analyst to fulfii his act, he will 
put his desire into play. And what is the desire of the analyst? 
Lacan says it is the desire of the maximum difference. Maximum 
difference between what and what? Between the Ideal and the 
object. If the analyst bears that difference, he will allow for the 
analysand, like Freud in his experience with the Acropolis, to 
discover the inexistence of the Other S(A). What is the advantage 
of the encounter with that piece of the Real? We said that there 
was a price. Once the irremediable lack is encountered there is left 
for the subject the incorporation in life of that which we call death. 
It is as an analyst in Buenos Ares  used to say; "It is the death for 
life". It implies the possibility of creation and jouissance. 

Ihe present text is a tramaiption from a tape recording of the unwinen address 
delivered in Spanish by lsidoro Vegh at the 2nd Australian Psychoanalytic 
Congress. It was simultanrnsly translated by Maria In& RotmiIer de Zentner and 
it wa8 not oonected by I. Vegh. 
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Writing, Inheritance, Transmission: The 
Freudian Legacy and the Lacanian Litura 

David Pereira 

What I wish to put into question in this paper concerns the 
transmission of psychoanalysis and the status of what is transmitted - how we might conceive of and locate what might be referred to 
as a psychoanalytic knowledge. I hope to address this question in 
relation to what may be the difference between a writing and an 
inheritance, and in this regard, what is brought to the Freudian 
legacy by the Lacanian litura; that is to say, what gives the legacy 
its legs, keeping it on the move, undercutting a possible inertia. 

In the examination of the question there is a movement beyond the 
institutional reference to the trinity of personal analysis, supervision 
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and theoretical seminars which, in their prescribed form as well 
known and almost comforting, occlude the fundamental question of 
transmission by putting there a system, a curriculum - a well worn 
and familiar path which already separates the question of 
transmission from a theory of the unconscious and something of 
what was original in the Freudian experience. 

In 1909 Freud writes that "All knowledge is patchwork and that 
each step forward leaves a little residue behind."' Eighty years 
later and fifty years after the death of Freud, what has become of 
the residue he left? 

Elizabeth Roudinesco,' prompted by the recent attack against 
Lacanians led by Andr6 Green, offers a commentary on the status 
of this residue today. She argues that psychoanalysis, either on the 
side of the 1PA or on the side of what she terms "neo-Lacanians 
with a Millerian tendency", passes through a low level having 
withdrawn into a "professionalism" and "massification". On the 
one hand is to be found the sanctification of the dead father 
productive only of a inertia which clings to the preservation that 
propriety guarantees, and on the other hand is to be found a 
technocratic vocabulary: a series of emblems, empty repetitions 
and pass-words. In both lines of transmission Roudinesco reads 
dogma and diffusion, and a certain comfort in legitimacy which she 
aligns with a voluntary submission to the superior grade. 

How then might a transmission of psychoanalysis be possible? 
Between inertia and a swindle, how might the Freudian residue be 
transmitted and retain its cutting edge? How can a transmission 
hope not to lapse to such effects as described by Roudinesco - a 
regression which surely presents itself as a constant tension? 

Ibe beginnings of an answer to such a question may be discovered 
in the text of Freud's On the History of the Psychoanalytic 
M o ~ m e n t . ~  The project of this paper, which Freud was impelled 
to write in 1914 to address the problem of the degeneration of and 
deviation from what was new and original in his creation at the 
hands of Adler and lung, may be read in large part as an attempt 
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to bring to light the problem that the .epistemological position of 
psychoanalysis and'its object of study, the unconscious, holds for 
its transmission. In denouncing, Freud produces a theory around 
the problem of transmission: a theory that concerns itseE.with 
transference and transgression in transmission. 

Considering the text of this paper then, in reference to the question 
of the discovery of a sexual aetiology in the neuroses, Freud writes 
the following, noting the fact that it afforded him "a valuable 
insight into the process of human creative activity and the nature 
of human knowledge". 

The idea for which 1 was being made responsible had 
by no means originated with me. It had been imparted 
to me by three people whose opinion h a d ' c o q m d e d  
my deepest respect - by Breuer himself, by Charcot, 
and by Chrobak, the gynaecologist at the University, 
perhaps the most eminent of our Vienna physicians. 
These three men had all communicated to me a piece 
of knowledge which, strictly speaking, they themselves 
did not possess ... these three identical opinions, which 
I had heard without understanding, had lain dormant in 
my mind for. years, until one day they awoke in the form 
of an apparently original .discovery.' 

The piece of knowledge, which as Freud has already told us 
concerns a question of the sexual in the aetiology of the neuroses, 
is something quite ancillary here. It is the means of transmission 
and the status of what is transmitted that holds our attention. It is 
in this that we may begin to locate the Freudian legacy. In the 
transmission is something which escapes, which resists 
understanding, something which awaits its status as propositional 
and does not cast itself on the side of a degeneration to a pre- 
constituted or self-evident knowledge. We have here a knowledge 
in the becoming. 

The transmission brings into play a remainder, a supplement, 
something not accommodated within the closure and smooth 
sphericity that understanding and knowledge imply. This 
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supplement impedes the possibility of a Weltangshauung - the 
closure which knowledge brings with its naturalized vocabulary and 
routine usage, suturing the wound which the Freudian discovery 
inflicts, even if only with a patchwork. 

Certainly, there is a knowledge in psychoanalysis, but it only has 
a status in relation to its edge; in relation to the border it makes 
with non-knowledge and the access it provides to the 
supplementary, to the Real. Here there is perhaps more than the 
suspension of knowledge; there is the violence of a fraying at the 
fringes, animated and sustained by a tolerance of the disquieting 
truth of the supplement. It is precisely the failure in knowledge 
which invokes the supplementary and generative letter of the 
unconscious - vehicle of transmission. 

Freud makes this failure more than known in his works which 
seethe with a failed knowledge, works that embody knowledge in 
failure. It is around this failure, a not all said, that a 
psychoanalytic knowledge is forged - is invented and re-invented. 
Freud's writing worked always at the edge of its own possibilities. 

For Lacan' the border of not-knowledge was drawn by the letter, 
to be distinguished from the signifier which bore it. This 
establishes psychoanalysis as more than an exercise in signification. 
There is a question here of the letter and the cut to the Real that 
the letter affords in its arrival in abeyance, locating knowledge in 
psychoanalysis, from the point of view of the Lacanian teaching, 
and more than evident in the Freudian experience, as being of the 
order of what Lacan implies by the litura.6 There is a knowledge 
that is forged in the border with the not-known - the littoral - 
between centre and absence, between a knowledge subject to the 
economy of the pleasure principle and jouissance. 

The Lacanian litura articulates the logic of the supplement as a 
vacillation between inscription and erasure which resists the 
preconstitution of a psychoanalytic knowledge. It addresses the 
problem of how to transmit a knowledge which is not cut off from 
truth but rather, in being cut, is able to produce truth. The litura 
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locates itself as an effect of the restoration of the letter as the 
cutting edge in the Freudian experience, finding some resonance 
with the transmission of the residue left by Freud. 

With the littoral we move beyond the question of a frontier which 
acts simply as a limit. With the littoral comes the invitation of a 
traversal or transgression productive of the litura. Where the 
frontier simply sets a limit in which a certain pleasure or comfort 
may be taken, the littoral engenders a transgression. There is no 
comfort to be taken from a knowledge forged at the limit. 

The transmission of the lituraic supplement extricating itself at the 
point of the littoral implies a writing which always retains 
something more than the advancement of the signifiable object of 
a discourse. Such a writing is somewhat akin to an infinitesimal 
calculus where the supplementary term or the infinitely displaced 
remainder - the cipher of the truth of the function approached 
always at a limit point - carries, generates and ensures the 
movement of the function. The failure of the function to resolve 
itself therefore ensures the persistent inscription of the series of its 
terms. 

A writing in psychoanalysis is carried by the insistence of the 
unconscious and the indissolubility of the letter. The 
supplementary implies a writing that is disjunctive and self- 
generative - located at the point where the saying fails, producing 
inscription and effects of inscription around an axis of 
inadequation. There is never a last woTd, an 'it is written'; writing 
retains the form of the infinitive guaranteed by the Freudian residue 
- it is always in advance of the knowing. 

The Freudian legacy, then, is a legacy of writing effect and only 
secondarily a corpus of howledge. 'Ihe former, the writing, 
ensures that the latter does not degenerate to the stagnation of a 
rotting corpus -apparently suspended asprescribed, but more often 
thaU not seen naturalized, legalized and embraced with a gusto 
driven by what Roudinesco refers to as a middle management 
mentality with its lack of curiosity, and taste for the norm. 

, 
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If the letter, as Lacan says, is the instrument proper to writing, this 
is not to say that it lends itself to a proper writing -the style of the 
proper, a legal, legitimate authorized writing - but of the 
transgressive writing of Freudian impropriety, the authorization 
through writing. It is in the transgression of the good form which 
the closure of knowledge implies, that the litura is forged. 

Freud writes to Flies on the 21st of September 1899: 
Somewhere inside me there is a feeling for form, an 
appreciation of beauty ,as a kind of perfection, and the 
tortuous sentences of my dream book, with their 
parading of indirect phrases and squinting at ideas, 
deeply offended one of my ideals.? 

Here we see the torture, or perhaps better torsion, of a writing in 
suspense of good form that has as its yield psychoanalysis. This 
is the legacy, the legacy of a writing that is summoned by the 
failure in knowledge - failed sayings, failed hearings - at the 
border of the' not-known and an effect of transgression. 
Psychoanalytic knowledge is forged as a rupture of form in this 
space of the border of the not known - space of abuse and 

I' recrimination, of illegitimacy, place of non-identity and non- 
1: inheritance. If there is subversion in psychoanalysis - intimately 

connected with the writing function of the letter - it is of the order 
of a particular form of transgression by which that which is original i j  

11 in the Freudian discovery is transmitted untamed by a sanctified 

2 e inheritance. Through the inheritance comes the institutional 
i: attempt to keep sealed and consecrate the Freudian discovery - 

making of it a.commodity - a bag of empty sayings. 

Lacan states: 1 

!; 

! 

I! 

1 
i 

For us the privilege granted to the letter of Freud has 
nothing superstitious about it. It is where one is most 
comfortable with it that one brings to it a kind of 
consecration highly compatible with its degradation to 
a routine usage.* 

Writing undermines the master-word, the induction through the 
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utterance of the pass-word. It transmits while producing, not 
inheriting and recounting. Such a writing is not a mimesis - not 
simply a repetition with embellishments or commentary - nor a 
hermeneutics with its reference to interpretation in the service of 
understanding: it is, rather, a new inscription - a deformation that 
produces effects and leaves its residue. This writing is an 
inscription ascribable to Freud who allows the letter of the 
unconscious to make its rhetorical scribble and for the supplement 
to take and make its effects. It is in this that we once again find 
distilled the legacy restored by the Lacanian litura. 

Freud creates and founds psychoanalysis in the space created in the 
refusal of an inheritance, this is what the History makes plain. In 
the lectures at Clarke University in the United States Freud gave 
credit to Breuer for the birth of psychoanalysis placing himself in 
a position of inheritance. In the text of On the History of the 
Psychounulyfic Movement, however, he disclaims the inheritance in 
founding psychoanalysis, producing the history while writing it. 

... certain opponents of psychoanalysis have the habit of 
occasionally recollecting that after all the art of psycho- 
analysis was not invented by me, but by Breuer. This 
only happens, of course, if their views find something in 
it deserving of attention; if they set no such limits to 
their rejection of it, psycho-analysis is always without 
question my work alone. 1 have never heard that 
Breuer's great share in psycho-analysis has earned him 
a proportionate measure of criticism and abuse. As I 
have long recognized that to stir up contradiction and 
arouse bitterness is the inevitable fate of psycho- 
analysis, I have come to the conclusion that I must be 
the true originator of all that is particularly characteristic 
in it.' 

The transgressive writing in the refusal of inheritance is Freud's. 

Similarly, Freud's reference in this text to the fact that he owes the 
chance of making a discovery to his not being well read ... to not 
being hampered by anticipatory ideas ... and to denying himself the 
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pleasure of reading Nietchze. and Shoppenhauer and so on, is as 
insistent and laborious in its inventory as to refer itself to more 
than simply the suspension of knowledge. What we fiid here is 
the refusal of an inheritance and the inauguration of a movement 
to acquit a debt, leaving enough unpaid - the resi-due, the "owing" 
in the chance of making a discovery - to inscribe in a foundational 
act something he will call psychoanalysis. This is how we may 
understand the suspension of knowledge as more than a naive 
liberalism; it is a disinvestment of the Other who knows - a 
transgression which furnishes a writing that produces rather than 
protects. If there is a Homage to Freud it is in this way, as a 
production, not a sanitised sanctification. 

It is around such a writing and the transgression it lends itself to 
that the problem of the transmission - the invention and re- 
invention of psycho-analysis - revolves. How to interpret the fact 
that every poet must slay his poetic father in order to inscribe the 
space in which his ow-n poetry is written?" This is to ask how the 
transmission may proceed between the murder and the protection 
of the father - to act neither in submission to, nor in defiance of, 
the law, but through a torsion that turns the law upon itself and 
forces a production. The transgressive writing weaves its way 
between protection and murder, between an obsessional stagnation 
and a perverse opportunism. 

What Freud poses in the place of inheritance is, first and foremost, 
resistance - this much we have already seen in relation to the 
rebuke, hostility and dissension - and, secondly, transference. 
After commenting on what was imparted to him by Breuer, Charcot 
and Chrobak, and nevertheless forgotten, Freud writes of the 
centrality, to a psycho-analysis in its abandonment of hypnosis, 
of resistance coinciding with amnesia. He goes on: 

The theoretical consideration of the fact that the 
resistance coincides with an amnesia leads inevitably to 
the view of unconscious mental activity which is 
peculiar to psycho-analysis and which, too, distinguishes 
it quite clearly from philosophical speculation about the 
unconscious. It may thus be said that the theory of 

I 

1 

i 
1 I* 
I 

i. 
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6 
t psycho-analysis is an attempt to account for two striking 

and unexpected facts of observation which emerge 
whenever an attempt is made to trace the symptoms of 
a neurotic back to their sources in his past life: the facts 
of transference and resistance. Any line of investigation 
which recognizes these two facts and takes them as the 
starting point of its work has a right to call itself 
psycho-analysis, even it if arrives at results other than 
my own." 

It surely does not escape us that this is where the theory is forged 
around Freud accounting for the means of the transmission of his 
discovery. It is around these facts of transference and resistance 
that Freud gives account of the relation to these three men and the 
idea they imparted to him. 

The transference of psycho-analysis is thus to be understood as a 
transference coupled with a resistance. In The Dynamics of 
Transference, Freud locates the intensity and persistence of 
transference as an effect and expression of resistance. This is 
absolutely the motif of the History beginning with its coat of arms 
as it were - Fluchat nee mergitur -rendered by Strachey "it is 
tossed by the waves, but does not sink." Interestingly, this also 
appears in the letter to Fl ies  of the 21st of September 1899 where 
Freud speaks of his tortuous writing - a transference as an effect 
of resistance. 

There is no transference in psycho-analysis without resistance, no 
movement without resistance. It is because it is tossed by the 
waves that psycho-analysis does not sink. There is no smooth 
passage in psycho-analysis or its transmission, though since the 
passage to the United States with Jung at the helm, the smooth 
passage has been eagerly sought and perpetrated as a particular 
form of colonialism. 

The writing is produced and sustained in this transference as an 
effect of resistance and in the face of the refusal of inheritance. 
Around an act of procurement, around the fact of inadequation, 
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I 

i I transgression, a movement. 
I 
I 

around the failed saying - the indissoluble transference, the resi- 
due - there is inaugurated with a certain violence an essential 

For Lacan writing was not simply impression, it was the forging of 
a path entailing all the violence of a decisive act; decisive in being 
med to the littoral condition, decisive in precipitating 
equivocation as the torsion produces a symptomatic obsessional 
inertia as one stands with a certain horror before the transgression 
of the act of writing. 

The coalition of transference and resistance engenders a certain 
torsion which is articulated well within a topology of the non- 
planar. Sourryu notes that such a topology refers itself to a series 
of indeterminations and a resistance to being flattened, where 
flattened takes its place in line with "all said", that is, with no hint 
of residue. Such a torsion produces a movement from mimesis to 
rhetoric, from the good form of circle to the ellipse, from the 
planar annulus to the non-planar torus. 

The non-planar offers a resistance to flattening around the point of 
identity, the all said and done, the dissolved transference. The 
torsion produced by such a resistance is what gives impetus to the 
transgressive writing, that which traverses the littoral, extricating 
the letter from the sign. 

Freud writes to Breuer on the 29th June 1892: 

I 

I am tormented by the problem of how it will be 
possible to give a two dimensional picture of anything 
that is as much of a solid as our theory of hysteria?" 

This is the torment of a movement from the 2 to the 3+ which puts 
in doubt a complicity and identity to which inheritance makes its 
appeal. 

One does not acquire or inherit a supplement; this is what is plain 
in the Freudian experience. In the writing which articulates the 
relation between transference and resistance there is, as Heidegger 
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puts it, "A giving which ... in the giving holds itself back and 
withdraws, such a giving we call a sending."" Lacan articulates a 
similar - "I ask you to refuse what I offer you because that is not 
it,nls 

We are hack, then, to the question of the residue and what was 
imparted to Freud - not accepted as a giving, but arriving in 
abeyance as a sending, and taken. In this, the writing that is 
instrumented by the letter is not a diffusion but the vehicle of a 
transference with its residue, its supplement. While the 
transference of psycho-analysis is a transmission with resistance, 
producing its lituraic legacy, the non-resisted transmission is 
represented by diffusion and its production of inherited dogma, 
with a genealogy of the properly familial, patronage and parentage. 

There is a psycho-analytic knowledge only as an effect of the act 
of transmission, forged at the littoral, not as a function of 
inheritance. The transmission is a deformation under the weight of 
a torsional moment engendered by a resistance and a transference 
which never acquits itself but founds a writing. This is what is 
clearly seen in Freud's History. The writing of psycho-analysis is 
a giving account of the experience of the unconscious, in advance 
of the knowing. In this writing that gives account there is a 
transference of the resi-due - the indissoluble supplementary 
lituraic element that allows a foundation of that which inheritance 
aspires to tame. 

If, for Lacan,16 Japanese was perpetual translation made language, 
we may risk locating the Freudian legacy as perpetual transference 
made writing. 
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Metapsychology and the 
Future of Psychoanalysis 

Rob Gordon 

Such awe seizes man when he unveils the lineaments 
of his power that he turns away from it in the very 
action employed to lay its feature8 bare. 

Lacan' 

its eeneral sense has been defined as "a Metapsychology in ~ 

systematic attempt to deal with what lies behind the empirical facts 
and laws of psychology."' In psychoanalysis the term has a 
specific meaning, referring to the body of concepts Freud used to 
elaborate the kernel of his work. Ferenui referred to it as "the 
sum-total of the ideas about the structure and dynamics of the 
psychical apparatus which our psycho-analytic experiences have 
caused us to adopt."' It is described more recently by Laplanche 
and Pontalis: 

Term invented by Freud to refer to the psychology of 
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phenomena of conscioudunconscious are linked, and the 
unconscious (itself only an e.mpirical "reality" by its effects in 
disupting the conscious) &comes a domain of scientific 
investigation and a field of praxis. 

Metapsychology and the Future of Psychoanalysis 

However, many analysts found it hard to follow Freud's direction 
and were reluctant to remain in his indeterminate field; various 
positions were adopted to secure themselves from the doubts Freud 
retained throughout his life. One looks in vain in the indexes of 
Winnicott, Bion and other British and American analysts of wisdom 
and integrity for any reference to metapsychology in its own right. 
Many analysts who have contributed much clinically, seem too shy 
to address the metapsychological implications of their discoveries. 
Winnicott for example, ignores the metapsychological status of the 
'transitional object" which has been so influential in clinical work 
with children, and so confines it to the domain of clinical child 
psychology. Nowhere is this more evident than in the field of 
group psychology where Bion's "basic assumptions" and Foulkes' 
"group matrix" fail to make any conjunction with the 
metapsychological constructs which they assumed, and as a result 
create a split between the fields of individual and group which 
does not correspond to the understanding psychoanalysis offers. 

Other analysts, discomforted by this amhiguous creation hzve 
sought to dispense with it by disparagement. In his history of 
psychoanalysis, Fine considers confusion in theory a result of the 
grafting of an "impossible metapsychology" onto a brilliant clinical 
exposition, and Freud "at every stage could have deleted his 
metapsychological propositions". Schafer believes it is a 
"philosophical enterprise": Stoller regards it as 
"pseudoscientific"; Gill has it as a "natural science" in a "different 
universe of discourse" to psychoanalysis itself;' for Masserman it 
is worse, an "impervious [system] of wishfully assumed 'facts' and 
pseudo-logical derivations dogmatically ensconced as exclusive and 
eternal truths"." Such are the attempts to deal with a body of 
knowledge for which there is no ready-made category. Pruyser 
comes closer when he resists polemics and relates it to the grandeur 
and aesthetics of Freud's writing." Surprisingly few analysts have 
even commented on metapsychology as such. 

But these positions are prefigured in Freud's own struggle. 
Metapsychological ideas were not arrived at by induction, nor were 
they the result of mature reflection on a vast array of clinical 
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phenomena towards the end of a long life. On the contrary, they, 
were the starting point of Freud's psychoanalytic journey and 
occurred as a series of sudden insights. 

As a neurologist, Freud faced the recalcitrance of the neuroses to 
orthodox medical treatment. ,He explored hypnosis, but developed 
the technique of free association. The symptom, behaviour of 
patients and results of their treatment with this method enabled him 
to formulate a theory of events and structures not accessible to the 
consciousness of the subject, but suggested by the particular 
vantage point his technique gave him. He recorded his earliest 
ideas in his letters to Riess, and then gave the first comprehensive 
account in the Project for a Scientific.Psychology." In this work, 
the theory was couched in neurological terms such as neurones, 
pathways of conduction, excitation and inhibition of energy. He 
pinned the psychic functions to the physiological operations of the 
brain. Psychically distinct processes were allocated to different 
groups of neurones and the whole project was worked out as a 
complex system. me psyche was conceived as an apparatus 
although he did not yet use the term. But Freud sensed the 
inadequacy of attempting to account for psychical phenomena in 
physiological terms and he did not publish the Project 'in spite of 
the fact there is much in it that contemporary neuropsychology 
respects." However, it contains the seeds of all the ideas that 
emerged in his later writings. 

The c1inical.phenomena were apparent to Freud; it was the concepts 
with which to grasp them that posed the problem. The fact that 
the neurological frank was abandoned as soon as the Project was 
written (as is evident in Sfudies in Hysteria, 1893, which already 
renounced it) suggests that the full articulation of the theory 
required the adoption of a purely psychical approach. 

Indeed, Sfudies in Hysteria has not only worked out a psychical 
theory of pathology, but a consistent method of treatment. 
Although many developments were to come, much held good with 
time. Freud formulated a model of a psychical apparatus which 
utilised a vm'ety of concepts referred to entities not observable or 
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verifiable by the scientific methods of his day. Nevertheless it 
provided the reference point for future discoveries. Although it 
underwent many changes and developments, it is still clearly 
recognizable at the end of his life in The Outline of Psychoanalysis. 

Freud coined the term "metapsychology' for this body of 
knowledge. His work demanded a theory of unconscious mental 
life, not available in contemporary psychology. In a letter to Fliess 
on March 10, 1898 (Letter 84), referring to his theory of dreams, 
Freud says: 

It seems to me as though the theory of wish-fulfilment 
has brought only the psychological solution and not the 
biological, or, rather, metapsychological one. (I am going 
to ask you seriously, by the way, whether I may use the 
name of metapsychology for my psychology that leads 
behind consciousness)." 

The need to define an order of phenomena "behind consciousness" 
to account for what is present within consciousness led Freud to 
align metapsychology with biology as a more fundamental level of 
understanding. In doing so, he sought to preserve the 
methodological distinction between what is observable in 
consciousness, and what lies "behind" it. 

Metapsychology is the term used to define a domain not accessible 
to direct observation, but whose effects are apparent. But having 
coined the term in 1898, Freud is remarkably reluctant to use it. 
Although much of his work is devoted to elaborating 
metapsychology [particularly in chapter VI1 of The Interpretation 
of Dreams (1900) the word does not appear again until The 
Psychopathology of Everyday Life (1901)], where in a discussion 
of superstition he expressed the view that much of mythology and 
religion is the projection of obscure, unconscious contents which 
can be translated back into the psychology of the unconscious. 
This, he says, is the transformation of "metaphysics into 
metapsychology". IS 

This comment suggests the status Freud gave to metapsychology as 
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knowledge which provides vital .understanding of what are 
otherwise mysteries o f ,  individual and collective life. It is 
moreover, of the Same order as metaphysics and religion, albeit in 
a scientific form.. Yet he was reluctant to assert the right of 
metapsychology to be. called science. In fact, having forged it in 
the early writings, and given a definitive account of it in The 
Interpretation of D r m ; F r e u d  turned his attention to other areas, 
notably sexuality and iis metamorphoses, clinical phenomena, 
psychoanalytic interpretation of art, problems of technique, and 
anthropological explorations. Then in 1915, he produced a series 
of papers on metapsychology, including Drives and Their 
vicissitudes, Repression, The Unconscious, A Metapsychological 
Supplement to the Theory of Dreams and 'Mourning and 
Melancholia. These papers updated and extended metapsychology 
in the light of increased psychoanalytic experience. These, 
according to Jones,16 were all written within a few months, together 
with seven other papers which were withheld from publication and 
probably later destroyed by Freud." 

Although they ak called metapsychological papers, Freud uses the 
term only once, in The Unconscious. But he describes his 
metapsychologising in the beginning of Drives and Zkir 
Vicissitudes: 

. The true beginning of scientific activity consists rather in 
describing phenomena and in proceeding to group, 
classify and correlate them. Even at the stage of 
description it is not possible to avoid applying 'certain 
abstract id- to the material in hand, ideas derived from 
somewhere or other but certainly not from observation 
alone. Such ideas are still more indispensable as the 
material is worked ,over. They must at first necessarily 
possess some degree of indefiniteness; there can be no 
question of any clear delimitation of their content. So 
long as they remain in this condition,' we come to an 
understanding about their meaning by making repeated 
references to the material of observation from which they 
appear to have been derived, but upon which, in fact, 
they have been imposed. Thus, strictly speaking, they are 
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in the nature of conventions - although everything 
depends on their not being arbitrady chosen but 
determined by their having significant relations to the 
empirical material, relatwns that we seem to sense before 
we can clearly recagnise and demonstrate them. It is 
only after more thorough investigation of the field of 
observation that we are able to formulate its basic 
scientific concepts with increased precision, and 
progressively so to modify them that they become 
serviceable and consistent over a wide area.'& 

Freud proceeds to elaborate the notion of the drive as one of these 
basic concepts by examining first physiological characteristics and 
then the psychological. It is evident he intends to use such 
metapsychological concepts to organise his observations into a 
coherent body of theory. 

However, he confuses this with neither speculation nor philosophy. 
?he distinction is clearly spelled out near the beginning of Cm 
Narcissism: An Introduction. After conceding notions such as 
ego-libido and energy of the ego-drives are not easy to grasp, he 
says: 

A speculative theory of the relation in question would 
begin by seeking to obtain a sharply defined concept as 
its basis. But I am of the opinion that that is just the 
difference between a speculative theory and a science 
erected on empirical interpretation. The latter will not 
envy speculation its privilege of having a smooth, 
logically unassailable foundation, but will gladly content 
itself with nebulous, scarcely imaginable basic concepts 
which it hopes to apprehend more clearly in the course 
of its development, or which it is even prepared to replace 
by others. For these ideas are not the foundation of 
science, upon which everything rests: that foundutian is 
observation alone. They are not the bottom but the top 
of the whole structure, and they can be. replaced and 
discarded without damaging it." 
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Metapsychology is described as "a science erected on empirical 
interpretation", "whose foundation is observation alone". Implicit 
in these. references is an epistemology acknowledging that the ideas 
are interpretations of what is observed. They are not required to 
be "sharply defined", "smooth", or "logically unassailable", but 
only to lead to a clearer apprehension of the relations inherent in 
what is observed. This is analogous to the function Freud gives to 
the clinical interpretation: that which leads the subject on to further 
associations. For this purpose the concepts 'themselves may be 
"nebulous", 'or even "scarcely imaginable", to begin with. Here the 
fertility of Freud's approach is evident. He is not constrained by 
exactitude as a precondition. The system of concepts which he 
develops permits both the stabifi.ty of the fundamental 
metapsychological ideas and the revisions, reformulations and 
developments that occurred over his life. The flexibility of the 
system is evident in the variety of psychoanalytic schools that 
developed during and after his time. 

Metapsychology, for Freud, does not have to claim completeness 
or consistency, only an observational basis. He elaborates three 
discrete perspectives on the unconscious whose relations are 
suggestive but not clearly definable. They are the dynamic, 
topographical and economic points of view. Freud does not 
attempt to reconcile or reduce them. In The Unconscious, after 
having examined unconscious processes from the three 
perspectives, he unifies them with the declaration: 

It will not be unreasonable to give a special name to this 
whole way of regarding our subject-matter, for it is the 
consummation of psycho-analytic research. I propose 
that when we have succeeded h describing a psychical 
process in its dynamic, topographical and economic 
aspects, we should speak of it as a mefapycbological 
presentation. We must say at once that there are only a 
few points at which we shall succeed in this." 

Freud does not require metapsychology to do more than provide a 
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The metapsychological papers mark a decisive point in Freud's 
work. He had reached his sixtieth year and believed he was near 
death and therefore should present his findings while there was stiU 
time." Up to this point there is a sense of uncertainty or diffidence 
about his "psychology that leads behind consciousness". He had 
developed the psychoanalytic technique over a period of twenty 
years. Only when it was more established did he elaborate 
metapsychology further. He had become more confident of his 
method and could point to the observational basis of his "science 
erected on empirical interpretation", to distinguish it from 
speculation. After this period (1915), further metapsychological 
papers occur in every volume of the Standard Edition, with major 
contributions in Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Group Psychology 
and fhe Analysis of the Ego, The Ego and the Id and Inhibitions, 
Sympfoms and Anxiety. With a more confident use of 
metapsychology, Freud undertook far-reaching developments in 
psychoanalytic theory. 

The actual word "metapsychology", however, does not recur until 
1937, in one of the last works, Analysis Terminable and 
Interminable. In a discussion of factors influencing the length of 
analytic treatment, he seeks to understand the significance of the 
constitutional strength of the patient's drives as the crucial factor. 
Having reached the conclusion that what is described as "taming" 
of the drive is the key to the cure, he admits: 

If we are asked by what methods and means the result is 
achieved, it is not easy to find an answer. We can only 
say: So muss &nn doch die Here dran! [We must call 
the Witch to our help after all!ln - the Witch 
Metapsychology. Without metapsychological speculation 
and theorizing - I had almost said 'phantasying' - we 
shall not get another step forward. Unfortunately, here 
as elsewhere, what our Witch reveals is neither very clear 
nor very detailed." 

Here, as often when introducing major new metapsychological 
propositions, Freud quotes Goethe, in this instance from Faurf. 
But bow are we to understand this references to "speculation", 
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"theorizing" and "phantasying" in the light of his earlier, careful 
distinctions? There is, perhaps, a clue to be found in Fuurt. 

The quotation comes from Part I, scene 6 where Faust, old and 
grey, implores Mephistopoheles to restore his youth. But the 
witch's kitchen, where he is taken to obtain the remedy, disgusts 
him and he asks if there is another recipe for youth. 
Mephistopheles replies giving "nature's recipe", which is to lead a 
humble, rustic life and "to be sure that, where you reap, your hands 
must spread the dung". Faust rejects this claiming, "I lack ability 
to ply the spade". Then Mephistopheles responds with the line 
used by Freud, "We must call the Witch to our aid after all!" 

The line is the turning point for the scene, for Faust himself and 
hence for the whole play. It is the moment when he must adopt a 
solution that lies behind the ordinary, manifest structures of life - 
something involving magical powers. In the same way, the taming 
of the drives which is the goal of analysis, requires something more 
than a simple, healthy life. Freud uses the quotation to approach the 
problem of defining when an analysis is successful. A little later 
in the paper, he mentions in a footnote: 

It is impossible to define health except in 
metapsychological terms: i.e. by reference to the dynamic 
relations between the agencies of the mental apparatus 
which have been recognized - or (if that is preferred) 
inferred or conjectured - by us.% 

He proceeds to discuss the discrepancy between theory and the 
results of experience in psychoanalytic treatment, concluding that 
theory might predict discrete changes, whereas, "in the real world, 
transitions and intermediate stages are far more common than 
sharply differentiated opposite states". He admits that earlier stages 
of the libidinal constitution are not fully replaced by later ones, but 
residues persist even in healthy persons. He concludes, "analysis, 
in claiming to cure neurosis by ensuring control over [drives] is 
always right in theory but not always right in practice".= 

Freud seems to be tacitly admitting that metapsychology itself 
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cannot be so easily demarcated as in earlier positions. The 
situation is less sharply defined than he would have liked. 
Although metapsychology is founded on observation and erected on 
empirical interpretation, nevertheless it must be admitted that there 
are elements of inference, conjecture, theorizing, speculation and 
almost phantasy that cannot be excluded. Here, at the end of his 
life, when he becomes most critical of the achievements and 
limitations of psychoanalytic thought, Freud can acknowledge these 
characteristics for the very rason that metapsychology has proved 
its potency. Not only has it provided for the interpretation of 
analytic experience, and prompted developments in technique, but 
it can now be turned upon itself. Here, used as a criterion for 
health, it shows up the somewhat artificial exactitude of its 
concepts. 

Perhaps it is this unsatisfactory, contradictory character that 
promoted the metaphor of the witch. Freud, for all his pride and 
confidence in metapsychology, could not quite overcome a sense 
of uncertainty about its status; a feeling which may, in the context 
of the stringent positivism of his training and intentions, have led 
him to share Faust's first impression on entering the witch's kitchen 
with Mephistopoheles: 

This witch's quackery disgusts my soul! Is this your 
promise then, that I be healed by crooked counsel in this 
crazy hole, by some truth in some decrepit dame 
revealed?" 

Yet for all this innuendo, Freud went on to provide a definitive 
statement of metapsychology in An Outline of Psychoanalysis, 
(1938). This work stands in ahnost symmetricaI rdationship at fhe 
end of his life's work to the Project at the beginning. He hegins 
the Outline with the philosophical distinction between the brain and 
acts of consciousness, and structures metapsychology around these 
poles. Related to the bodily organ is the assumption 

... that mental life is the function of an apparatus to which 
we ascribe the characteristics of being extended in space, 
and of being made of several portions ... the consistent 
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working-out of a conception such as this is a scientific 
novelty.n 

Related to the other pole, the acts of consciousness, he develops 
the second hypothesis - that there are psychical processes which 
lack the quality of consciousness and 

... are in themselves just as unknowable as those dealt 
with by other sciences, by chemistry or physics for 
example; but it is possible to establish laws which they 
obey and to follow their mutual relations and 
interdependencies unbroken over long stretches -in short, 
to arrive at what is described as an "understanding" of the 
field of natural phenomena in question. This cannot be 
effected without forming fresh hypotheses and creating 
fresh concepts; but these are not to be despised as 
evidence of embarrassment on our part but deserve on 
the contrary to be appreciated as an enrichment of 
science. They can lay claim to the same value as 
approximations that belong to the corresponding intellect 
scaffolding found in other natural sciences, and we look 
forward to their being modified, corrected and more 
precisely determined as further experience is accumulated 
and shifted.= 

However, he goes on to point out that observations on which the 
science rests are made through the medium of the very Same 
psychical apparatus which is its subject. This provides a unique 
form of validation for it. He says, 

The relative certainty of our psychical science is based on 
the binding force of these inferences. Anyone who enters 
deeply into our work will find that our technique holds 
its ground against any criticism." 

Here is as clear and confident a statement as could be made. At 
the end of his life, Freud viewed metapsychology as a scientific 
hypothesis like that in any other science, with its own domain, 
method and subject matter, supported by its practice, but open to 
development based upon accumulating experience. 
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Arguments about the status of metapsychology faded in Freud's 
mind and he was confident it placed psychoanalysis beyond the 
empirical psychology of the ego. It opens a field of phenomena to 
observation and founds the possibility of a science of the 
unconscious and thus of the human subject. What is the 
epistemological difference between quarks, quasars and a quantity 
of libidinal energy, or identification or ego ideal? All emerge from 
acts of observation, but go beyond the observed and create a field 
where another order of observations can be made. Metapsychology 
is the science of the unconscious and without it psychoanalysis 
becomes a psychology of the observable and loses itself. Only 
daring to work in the field of metapsychology do we advance the 
study of the unconscious, but that means like Freud, being prepared 
to work in an uncertain world, taking ideas "from somewhere or 
other, but certainly not from observation alone" in order to grasp 
what is latent in the observable. 

If metapsychology is a science, it is incomplete and open ended, 
and if psychoanalysis is to avoid being an ideology, 
Weltanschauung or dogma, then metapsychology is needed to 
sustain creativity. This is not to say it must only be in Freud's 
terms. Fruitful ideas may be imported from any field. It is 
perhaps more a matter of history than ontology that Freud drew so 
heavily on biology and Lacan on linguistics. Future analysts must 
draw on or create other disciplines. But the future of 
psychoanalysis is in the progressive grasping of the enigma of the 
human subject in all its obscurity and vastness with ideas that 
render new fields of observation accessible and define phenomena 
otherwise camouflaged in the manifestations of ordinary experience. 
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The Times of the Analysis 
Maria Ink Rotmiler de Zentner 

%e plays a role in analytic 
technique. in several w a y s . .  . ’ 

Jacques Idcan 

The notion of time, apparently absent in the structure of the 
unconscious, should certainly not be absent from the theory and 
practice of psychoanalysis. It is therefore in an analysis, by the use 
of the interpretation and the implementation of the conclusion of 
the session, that we have arrived to the inevitability of a logical 
time. 

The session occurs in a given place, in a given moment, like life, 
and in the meantime, time elapses. The meanderings of discourse 
all occur in time. Like a sonnet, a verse, or prose, a session occurs 
in time.’ And, although we may quite resolutely agree with this, 
a different question altogether is to disclose what kind of time is 

81 



Papers of the Freudian School of Melbourne 

the time we use in the analytic session. The point is that, 
apparently there is no other answer to this paradox but to say that 
time is subjective. 

Often enough, the analyst, for being too attentive to the clock, 
leaves the analysand unattended. For some, the fixity of time in 
a session has become in itself a cornerstone, rendering the analysis 
cursory. 

The time of a session is a logical time insofar as it is opposed to 
chronological time which, like "the ways of Funes" because 
"Fuoes .... knows the time like a watch",3 is exact. In essence, 
questioning the function of time in the technique of analysis is to 
put into question the function of the analyst whose un-being is at 
play; or else chronology gives to the hands of the clock the final 
say at the moment when the analyst finishes what he could 
otherwise not conclude. 

Chronological time - the one dictated by a succession of moments, 
by an order - is neither the time that is significant in a session nor 
over the period of an entire analysis. Following on from this, what 
the analyst privileges will determine the course of the analysis 
since, whenever chronological time takes over, logical time' 
subsides - and vice versa. 

As much as their remembrance is guarded, some analysands display 
a prodigious memory, a memorious memory, one that is factually 
so exact that it becomes estranged from the subject's particular 
history. In their quest for exactitude, for wanting to transmit the 
most loyal picture to their analyst, they make sure nothing is lost. 
At its most vague, they want to be in the precision of chronological 
time itself. Beyond a certain point in the session, my clinical work 
with these analysands evidenced the c b l a r i t y  of their discourse 
that was inevitably doomed to permanent metonymy. 

If the unconscious were the whole truth, the analyst ought to wait 
for as long as eternity in order to allow it to show itself, which 
would mean that the truth is not only able to be apprehended but 
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that it also exists in some sort of latent fashion, ready to hear the 
right intervention of the analyst that would make it emerge. 
Nevertheless, we well know that the lifting of repression is not the 
midwife of truth, since the truth is - in a much more humble way 
- a construction, the outcome of a determined knowledge. Thus 
it is knowledge that will occupy the empty place left by truth in 
its displacement. 

The use of the interpretation breaks down social convention, it is 
the place of non-meeting, it breaks down an order, an order 
stipulated by the symptom. Now, generally speaking, there is less 
resistance among analysts to question meaning - whence the use 
of interpretation, regardless of the conscious intention of the 
analysand, is widely accepted - than there is to make 
unconventional the axis of horary time. What is the basis of this 
resistance, why is horary time, the mark of convention, a difficult 
bastion to abandon? ?he use of time is intimately linked to 
transference, in such a manner that it then correlates with a 
questioning of what one does with other objects of the transfererice 
as well. 

If time is the time directed by the transference and not by the 
clock, then the analyst will have to give an account in the session, 
in act, of the mark of that time, and he will only learn a posteriori 
if he has, or not, marked it correctly: a time that for introducing 
discontinuity, rearranges the connections. Although I am sure that 
an analyst should be neither a Funes nor a Tiresias, it is more 
difficult to say what it is that he is to be, other than what the 
transference leaves in him: to be in the place of the semblance of 
the object a. But, just as one's neurosis may or may not get along 
with someone else's, in the same way, any a priori declaration 
concerning time - beyond its flexibility in situ - could lead us to 
the cacophony of repetition. Time is dictated by the session, not 
vice versa. 

Although it is true that originally the analyst dislocated 
conventional sense through the interpretation, it is also true that 
after a certain period of analytic culture, the analyst ended by 
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ingeniously managing to inject sense through the interpretation; a 
self evident principle expressed in the variable, "everything is able 
to be interpreted and must be interpreted too" - fiiling with sense 
what is, basically, non-sense. 

By identifying the logical time of the unconscious with the 
chronological, chaos was ordered. And in this way, there was a 
return to social conventions in which the analysis, in its sterility, 
reinforced the place of the analyst as soul manager and of the 
analysand as a manageable soul. Two consequences: on the one 
hand the analyst's use of 'transference as a return to sense through 
the variable "everything is able to be interpreted..."; on the other, 
the use. of the axis of time to identify time, the time of social 
convention, with the timelessness of the unconscious. 

In this way, elements of technique became reified the setting, the 
time, the continuity, the weekend. Pure and contrived appearance 
carried to the extreme of affected mannerism. 

Lacan's clinical and theoretical movement, instead, shows that 
interpretation has a limit, the limit of the Real. This is the, Real 
where the analysis is rendered terminable and the time of a session 
is cut, finishing, in this way, the seduction implied in the symbolic 
whereby the predominant assumption is that there is always one 
more signifier that could, eventually, give birth to truth. 

Between the unconscious that knows nothing of time and the clock 
that marks it, where and how do wesituate the time of the session? 
Freud used to analyse his analysands for a fixed duration of time. 
He had other habits; too, like promenading while he analysed. 
Lacan introduced variables to this fixed time. And today, we find 
analysts working in the modality of the former - although not 
many promenade, and in the modality of the latter - where some 
parade. One can follow one or other model according to one's own 
angst, an angst that can have paralysing effects, insofar as an Other 
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We cannot ignore that the bureaucratic use of time always upsets ..> 
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an analysis. We can be ritualistic both by repeating the former or 
the latter model, of Freud or of Lacan ... I understand that the work 
of the analyst implies at least one thing, and it is that in an analysis 
the analyst is alone and that the times of the session will arise from 
the analysand in question. Such are the times that Freud nominated 
as the right timing for an interpretation and that Lacan nominated 
as the right time for a cut. 

All this, in fact, feeds both from prejudices and from angst and 
serves the purpose of repudiating psychoanalysis as such. 
Admittedly, there is no outside or external reality whose objectivity 
could have the analyst under surveillance. 

The classical distinction drawn by the Greeks between chronos and 
kairos may find here a suitable application. The dimension of 
chronos signals pure mensurability, a becoming where everything ' 
in the history of a subject is inscribed. It would be the time of 
convention, as the notion of a reality external to the subject, 
indicating and indicator of the movements of a history, a 
quantitative movement to be used as its backdrop. Indeed, what 
we call objectivity, is the place where opinions meet in shared 
subjectivity. Chronos is the convention of what is predictable and 
the predicability of a convention in which analysis sinks in the 
proportion to which chronos is sustained. The dimension of kaiios, 
instead, introduces a variable that corresponds to the notion of time 
relevant in a session. In contrast to chronos, kairos connotes an 
indication of the qualitative dimension of time; that is, the very 
subject that we are trying to posit as the variable with which the 
analyst works. 

The times of an analysis are expressed in each turn, oneach 
occasion where a lapsus, a dream, a parapraxis, etc., producing that 
non-sensical dimension in which the subject passes from fading 
to failure, allows the unpredictable cut of the session to take place. 
Analysis entails the retroactive logic that supposes the re-ordering 
and rewriting of what we lightly call phantasy, which analytic 
practice shows us is on the side of kairos, a concept that had its 
home in the ancient rhetorical traditions, and refers to the right or 
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opportune moment. Likewise, in a session, the rit 
moment refers to the cut. Both the interventions 01 
the cut. or conclusion of the session introduce synt 

t or opportune 
he analyst and 
Irony. 

This logical time implies working with, but also moving beyond, 
the Symbolic. The cut institutes a cut in the grammar of the 
signifier, introducing the dimension of the Real. Lacan himself 
shifted in his position concerning the unconscious as having to do 
with grammar’ to consider that the unconscious is too full of 
grammar.6 That is, he moved from the notion of a grammatical 
unconscious, the logic of the signifier and the realm of the 
Symbolic, to emphasizing the Real and the object a. 

Without discarding the logic of the signifier, what becomes clear 
is that an unconscious full of grammar is also an unconscious 
which at the end allows interpretation to extend forever. Just as 
the Symbolic allows always for one more interpretation, the 
seduction of the Symbolic consists in facilitating the phantasy - 
to both analysand and analyst -of a completeness to be arrived at, 
ideally, with the passing of time. Here is where the time of an 
analysis stretches to the point of interminable in the Same manner 
in which a session stretches to the conventional fifty minutes - the 
place where opinions meet. 

This strict adherence to the Symbolic on the part of the analyst 
may, fittingly, correlate with the discourse typical of the 
obsessional analysand that so easily lends itself to permanent 
metonymy. 

The failing of this conception of analysis resides in the idea that the 
subject is already there and that all the analyst has to do is to 
reveal to h i  the truth that he conceals without knowing. This is 
to ignore what experience proves: that the time of a session 
implemented as open or variable is based on the fact that the 
subject, always in fading, emerges in the session when there is a 
signifier to represent him. This aperture to the subject in the 
session, this advent of the subject, only takes place in privileged 
moments. This is, principally, what the cut or logical conclusion 
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of the session emphasizes because, once the subject appears, what 
is the purpose of continuing on with the session? What is the point 
of facilitating a return to the circularity of his discourse if not to 
reintroduce the status quo ante of the subject in his neurosis? 

That the subject appears, means that there is a signifier that 
represents that subject for another signifier. From this perspective 
the appearance of the subject is, to say the least, a privileged 
moment, since it does not occur anywhere nor all the time. 

The doorbell, as a sign’ that the analysand has arrived, effectively 
represents something for someone - the analyst, in this case, who 
opens the door. But the subject only moves away from being in 
fading indirectly, in the presentation of him that reveals the 
signifier - dream, lapsus, joke, parapraxis - that represents him 
for another signifier. That fleeting moment between S, and S ,  is 
the opportunity that is presented to the analyst to cut the session; 
since we b o w  that the subject is born from the division between 
S, and S,. 

By cutting the session here, the analyst leaves the analysand with 
no resources to turn once more to the circularity of his discourse, 
to metonymy. To follow with our previous example, the analysand 
will not be in the position to return, in the same session, to the 
circular beginning where the doorbell represented him as a sign 
for the analyst. 

Let me express this in another manner. If the analyst is in the 
position of semblance of the object a, this object has only one 
quality: to be the divider that divides because it causes. What the 
logical cut of the session offers, instead of the assurance of the 
fixity of time, is then not the naive idea of a complete subject, not 
divided, but precisely the opposite. That is to say that in the 
division of SI and S,, the subject appears. This is the reason or 
the function of the cut. 

This would mark the idea that the un-being of the analyst 
correlates with the production of the subject in his analysand. 
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n e  times of the session which are. three, consist of a time to hear, 
a time to interpret and a time to conclude; they are times, not an 
order. It is in this interval that the analysand will produce a re- 
writing, the re-writing of a history that has previously been written 
numerous times. 'The analysis, on this occasion, appears as the 
privileged place to make, from all  other ones, a new writing, a new 
punctuation. 

By pursuing the trail of the fimity of the setting as an arbiter, the 
illusion of the existence of the Other is maintained. This strict 
fidelity to an inexistent Other, which is what the clock comes 
indeed to symbolize, encourages an analysis that moves from the 
parameters of incompleteness to completeness, from immaturity to 
maturity, from partial to total object, from pre-genital to genital, 
from unhappiness to happiness, from failure to success, from the 
child to the adult. Freud, actually, meant something completely 
different with his lieben und orbeiten. 

If the three times of the session are altered, the discourse turns into 
an incessant metonymy, whereby the circularity and repetition make 
it almost indifferent whether the session is concluded at one point 
or at another. 

One can wait forever for the appearance of a truth to unfold - 
pointless effort because one should not wait for the truth. What is 
called truth is no more than what is produced. There is no truth 
either there or to come, the truth is produced by means of a 
knowledge and there is knowledge when it can occupy the place 
that, from the beginning, we have ascribed to the truth. That the 
truth lies elsewhere when it is not lying here means, in fact, that 
the truth lies always. 

Without the presence of an Other to give meaning and chronology 
to life - and the afterlife - life is quite unbearable for many. 
Whence we understand the success of some religions and some 
therapies. If analysis situates itself in the path of the Other, it not 
only ceases to be analysis, it also transforms the analyst into a 
non-castrated Other, rather than being the cause to be effaced, the 
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object a. Moreover, instead of separating the object a from the 
Other, this analysis produces an amalgamation between a and the 
Other - dispossessing in this way the subject from the only chance 
that analysis could have offered him: to sustain a desire and not 
recede from it. 

Notes 

' Lacan, 1. Funchbn and Field of Speech and Language in 
Psychoanalysis (1953) in Ecrits, a Selection. 
Tavistock Publications, London 1977. 

To say something has to do with time. 'Ihe 
absence of time is something that is imagined, 
it is what is called eternity, and that dream 
consists in imagining that one wakes up. One 
spends one's time dreaming, one doesn't only 
dream when one sleeps. Ibe unconscious is 
precisely the hypothesis that one does not only 
dream when one sleeps. From the Seminar 
Moment de Conclure, 1977 (The Moment to 
Conclude). 

* Lacan, 1. 

' Originally, this paper had another form. I approached the topic 
from the side of literature, by means of the fiction of a literary 
character from a story written by Jorge Luis Borges, Futm the 
Memorwus. I drew a parallel in my work between the fantastic 
memory of Funes and the chronology of time to contrast it with the 
logical time of the analytic session. However, upon reflection, I 
prefer to publish my thoughts about the use, misuse and abuse of 
the notion of time in psychoanalysis in the present form and 
continue to research Borges, particularly around the notion of 
writing, writing in psychoanalysis. I am personally indebted to 
Borges, whose influence has been decisive and momentous in a 
whole generation of analysts to which I belong, a tradition which 
exalts the importance of writing in psychoanalysis. It would be 
interesting to compare the fantastic realism of Borges and his 
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extraordinary ability to fictionalie reality, with the notion of truth 
in Lacan, for whom ttuth has the structure of fiction. 

In the discussion of time and its use in the session I have found 
my colleague and friend H a o r  R~ipolo's work very inspiring and, 
although working in another lalangue, I coincide with his findings. 
Refer to: 
Rhpolo, Hkctor. 

Rhpolo, Hbctor. 

' Lacan, 1. 

' Lacan, I. 

Lacan, I. 
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The Analytic Section in Papers of the Freudian 
School of Melbourne, On Transference, Edited 
by Oscar Zentner, 1987. 

Thrime in Papers of the Freudian School of 
Melbourne, The Formations of The 
Unconscious, Edited by Oscar Zeniner, 1989. 

Le temps logique et l'assertion de certitude 
anticipde (1945) in hri t s ,  Editions du S e d ,  
Paris, 1966. 

'Ihe unconscious has to do above all with 
grammar. It has also something to do, a lot to 
do, all to do, with repetition, that is to say, the 
angle that is on the side, totally opposite, to 
that forwhich adictionary isuse ful...(4 .11.1971) 

Contrary to what is still, 1 do not know why, 
very widespread, the useful angle in 
psychoanalysis, the useful angle in the function 
of lalangue, the useful angle for us, 
psychoanalysts, for those of us who have to 
deal with the unconscious, is logic ...( 4.11.1971) 
Le savoir ciu psychanalyste, 1971 @e 
Knowledge of the Psychoanalyst). 

In the structure of the unconscious, grammar is 
to be eliminated; not the logic, but the 
grammar...( 11.1.1977) 
L'im que sait de lkne bbue  s'aile d murre, 

The Times of the Analysis 1 
1977 ("The unconscious is a failure or blunder 
of love" or "The unbeknown which is known of 
by the blunder wings towards death"). 

There is a great difference between the 
relationship signifier - signified, and 
signification. The signification makes sign. A 
sign has nothing to do with a signifier. A sign 
is always the sign of a subject ...(2 .12.1971) 
Le savoir ciu psychanalyste. 

' Lacan, I. 
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The Freudian Drive - 
Its Insinuation and the Real 

Renata Volich 

To present a paper implies an exposition to the risks of the word. 
However, what happens when the printed title is not your own but 
an erroneous one? 'Ihe risk starts there. 

It is amazing how some events that take place around the world 
can take us aback. In Rome, on the famous Piam Bocca Della 
Verita - mouth of the truth - stands the legendary face of stone. 
Myth has it that perjurers have their fingers bitten off. Staring at 
it, many questions arise. A child's voice questions the nature of 
that mouth and there wmes an explanation that it is nothing but a 
dark hole. In overhearing, 1 couldn't help thinking: It is the Real, 
we are stumbling over something in the dark. 

I 
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uncanny feeling overwhelms one; nevertheless, not enough to 
petrify oneself like the Medusa's head, whose snakes, in an attempt 
to veil the Real, evoke it. 

By mentioning the gaze and the uncanny, it is worth bringing into 
question the paintings which, through a movement of the drive, 
are invested by one's gaze up to the point where we can confound 
ourselves with that painting and, completely immersed in it, lose 
ourselves there. At this moment, we are all gaze or an object 
fascinated by the Other. 

Holbein's painting, The Ambassadors, portrays an uncanny central 
anamorphosis, manifesting itself in an inclination to the fantastic. 

The uncanny, as Freud says, is something that is secretly familiar, 
which has undergone repression and returned from it. However, 
not everything that recalls repressed desires and surmounted modes 
of thinking belonging to the prehistory of the individual and of the 
race is on that account uncanny.' 

The uncanny is something that returns, that repeats itself but also 
presents itself as different. A repetition, that implies repression 
which can only take place from the moment theparlitre - a being, 
determined as a speaking being, emerges. 

In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, a distinct repetition is placed as 
a fundamental element to explain the death drive since the latter 
expresses itself in the compulsion to repeat. What would be 
bey0nd.k the tendency of the organism to return to an inorganic 
state in its own way. 

The drive would be an expression of the conservative nature of the 
living being: drive as a particular way of the body to articulate 
itself with language. 

However, according to Lacan, what is beyond the pleasure principle 
is jouissunce. To him, the death about which Freud speaks is not 
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the inorganic mineral life, the inert one, but the life of the animal 
kingdom, the life of jouissance of all non-speaking beings. It is 
as if death, in the register of the drive, aimed at a jouissance 
excluded from any possible speech. 

The Real, at the border of the symbolic universe, insinuates itself 
in words. Nevertheless, the Real resists any possible distortions 
that the words may suffer. In the seminar, The Psychoses, one 
reads: "The dialectical correlate of a fundamental structure that 
makes the word from subject to subject a word that can deceive, is 
that there is also something that does not deceive".' 

The Real is in reference to the repetitive process of the signifier. 
It supports and causally determines the repetitive series. Though 
it is not the language any more, it is around the Real that the 
effects are produced. 

Even if the Real pre-exists the subject, it is from the constitution 
of the subject that a Real as a register will be configurated. How 
can we represent the Real if it is exactly the failure of 
representation? In the impossibility of being apprehended by 
language, one could say that the act of saying is an exile from the 
Real. In the seminar on The Four Fundamental Concepts of 
Psychoanalysis , Lacan says that: "No praxis is more oriented 
towards that which, at the heart of experience, is the kernel of the 
Real than psychoanalysis." 

So, instead of rejecting the impossible because it is indemonstrable, 
psychoanalysis keeps it as the cause of its discourse. 

As Juan Nasio recalls: 
The Real as a hole is arranged by two means: the 
first with signifiers and the second with phantasy. 
The phantasies are psychic constructions that weave 
reality. The psychic reality, impregnated with 
phantasies, is the corporeal way to treat and contour 
the Real without success. So, we have the Real from 
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which we are excluded, the means to reach it and the 
failure. The phantasy is a state in which the subject is 
fixated in certain objects of the drive ... Scared by the 
enigmatic desire of the Other, the subject re-establishes 
himself with an image that will serve as a support, the 
aystallisation of a thought in an image hindering the way 
to accede the unwmcious desire. There is phantasy when 
the image as a sign - a sign is supported by a sigmleror, 
in other words, a sign is a signifier mistreated by the 
subjed - qmeats something and as a signifier, bites his 
body determining him to act despite himself.' 

The Real, through signifiers, bites the body: a body that, distinct 
from the biological one (which would be a structured totality 
formed of parts able to function integrally), is a body punctuated 
by the Other's desire, the symptoms canying their own satisfaction. 
Desire has made certain parts of the body as signifying as Real 
since they are also the place of jouissance. 

If the register of the Real introduces the notion of impossible, it is 
also due to the impossibility of inscription of a signifier, the sexual 
signifier. It is impossible for the sex to be signified by a signifier 
as the subject can be. Unconscious knowledge cannot represent 
the sex and therefore there can be no connection between a 
signifier that does not exist and the other signifiers. Should we 
then say that what suffers is knowledge, due to this lack of a 
signifier, rather than the body? 

The object as a fundamental lack is called the thing or &s Ding. 
Lacan, in the seminar on Ethics, makes a distinction between dus 
Ding and die Sache. The latter is what constitutes itself as the 
object of desire and refers to the signifier chain. Its presence is 
illusory since it does not allow full satisfaction. What is meant to 
be found cannot be. It is due to its nature that the object is lost as 
such. What constitutes the object as something lost is the search. 
"Das Ding is what we will call out of significance, previous to any 
repression" and it "presents and isolates itself as a strange term 
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around which revolves the whole movement of representation 
bound to the pleasure prin~iple".~ 

It is insofar as the function of the pleasure principle is to propel 
man to search for something that must be found, but that he will 
never be able to reach, that in this point is the essential, the relation 
that is called the law of interdiction, law of incest. 

An irreducible presence, the Real guarantees the consistency of the 
repetitive order. In this repetition it founds the world as a reality. 
Such repetition is what characterizes the drive. 

Repetition is what allows the Real, the impossible, to exist under 
the form of a productive implication. The Real, unlike the 
unconscious, is mute, no signifier has a place there. The 
unconscious is the treasure of signifiers. 

If we talk about the Real, though it is the locus of silence, we have 
to keep in mind the lack of inscription. How do we articulate such 
a lack with the lack of object that in its turn would found 
unconscious desire? 

Lacan's concern for a psychoanalytic epistemology has led him to 
develop the notion of the object relation into what he calls the 
logic of the signifier. 'Ihe theory is heavily dependent upon a 
radical interpretation of the Fort! Da! in Beyond The Pleasure 
Principle. Lacan sees this phonemic opposition as related not to 
any specific German words but rather to the binary opposition of 
presence and absence in the child's world. The child is repeating 
at the level of representation a relationship that he discovered at a 
much more primordial level. Lacan would view the newborn child 
as an "absolute being" in a totally intransitive relationship to the 
world he cannot yet distinguish from himself. For the object to be 
discovered it must be absent. At one level the partial object 
conveys the lack which creates the desire for unity from which the 
movement towards identification springs. Identification is itself 
dependent upon the discovery of difference; itself a kind'of 
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to which the subject is submitted. Language evokes the horizon of 
a jouissunce of the body, the jouissunce of the Other, and at the 
Same time makes it inaccessible. The phallus, as a signifier, is 
considered in the seminar Encore in its double value: as the find 
cause of the infinite jouissunce or the jouissunce of the Other, and 
as original cause of the sexual or phallic jouissunce. 

In the seminar on The Object Relation, Lacan's main point is that 
the most essential part of the object relation has been ignored and 
that is the notion of the lack of object. Between the mother and 
the child, there is a thud term (an imaginary one) which has a 
major role: the phallus. This relationship of three terms, mother, 
child and phallus is changed through the function of the father 
which "inserts the lack of object into a new dialectic" and provides 
for the "normalization" of the Oedipus complex. 

Desire reproduces the relation of the subject to lost objects. The 
object a is the cause of desire. 

Object u, as Real, is the object of the drive. One 
has to understand that this object of the drive, 
object u, is a kind of constant quotient, a way to 
designate by the letter u an incognito, the constant 
of a loss in successive losses. We also have to 
conceive that different objects will come to 
occupy this sort of depurated place. However, 
even if this idea seems to be a fair one, it leads us 
improperly to imagine the Real as a hole in the 
po!. What would seem more appropriate is to 
think about the object of the drive as a hole 
without bottom but whose walls would keep the 
marks of losses or elements of the drive which 
demarcated the way of the subject's desire. As if 
the walls were foliated (the walls of the pot). 
The subject of the unconscious as well as the hole 
of the drive of the object u can be designated as 
the foliated Real. They can be both represented 
like an open book, with an infinite superposition 

absence. At another level the "lack of object" is the gap in the 
signifying chain which the subject seeks to fill at the level of 
signifier. 

Speech is a movement towards something, an attempt to fill the 
gaps without which speech could not be articulated. Speech is as 
dependent on the notion of lack as is desire. 

The unconscious shows that desire is attached to interdiction. As 
illustrated in Totem and Taboo, aggressiveness against the Father 
is at the principle of the Law and Law institutes desire through 
interdiction of incest. In T o m  and Taboo, only the primal father, 
the one who is not castrated, can have all the women of the same 
clan. The sons find themselves divided between the desire to jouir 
(enjoy) like the father and the fear of being castrated. They decide 
to kill the father, believing it to be a way to solve their 
ambivalence. Through such an act they prohibit themselves even 
more strictly from the jouissunce they coveted, instituting the rules 
of taboo. The jouissunce of the primal father would be the 
absolute jouissunce, outside the law, out of language, the jouissunce 
of the Other. The jouissunce of the Other is designated as a para- 
sexuated jouissunce. We have not any idea of such a jouissunce 
since it escapes the domain of language, the domain of the 
signifier. We can only suppose it either because we imagine it, 
contemplating the spectacle offered by some animals, or because 
we deduce it logically from the hole of some discourses like those 
of the psychotic and some mystics. Here we are in the register of 
the Real. 

The assumption of castration produces the lack from which desire 
is instituted. Castration means that the absolute jouissunce or the 
jouissunce of the Other must be rejected so that another jouissunce, 
the sexual one, could be reached in the law of desire. The sexual 
jouissunce comes from language and receives from it its phallic 
determination. The jouissunce of the signifier interposes itself 
between the subject and the body as a place of jouissunce of the 
Other, barring the access to the latter. Such is the law of castration 
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of laminae l i e d  to each other according to a 
kind of ramification. 

Nasi0 questions who the subject is. He writes: 
If we consider again our terminology while 
talking about castration and instead of saying 
subject, we say child and instead of signifier 
chain, we say Law of the father; if instead of 
simply jouissance, we add the mother's jouissance 
and if we finally ask ourselves who is that 
magnificent child about whom psychoanalysis 
speaks so much, we should then answer that this 
child, this subject, is the one who speaks and 
thinks with the father's word, attracted by the 
mother's jouissance. The magnificent child of 
psychoanalysis, we, speaking beings, are just 
beings of wind, that fade between the jouissance 
that blows the words and the Name-of-the- 
Father that arranges them.' 

Desire comes from the Other and the jouissance is on the side of 
aim Ding. Identifications are determined by desire without 
satisfying the drive. Drive divides subject and desire, a desire that 
is supported by the division to an object that causes it. 

The signifier chain is the chain of desire commanded by the 
pleasure principle. The insistence of signifiers is the insistence of 
desire. The articulation between signifiers constitutes itself as 
presence of desire whose absolute object always lacks The 
present object, illusion of an absolute object, is what constitutes 
itself as presence of desire whose absolute object always lacks. 
The present object, illusion of an absolute object, is what 
constitutes the Imaginary marked by disappointment, castration, 
negativity. 

As Lacan says in his seminar on The Object Relation: 
Castration may derive support from privation, that 
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is to say, from the apprehension in the Real of the 
absence of penis in women - but even this 
supposes a symbolisation of the object since the 
Real is full and lacks nothing. Insofar as one 
finds castration in the genesis of neurosis, it is 
never Real but symbolic and it is aimed at an 
imaginary object.' 

By talking about the Real, one cannot help being led by an 
extensive rhetoric: the Real that makes so much ink run; a Real 
that is always supposed, situated out of the law of castration which 
organizes the unconscious signifier chain. Would this also be the 
register of the drive? 

Even if the word cannot capture the Real, it is through the word 
that it insinuates itself: Real upon which it is difficult to speak but 
impossible to keep silent. 

As Lacan reminds us: The universe is a flower of rhetoric. Ibe 
I can also be a flower of rhetoric that blossoms from the vase of 
the pleasure principle that I define as what is satisfied with the 
blah-blah-blah. The universe is there, where, by speaking 
everything has success; a success in causing the failure of the 
sexual r e l a t i~n .~  

Im't the end of the analytic process the realization that we fiially, 
after a long way, reach a knowledge about the impossibility of 
knowing and the understanding that there is not, contrary to our 
previous belief, the Other of the Other to make the last judgement? 

As analysts we can only achieve the singularity of our position by 
a refusal. Silence is the semblance of such a refusal and recalls 
that there is a jouissance that escapes. By speaking, the analyst 
contributes to the opening of the unconscious to come and with 
silence, he affirms that the unconscious has a limit, that it does not 
say everything; in other words, that the entirety is not repressed or 
sexualized. There, is the register of the Real. 
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On Ethics 
Felicity Bagot 

Who, more fearlessly, than this clinician, so M y  tied 
to mundane suffering, has questioned life BS to its 
meaning, and not to say that it has none, which is a 
convenient way of washing one's hands of the whole 
business. but to say that it has only one meaning, that 
in which desire is borne by death? 

1. Lafan' 

, 

A man of desire, of a desire that he followed against 
his wil l  into ways in which he saw himself reflected in 
feeling, domination and knowledge, but of which he, 
unaided, s u d e d  in unveiling ... the unparalleled 
signifier: that phallus of which the receiving and the 
giving are equally impossible for the neurotic, whether 
he knows that the Other does not have it, or knows that 
he does have it, because in either cas his desire is 
elsewhere. 

I. Lacan' 
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In these words Lacan pays his tribute to the ethics of Freud - an 
ethics f i i y  situated in a desire borne by death; a desire in which 
we are all implicated in pure loss and for which as analysts, we 
necessarily pay with something of our being; we are dispossessed. 
The necessity for us as analysts to question that desire and to 
interrogate the notion of an ethics appropriate to the field of the 
Freudian unconscious is obvious but fraught with difficulties. My 
purpose in this paper on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the 
death of Freud will simply be to bring fomard some points from 
Lacan's revision of the question of ethics, in the field opened by the 
perseverance of this fearless clinician Freud. In no way am I 
attempting to solve the question for psychoanalysis, 1 cannot, but 
I can raise some points from this work which is unknown in 
English, in order to see what is useful for guidance of the 
questioning. 

A significant part of Lacan's year long seminar on ethics was 
devoted to his reading of Sophocles' Antigone. He proposes this 
work as a turning point in his consideration of the subject of ethics. 
He says that "tragedy for us analysts is present at the forefront of 
our experience manifested as such through the references that Freud 
found in Oedipus".' Amongst other things Lacan particularly finds 
in the example of tragedy the possibility of transmission regarding 
the aim of the desire. At the end of his year's work he arrives to 
a single questiodparadox formulated in the following terms. "Have 
you acted in accordance with the desire that inhabits you?"' He 
also, at that time, formulates what he regards as the sole aspect of 
culpability relevant within the psychoanalytic perspective, namely 
"to have given up on one's desire".' While Lacan looks in detail 
at the essence of tragedy, it is not a matter of proposing the ethics 
of tragedy as the ethics of psychoanalysis, rather it is a matter of 
clarifying the articulation of desire in such a way as to be able to 
correctly situate the question of ethics for psychoanalysis. I would 
propose that it is a question situated at the frontier of the Symbolic 
with the Real. To pose the question of ethics is to pose the 
question of making a judgement upon our action as analysts. If the 
question is situated at that frontier then "the Real interrogates'I6 our 
practice. 
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Traditionally the field of ethics has always been a matter, of 
ordering or arrangements of what Lacan calls the service of the 
good or the service of benefits (le service des biens).' The 
exemplary model of this is to be found in Aristotle's Nichomachean 
Ethics. You will find there beautifully argued, the case for a 
science of happiness. Lacan makes the point that this "service of 
the good" is very definitely founded upon the order of power. This 
order of power, says Lacan, "is too human because it cannot even 
make three in order to articulate itself".8 The good, the moral of 
Aristotle "...is founded entirely upon an order arranged elsewhere - 
ideal -but which all the Same is that which responds to the politics 
of his time. His moral is a moral of the master made for the 
virtues of the master".' In Book X of the Nichomachean Ethics, 
Aristotle seeks to define the nature of happiness. First of all he 
discards the idea that it is a disposition because he says "...if it 
were, it might belong to someone who was asleep throughout his 
life, living the life of a plant, ... we must rather class happiness as 
an activity, and if some activities are necessary and desirable for 
the sake of something else, while others are so in themselves, 
evidently happiness must be placed among those desirable in 
themselves ... because happiness does not lack anything, but is 
self-sufficient. Now those activities are desirable in themselves 
from which nothing is sought beyond the activity."" In the 
seminar Lacan deals at some length with the demand for happiness 
as it is received by the analyst. He illustrates there the function of 
the lure carried in the demand for happiness and how the analysis 
arrives at the impasse of a dual relation inasmuch as the demand 
for happiness is responded to. Clearly psychoanalysis is very far 
from being a discipline of happiness in that it is "...engaged in the 
central lack in which the subject experiences himself as desirenu; 
namely as desire of the Other, this "Other that does not exist, that 
lacks". 

Let us turn now to some of the details of Lacan's reading of 
Anrigone to further elucidate the passage of desire. Let us hegin 
by identifying the family of Labdacus. Firstly there is the 
grandfather Laius who was the legendary king of Thebes, son of 
Labdacus and great grandson of Cadmus" Laius was murdered 
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unknowingly by his son Oedipus, thereby setting in train the c u m  
pronounced by Pelops. 

The grandmother Jocasta subsequently married Oedipus and they 
had four children. The brothers Eteocles and Polynices, both 
cursed by Oedipus, died by each other's hand. The defender of 
"hebes, Eteocles, is given due funeral honours and is buried. 
Polynices, the attacker of Thebes, is left to rot, unburied. The two 
daughtem, Ismene and Antigone, are left under the care of Creon, 
the ruler of "hebes, after the death of Oedipus at Colonus. Jocasta 
the motber/wife/grandmother died by banging herself. Antigone 
disobeys Crwn's edict and performs the burial ritual for Polynices. 
She is sentenced to die by being immured in a cave. She, the 
daughter, actually dies by hanging herself, thereby repeating 
Jocasta's mode of death. Antigone's husband-to-be (not-to-be) 
Haemon, the son of Crwn and Eurydice, kills himself with his own 
sword. His mother Eurydice also kills herself with "whetted 
blade". 

"here in the family destiny is Sophocles' mapping of the path of a 
criminal desire. 

Lacan recommends what he calls "...the implacable method of the 
commentary of signifiers"." The text is short but it literally 
swarms with the following: 

The Birds: Vultures, eagles, keen eyed carrion birds, deadly 
talons, ravening birds of prey swooped. 

The Carcass: The cadaver, rotting. 

Death Man for every ill has found its remedy save 
only death. Death for death, blood for blood. 
Insatiable death. A living death. The maid that 
was married with death. You bear the burden 
of two deaths, it was his dying word. Death in 
payment for death - two debts to pay, one for 
life, one for the dead. 
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Law: 

The Father: 

Right: 

F a :  

Blindness: 

Brother: 

Mother: 

Truth 

On Ethics 

The Law of the gods - the non-written Laws. 
The Dike (Greek) of the gods, the Laws of 
heaven. This Law is immutable. 

The law of man; the law of cities; law of kings. 
Your will is law. Authority and rule. 

Interdiction - the order forbidding such an act. 

We will have no woman's law here while I live. 

Sin; the curse; no atonement; destruction. 

Wrong; good; evil; for your good; uttering evil 
in the guise of good. There is always someone 
ready to be lured to ruin by hope of gain. 

She wasn't at all frightened. Unashamed. The 
voices of pity. 

Blind folly. The blind man - obedience - goes 
where his leader tells him to. There you speak 
of your own symptom sir. 

Honour; dishonour; buried; unburied. 

A noose of her own making. 

Too late you have seen the truth. 
I must do it. 
How great calamity can come to man through 
man's perversity. l6 

Lacan comments that "...many of the moralists have seen in this 
tale a truly tender and charming little person..."" full of charity 
who does her duty. In his characteristic style he describes that 
kind of commentary as "bidet water". He says that in entering the 
text of Anrigone we seek something other than a moral lesson. 
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What we find here is a lesson about desire and its passage. If you 
read the above list aloud you will find in the calamity of signifiers 
that the lesson in desire is inescapably one of death. 

Aristotle in Poetics identifies the characteristics of tragedy as 
including "...the means of accomplishing through pity and fear the 
catharsis of the passions identical with this".'* One of the most 
striking features of Sophocles' text is that neither of the 
protagonists, Creon and Antigone, seems to know fear or pity. 
l l e y  are completely uncompromising. Right to the end Antigone 
is untouched by fear or pity. She, Lacan says, is the true hero. 
Creon however, the counter-hero, allows himself to be touched by 
fear in the end and it signals his downfall. 

Creon is brought forward as an example of one who wishes good; 
that is his role in the community, he guides it and protects it. He 
is there for the good of all." Lacan also poses him as a good 
demonstration of Practical Reason from the Kantian point of 
view.aD His interdiction concerning the burial of Polynices, the 
unworthy traitor and enemy of the fatherland is founded on the 
fact that one cannot equally honour those who have defended the 
fatherland and those who have attacked it - eminently reasonable 
for a ruler. His error would seem to have an ethical inflection in 
that it is according to Lacan, "ethics of the moment"," or an error 
of judgement. "Creon's error of judgement is to want to make of 
this good the law without limits, the law which goes beyond the 
borders. He does not even notice that he is crossing the infamous 
limit, namely the limit that Antigone defends, that is, the non- 
written laws of the Dike".= Creon's desire is to strike Polynices 
with the second death. 

As for Antigone, she is carried by a passion. As the daughter of 
Oedipus, who was smitten with the passion to know, she carries a 
heavy inheritance. All of the Sophoclean heroes are situated in 
what Lacan calls "a limit zone, a zone between life and death". 
Antigone is situated in this limit. Lacan refers constantly to "the 
limit of He takes it from the Greek text and comments that 
it appears at least twenty times in such a short play. He identifies 
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it as something that arises in the field of the Other. He says "...it 
is a question of nothing other than the situation of a limit upon 
which she sets up camp, and upon which she feels herself 
unassailable, and upon which nothing can bring it about that 
someone mortal can pass beyond. These are no longer the laws, 
but a certain legality, a consequence of the law, that one always 
translates as non-written, and which means in effect the law of the 
gods. It is a question of nothing other than the evocation of that 
which is in effect of the order of the law, but which is in no way 
developed in any signifying chain".u 

Lacan continues: 
It is a question of this limit, of this horizon inasmuch 
as it is determined by a structural relation which is 
very precisely that it only exists from the language of 
words, but which shows the uncrossable consequences 
of them. It is only from the moment in which words 
and language and the signifier enter into play that 
something may be said like this: "That my brother is 
everything that you wish, the criminal, the one who 
has wished to bum, to ruin the walls of the fatherland 
and to lead his compatriots into slavery, who has 
brought the enemies around the territory of the city, 
but in the end he is what he is ... because he my 
brother is my brother and his value is there." This 
brother is linked to the same father, namely on this 
occasion, that criminal father that the chorus evokes 
throughout the play. It is nothing other than the 
consequences of this crime that Antigone is in the 
process of wiping up. This is Antigone's motive in 
opposing Creon's edicts. She evokes no other right 
than the one that emerges in language, from the 
ineffaceable character of that which is, from the 
moment in which the signifier which emerges allows 
the stopping of it as a fixed thing across all flux of 
possible transformations. What is, is; and it is around 
this surface that the uncrossable, the unmovable 
position of Antigone is fixed.= 
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Lacan explains that Antigone leads right to the limit the 
accomplishment of what one may call pure desire, pure and simple 
desire for death; she incarnates it. If her desire must be the desire 
of the Other, and must be perched upon the desire of the mother, 
which is at the origin of everything - the desire of the mother is 
the founding desire of the whole structure - at the same time it is 
a criminal desire. Antigone is the guardian of the being of the 
criminal. Her path was to sustain her desire. She could have given 
up on her desire. She makes the sacrifice of her being to the 
maintenance of this essential being which Lacan calls "familial 
At&", the veritable axis around which the whole tragedy of 
Anfigone turns. However her desire aims Ektos Af6, that is, beyond 
At6. In 
speaking of the lamentation of Antigone, Lacan says 

From this moment, having crossed that which 
incarnates in her the entry into that which is, if one 
may say so, the symmetric of the mne beyond, 
between life and death, between physical death and 
the effacement of being, she -without yet being dead 
- is already erased from the number of the living." 

It is actually a matter of crossing the limits of At+. 

It is in this passage to the realization of the At6 of Antigone that 
Lacan finds what he calls a "violent illumination" in the moment 
of crossing. He even says that there is a certain blindness there. 

It may be of some assistance to know that At6 was ths eldest 
daughter of Zeus, her mother was Eris (Strife). At6 was the 
personification of blind folly, rendering her victims incapable of 
rational choice and blinding them to distinctions of morality or 
expedience. She apparently deceived Zeus and was flung from 
Olympus with the command that she should live among mankind. 
Agamemnon relates the tale of Atk's deception of Zeus in the Iliad 
as an excuse for his treatment of Achilles. fik is of interest also. 
She is regarded as the personification of discord. At the marriage 
of Peleus and Thetis she was the uninvited guest who flung, into 
the midst of the gathering, the golden apple inscribed with the 
words "for the fairest". Homer describes the deeds of Eris on the 
battlefield in the wake of Ares (the god of war) declaring that she 
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could not stop what she had once started and grew from a small 
size to a gigantic stature, she wanted to hear nothing but the groans 
of dying mean 

llrough this passage of the desire of Antigone we have arrived at 
Lacan's formulated question/paradox: Have you acted in 
accordance with the desire that inhabits you?' Of course this takes 
us to no less a question than the desire of the analyst. Safouan in 
his work on The Fornation ofAnalysts= takes up these questions 
particularly in terms of the responsibilities of analysts to 
psychoanalysis and he looks for the lessons from the history of 
failures. Regarding Lacan's formula of culpability, namely "where 
the subject gives up on his desire, we are sure that there, there is 
culpability", Safouan says "but we should note also that this 
formula does not assure us of the absence of culpability where he 
does not give up ... There are many cases where the subject does 
not give up on his desire and that this takes him straight to his 
downfall. Therefore, in wanting a guarantee against the lack of 
landmarks in this field of the relation of the unconscious desire 
with the Law, we can only appeal to arrangements whose only 
function is to do with appearances"." He also looks in detail at the 
failures in the &cole Freudienne de Paris and suggests in the end 
that the seriousness of Lacan's conception of the formation of 
analysts will always mobilize new desires. He wams those driven 
by those desires that they "...will have no problem in finding the 
principles so Iong us instead of the administrative apparatus where 
the institution is fmed as a 'moral person', a support for souls in 
need of an identification, could be substituted a place where 
everyone is aware of the consequences for the institution that one's 
position implies". 3o 

In Lacan's figure of the internal 8'' he traces the intersection of the 
demand and of desire; he says very clearly that it is a question of 
the desire of the analyst. He says that "a desire cannot be named, 
but circumscribed". He adds that the analyst's desire is not a pure 
desire, "it is a desire to obtain absolute differencena; that is, 
between the Ideal and the object. 
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I would propose that it is in the analyst giving up on his desire 
that the endless circuits of Demand are perpetuated in the path of 
identification with the Other ever present as totality. The alternative 
path, if the analyst can sustain his desire (a desire borne by death) 
and act in accordance with the desire that inhabits him, is to find 
the Nothing of the Other that does not exist. Thereby the analyst 
will occupy the place of the object that falls, the very same object 
that obfuscates the lack, thus opening the possibility of creation and 
a different jouisance.3 There is, however, a price to be paid in the 
entry of death into life: the place of the analyst who sustains his 
desire is also the place of debris. 
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Women, Love, Jouissance and Death 
Ricardo Estacolchic* 

I think there are at least four places in Freud's work where it is 
possible to make a reading that links, very simply and directly, 
women, love, jouissance and death. My intention is to define those 
four places, to prove that such a link is explicit in the internal logic 
of those four texts. These are: The Theme of the Three Caskets; 
A Special T y p  of Object Choice Made by Men; a dream in Die 
Trawndeuhrng dreamt by Freud; and The Taboo of Virginiv. 

It often happens - it happened to Freud - that when someone faces 
the enigmas of women, love, jouissance and death, he is drawn by 
this sequence of thought to consider the most heterogeneous 
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mythical or poetic sources to somehow find an answer. It happens 
that there are plenty of these. sources and, in general, they follow 
a pattern in which the man dies for his loved one. Since the 
variations on this pattern are well known, we can limit ourselves to 
remembering just a few of them. 

The Valkyries, also remembered by Freud in the f i t  of the texts, 
comes from the old German, "Wall" - killing, and "Kuren" - to 
choose. They were the goddesses who chose the brave young men 
who would have to die in battle. Hercules performs his heroic 
feats under Pallas Athene's gaze and Don Quixote charges at his 
windmills under the auspices of Dulcinea. 

In the tongo these ideas, of course, are very strong: 
But another love for that woman was born in the most 
renowned toura and under the weak light of a street 
lamp they fought a duelo criollo to the end. 

This idea leads us to the first text, where Freud writes about a 
man's choice of a woman expressed metaphorically as the choice 
of a small casket. In The Merchant of Venice, Bassanio - that is 
the lucky protagonist's name -is really a suitor. Apparently the 
nature of what he is after is not dubious; she is a very beautiful and 
clever woman, but his pretensions contain a question that Freud 
will later elucidate. When Bassanio has to choose among gold, 
silver and lead, he chooses lead, giving reawns which do nor 
sat* Freud at all. Freud finds those reasons so few and so forced 
that they lead to the f i t  clinical extrapolation: "When facing a 
patient that offers this kind of explanation, you have to suspect 
that 'secret motives' exist". 

The choice, of course, bears the mark of the ineluctable; but here 
it will be useful to conjecture with Freud along his associative path, 
without confronting his affirmations with the principles of formal 
logic. What we are interested in are the associative bonds that he 
proposes. The first thing Freud thinks about is another of 
Shakespeare's plays, King Lear, where, with another nuance, a man 
will choose among three women. Before favouring one of them 
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with his choice, Lear wants their lips to pour out words of love for 
him. Cordelia, the youngest, is the one who loves him the most, 
with such a deep love that she would never let her love be trapped 
by words; so, Cordelia loves and keeps silent. Thus, Freud is 
posing another nexus; just as in The Merchant of Venice the choice 
was lead which, compared to gold and silver, suggests nothing and 
is mute, so does Cordelia love and keep silent. 

Freud immediately proposes another clinical extrapolation, without 
any hesitation, this time in the oneiric field. He states that 
muteness represents death. We know that this type of translation 
gives rise to reserves amongst Lacanian analysts - reserves that are 
ahnost always justified. However, we will find support in lalangue 
for this translation of Freud: "she was silenced forever"; "she 
remained as silent as a tomb"; "the silence of a tomb". Freud adds 
that there is an associative link between the extreme paleness of the 
dead and the paleness of lead. After reinforcing his argument with 
a short story by Grimm, he concludes that the third woman, the 
chosen one, is dead, or even better, she is the Goddess of Death 
herself. 

We see how the pretension of the suitor called Bassanio is no 
longer simple. "If the third sister is Death, we know who all of 
them are. Tney are the Sisters of Destiny - Mouas, Parcaes or 
Nomas, and Atropos, the implacable". Having reached this stage, 
we could become perplexed for an instant because it seems that 
the suitor is looking for Death. How does Freud answer our 
perplexity? He says that "long ago" the Goddess of Love was 
"identical" to the Goddess of Death. "All the great divinities of the 
Eastern cultures seemed to have been generators as well as 
destroyers, Goddesses of Life as well as of Generation, and, at the 
same time, Goddesses of Death. Thus, the antithesis is sometimes 
substituted, which, in our case, is a primordial identity". We are 
already used to Freud's reference to "ancient times", and as far as 
we are concerned, we did not consider it neceSSary to verify the 
accuracy of this last statement, because we think that what it 
implies is very clear. There was (was?) a time when the path of 
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love with its promises of jouissance was exactly the same as ... the 
path of Death. 

Let us follow the text: "We could say that for men, there are three 
inevitable relationships with women, represented here as: the 
mother, the lover and the destroyer". I want to emphasize that 
Freud sets up this choice as inevitable, that is, Wo Es war, sol1 Ich 
wer&n. It is not "I want" but more precisely "I must". That is 
why he uses the expression "inevitable". Now then, "I must" what? 
To answer this it is necessary to consider the text A Spciof  lltpe 
of Object Choice Mu& by Men. 

When a child hears that he owes his life to his parents 
or that his mother has given life to him, some 
impulses arise in him that originate the desire to repay 
his parents with a similar gift, thus paying his debt ... 
The mother has given life to the child, and it is not 
easy to repay this gift with an equal one. 

In this moment, according to Freud, the fantasy of giving her or 
making a child with her appears. It seems plausible that, seeing 
that she has given life to him, the fantasy that appears is to make 
her "enjoy life", the life that she has given to him, and that is 
exactly why the child embarks on the adventure of being himself, 
that signifier that could satisfy the demand for jouissunce, that is: 
the phallus. In order for her to get jouissunce, he occupies the 
position of a body-phallus, or at least of being able to make his 
gift. If Little Hans says that the little thing to wee-wee will grow 
in his mother, it is because he himself is willing to give it to her, 
to give her "It" that has to do with jouissunce. "It" is something 
that will "really" make her enjoy, and this phallus gives origin to 
fallacy. This desire of "being his own father", explicitly mentioned 
by Freud, conveys the idea of a kind of jouissance outside the Law, 
inasmuch as the Law states its prohibition. 

If the conjectures mentioned above are correct, then a new effect 
of sense emerges regarding the Freudian statement of "his majesty 
the baby" who would be an heir to his parentd lost narcissism. Of 
course, it is true, but he also inherits a debt - the lost jouissunce, 
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what they did not enjoy. So, it could be stated that every demand 
he listens to holds a reminder of incest, and that this reminder 
could be called the super-ego. In my opinion, this is one of the 
sources of the feeling of affliction, on occasions even of treason, 
that a mother could feel toward her son, and which can usually be 
perceived directly. There is a tungo which fits this idea: 

My poor dear mother 
How many sorrows I've caused her 
How many times, hidc'en in a comer, 
Crying sad and defeated, I found her. 

How much jouissance he denied her! What a difference between 
the satisfaction that she expected to get and what she got! 

It is important not to forget that because of the prohibition of 
incest, not only does the child lose jouissance but also the first real 
Other, his mother, does too. This way of paying "a life with a life" 
is a retaliatory procedure that was seen by Freud as an aphorism of 
the unconscious that may have different clinical expressions. One 
very eloquent, is that of a young woman who gives birth to a child 
and hurries to hand it over to her mother, dreaming that in this way 
she could be released from her debt. Another one, evident in 
obsessive phenomenology, is the man who spends his life asking 
for his wife's "forgiveness", while forgetting her debtor balance, or 
as we say in Buenos Aires, her "overdrawn cheque account". 

If, to make the mother feel jouissance, it were enough to be the 
phallus, or to denote it, then the child would go to the place of the 
"lack" he disavows in his mother; he becomes a fetish, and that is 
what analytical theory calls the phallic conditioning of narcissism, 
through which the fallacy of narcissism is also seen. 

To dream of being the phallus it is enough for the subject to 
establish himself in the fallacy of satisfying the demand of the 
Other. 

I remember an analysand's narration about a family meeting. 
Several guests address the analysand's mother, a very old woman, 
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to bring back memories of things that happened many decadrs 
before and of which, to my amazement, the analysand seems to 
have no conscious register. In this context of "re-living", they 
were expressing to this woman their satisfaction about how "very 
straight" her sons had turned out, since it was "vox populi" that she 
treated them as girls. Of course, the analysand rejected that gossip, 
although his choice of object was homosexual. 

The third text I mentioned, a dream of Freud's, is the following: 
I enter a kitchen asking for a dish of Melphise, a meal 
based on flour. In the kitchen I find three women. 
One of them, the housewife, is turning something in 
her hands as if she were making meatballs, and she 
answers that I have to wait until she finishes. I 
become impatient and leave the place offended. I put 
on a coat, but the first 1 choose is very long. I then 
take another that has a large Turkish drawing 
embroidered on it. At this moment, a long-fad 
stranger with a small chin comes in and does not let 
me put on the coat, claiming that it belongs to h i .  
Then, 1 show him that it is covered with Turkish 
embroidery, but he asks me: What do you care about 
the embroidered Turkish drawings? However, we stay 
together harmoniously. 

I will only mention a few of Freud's associations He remembers 
the first novel he read; beginning it from the end of the fmt 
volume as if unconscious knowledge had sent h i  straight in the 
right direction! He will never retain the author's name, but he will 
have a vivid remembrance of the story's end -the unconscious takes 
what belongs to it where it is found. What end? The protagonist 
goes mad and untiringly repeats the name of the three women that 
have represented the greatest happiness and the greatest disgrace in 
his life. "The three women could again be associated with the 
three Parcaes who weave men's destinies and 1 know ... that one of 
these three women is the mother who gives life to man..." One of 
the Parcaes moves her hands one against the other, an action that 
Freud needs to elucidate. Tlis leads him to an old memory, when 
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he was six, perhaps seven years old and his mother appeared saying 
that "we are all made of earth". Little Sigmund did not believe it. 
To convince him she rubbed her hands, as if making meatballs, and 
showed him the blackened flakes that appeared after making this 
movement, "as a proof of the earth we are made of". 

Now, we notice that something is insisting, striking, going back to 
the same place: three women, three Goddesses and a horizon of 
love, madness and death. 

Everyone knows the impact produced by the first novel he read or 
remembered, bad or good, it is never just any novel. And Freud 
states his recollection -whether concealing something or not, does 
not matter here - by having begun to read his novel from the end 
of the first volume. What a curious way of reading a novel, as if 
knowing beforehand that good part of its contents could be left 
aside, or as if perhaps foreseeing Lam's exclamation: "I do not 
find, I search". 

At this point, we could affirm that the appeal to the Parcaes must 
not be considered something accidental that is used to reinforce a 
statement, but rather, the explanation of the bringing together of 
women, love, jouissance and death in the Freudian unconscious. 
Let us continue with the associative thread Freud was astonished 
at his mother's demonstration, and says that he referred to that 
learning in the phrase, "We owe nature a death". It is the same to 
say that the mother, who gives l i e ,  also gives a debt of death. 
After all, it is evident that every sexuated being that is born will 
die, but what is not so obvious is that the debt engraved in the 
unconscious follows the track of the demand of the Other, and 
which could be demanded of the other sex. 

In The Taboo of virginity, Freud makes us consider a kind of 
veneration seasoned with horror that "the feminine" causes in the 
other sex. He writes about the sometimes very complicated 
procedures that some primitive communities have invented to keep 
the husband from performing his wife's defloration. Freud 
immediately declares that such taboos have not disappeared at all, 
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and he again refers to what is called the "popular soul and the 
poets". Since the hymen works as a metaphor of the "feminine 
mystery", Freud wonders what reasons could exist for such a taboo 
to gain and keep such force. He remembers the title of a play, 
firgin's Venosn, which, according to him, recalls a belief sustained 
by a snake charmer. Which one? That if they have a piece of 
cloth which is bitten fmt, in which the poison is spilled, after this, 
they are able to handle the object without any danger. The 
protagonist of the play, another suitor, is in the same position as 
B&o in The Merchunt of Venice. This original suitor conceives 
the idea that another man marries her fmt  and he will many her 
afterwards. But "after" what? When she becomes a widow. He 
seems to give in to the idea that he is still a child who "ignores 
everything about life". Here, too, Freud might say that the 
unconscious suspects "other reasons', because if we consider the 
title of the play and the certainty of her future widowhood, then 
the only thing that stands out in this young woman regarding this 
kind of "massive ignorance about the things of life" is that she 
ignores her own dangerousness. 

Freud further mentions Hebbel's tragedy Judith and Holofernes. 
He uses only one of Judith's expressions - "My beauty is like a 
poisonous flower, it produces cure and death" - in his reasoning. 
She is still a virgin, her f i t  husband could not even get close to 
her, paralysed by an enigmatic fear. Holofemes is a poweIful 
leader, feelings like piety or fear never arise within him. A hero, 
always triumphant, he in fact will deflower Judith, and she will 
behead him with his own sword. At this point, it is clear to Freud 
that the rites organized around the taboo aim at outlining a path, 
foreseen as dangerous, a danger that Freud thinks is possible to call 
"archaic reaction of hostility". 

What is this archaic reaction? How should we think about it? 
Freud immediately makes a clinical extrapolation and it is here that 
he will find the answer. He asks himself what happens to those 
women who, "Even though they seem to be dissociated from their 
husbands, cannot become untied from them". Perhaps, if we get 
into the nature of this bond, we could find an answer to our 

124 

Women, Love, Joprissance and Death 

question. Freud thinks that the bond which attaches them to theu 
husbands is surely neither love nor desire any more, but when they 
try to become untied, and go towards another man, for instance, 
they cannot. It is evident that they try to do it but a mysterious 
force, working silently, does not let them. Freud answers very 
simply - but the intellect does not approve of this answer either - 
"they have not fiiished taking revenge yet". As in the case of 

other truths that psychoanalysis teaches us, the intellect reacts with 
an initial rejection. 

ntis revenge drive is a force which appears in clinical cases that 
we would be tempted to qualify as "demonic", in the same way that 
Freud called this kind of satisfaction, surprising, because they go 
beyond pleasure, and that on some occasions we, the analysts, call 
jouissunce. The satisfaction found in causing death, even better, a 
slow death, as usually happens, might not be so surprising if we 
remember that revenge has always been thought of as a pleasure 
reserved specifically for the Other World, only for the Gods - to 
remain the exquisite jouissnnce of Gods. 

Translated by Olga Stutz and Cynthia Beurnan 
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Why Metaphor? 
Gayle Norbury 

If you are not mming to put into 
question everything you do, I don't 
8ee wby you are here. 

Lam' 

In this paper we trace fragments of an analysis, from the original 
and fundamental question in psychoanalysis, "What do you want?", 
to desire for the analysand. For the theory and the practice, it is to 
recognize that in this process the question, even though named, is 
always answered elsewhere; beyond the metaphor. - 

What I would like to achieve in this paper is to give a sense. of a 
particular subject alienated from her language, showing that the 
failure to recognize by the ego is, as Lacan teaches us," ... the very 
foundation of the technique of analysis".' 
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Our subject entered the room, placed umbrella, keys, hand-bag, 
glasses and coat slowly on a chair. 

In order to b o w  how to reply to the subject in 
analysis, the procedure is to recognize first of all the 
place where his ego is, the ego that Freud himself 
defined as an ego formed of a verbal nucleus; in other 
words, to know through whom and for who the subject 
poses his 4uestion.' 

What does she want? She says she wants to be an analyst, is quite 
normal and apparently has all the normal objects to display and 
thus prove it. 

Months p d .  Her speech covered the usual and unusual family, 
career and romantic topics: "soap operas" of disappointments for 
her, but she remains unaffected. She lies on the couch and we 
wait, watch and listen as she continues to unpack and pack her 
objects, punctuating the sessions. 

Her "I want to be an analyst" calls for a reply, as "all speech calls 
for a reply".' We move through her idle chatter and silence, but 
what was in her appeal beyond this void in her speech?' She 
knows her history only as a token of recognition and she must 
Jeam in the process that her "speech confers meaning on the 
functions of the individual".6 Its symbols operate on her history 
and make links to recognition. She is cut off and makes no links 
to her history "as history constitutes the emergence of truth in the 
rea]".' 

One day upon entering, she casually remarks, "You have a spider 
in the corner" and fails to unpack her objects. "1 am short-sighted 
and wear glasses, but I am not short-sighted about spiders ... I 
would even say I am phobic". She speaks via a metaphor instead 
of acting. 

... when the subject's question has taken on the form of 
true speech, we give it the sanction of our reply, but 
thereby we have shown that true speech already 
contains its own reply.' 
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She says she cannot go into a room for days if she knows that 
spiders have been there. We trace that she hyperventilates if she 
sees spiders that are dark, brownish and large like "Huntsmen". 
She checks behind curtains, looks in her car and does not park 
under trees. After being told that someone found a spider in their 
rolled-up newspaper, she is anxious and says, "I realize that spiders 
can be found anywhere". 

What is it that is said in this negation, "I am not short-sighted 
about spiders"? What does the subject demand in her words? Who 
should understand this demand? Is it for the analyst involved in 
treatment and the transmission of theory? Or is it for the analysand 
possibly interested in cure and eventual recognition of her own 
speech? 

How then is her lack of an act and her full speech linked to her "I 
want"? 

Firstly, as analysts, we have learned previously that in phobia, by 
the absence of an object of satisfaction, the object avoided is the 
object that reminds one of its lack. But this recognition must come 
from the analysand. The theory can trace the object into the 
presenting symptoms; it can be read and understood, but cure 
involves some recognition into the metaphor of "not being short- 
sighted about spiders". It would be pointless "... to explain the 
symptom by its meaning so long as that meaning is not 
recopni~ed'.~ 

Secondly, we know that in metaphor something is expressed but 
not in a literal way. The metaphor allows the beyond of language 
to be expressed in speech as a quest for recognition. 

So we continue listening to her stories over time: 

She wishes that her father would die, especially when he enters 
hospital which he has done on several occasions. On one such 
occasion she had the old family dog put down. 
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She dreams of dogs dying or being injured. She even dreams that 
it is a lie. 

After recognizing that she in fact dreams of spiders every night, 
she recalls two childhood stories: 

My job was to shake the table cloth outside, near the 
back door. One night the light was not on and so I 
put my hand on the switch and onto a large, hairy 
spider. (6 years of age.) 

I remember the cruelty of my father. I was inside the 
house and our dog was yelping and going crazy. I 
was not supposed to see, but from the back door I 
caught a glimpse of my father standing over the 
incinerator, holding a puppy and cutting off its tail 
with garden shears. (4 years of age.) 

In adolescence she wonders about her growing genitals and whether 
she is growing into a boy. 

The analyst listens, but in speaking the subject stark to recognize 
her history in her own speech as desire. 

A curious girl of four needed to know what her father was doing 
and catches a glimpse of castration. By six she knows the 
difEerence between the sexes; girls are boys with puppy-dog tails 
removed. She knows the question: "What are little boys made of? 
Slugs and snails and puppy-dogs tails".10 By sixteen she is unsure 
if she is a girl and must look at genitals in a book. In adulthood 
she has ample opportunity in her choice of career to compare 
visually also. 

Her "not being short-sighted about spiders" signifies her whole 
history. Her name, meaning "a number of men", joins in the 
significations as does her fear of the Huntsman. She lures many 
men to her but does not enjoy any of them. Freud says, 

... speak of chance, gentlemen, if you like. In my 
experience I have observed nothing arbitrary in the 
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field, for it is cross-checked in such a way that it 
escapes chance." 

The puppy was brownish and she saw the brown fur with its lack. 
She saw in an instant all her short-sightedness. Her lack of 
being, then installed, is negated. 

... it's the symbolic relation which defines the position 
of the subject as seeing.u 

She finds in the spider a ready-made symbol to signify the cutting 
of puppies' tails, which signified castration, which signified the 
difference between the sexes, which signified female genitals, fear 
of the father, etc. ... to desire. All are to be avoided and are to be 
unravelled retroactively with many cross-checks. 

In order to free the subject's speech, we introduce her 
into the language of her desire, that is to say, into the 
primary language in which, beyond what she tells us 
of herself, she is already talking to us unknown to 
herself and in the first place, in the symbols of the 
symptom." 

We know that desire is to patch a hole, a lack, so how is her "I 
want" and the metaphor linked? We learn from Lacan that there 
is a fundamental lack of being, which is born as a lost object after 
the initial infant/mother relationship is punctured. The chid is 
separated and learns to suffer the presence and absence of the 
mother and by using the word, a presence is made of an absence" 
and so language is then mastered in a series of similar oppositions. 
The being demands, but what is demanded cannot be found again 
since by its very nature it is lost. It is only in language then that 
we can find a reference to this loss which is at the heart of being 
and is experienced by being unable to express itself until 
remembered in the clinic. 

Lacan's &jet a or Freud's a h  Ding represent this impossible 
primordially lost object. So how will the pursuit of this &jet a 
manifest itself in neurosis and in particular, in this case of phobia? 

... since it is the language that seizes desire at the very 
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moment in which it is humanized by making itself 
recognized, it is absolutely particular to the subject.u 

She finally declares that &e is interested in "the support of women 
by women." "I am always involved with men who are already 
involved with other women." She discovers her attraction to 
women allowed through men. 

It is inasmuch as, at the heart of the experience of the 
unconscious, we are dealing with that organ - 
determined in the subject by the inadequacy organized 
in the castration complex - that we can grasp to what 
extent the eye is caught up in a similar dialectic." 

She sees the lack of a puppy's tail, touches a spider and wonders 
if she is turning into a boy. She avoids spiders, the female 
genitals, the lack in her desire. The nodal point between her 
unconscious and her sexuality is desire; she wants intact female 
genitals not mutilated by the law of the father. The impossible is 
placed onto women but via men. Her return to valuing the female 
as a sexual object is, for her, a refinding and is what Lacan calls 
elevating an object to the dignity of The Thing." This re-found 
object signifies the lost object. Her screen memory of her father 
is the closest that we can approach. 

... analysis is the reintegration by the subject of her 
history ... what matters is what she reconstructs of it." 

However, it is the subjects' very refusal of their own meaning in 
the past and in the present that poses the problem for them with 
the symptom.'9 Our analysand confirms her confusion about her 
attraction to women, resists M h e r  analysis and learns from her 
speech that her desire is not to be an analyst. 

We can see the misrecognition of her original "I want" through the 
symbol and trace the signifiers replacing one by another through a 
number of affirmations and negations to which she is attached. 
We remind ourselves of the objects displayed at the beginning of 
the analysis up until her metaphor emerges and we also remind 
ourselves that, 
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... everything in the way she behaves indicates that she 
knows that there is something that she doesn't want to 
recognize. 

The awareness of these topological relationships was not fully 
articulated by her words "I am not short-sighted about spiders". 
She uses a metaphor for the analyst to hear. Her full speech then 
allows her entrance, in her own recognition beyond the words of 
her metaohor, to desire - a desire to which she was once, indeed, 
short-sighted. 
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Theory of Seduction and 
Seduction by Theory 

David Pereira 

In the present paper I propose to, firstly, undertake an examination 
of the antecedents of and shift in the seduction theory of Freud, and 
the implications this held for the development of psychoanalytic 
theory and practice; and secondly, to consider the epistemological 
implications of such a shift. 

As we know, the seduction theory bas its origins in the clinical 
work of Freud which found some articulation with Charcot's views 
on traumatic hysteria. In such a view, symptoms could be traced 
back to passive sexual experiences, to seduction, which Freud also 
defines as infantile sexual trauma. At this stage in the development 
of his thinking Freud holds the Scene of trauma to be a seduction 
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in reality; there was a pre-eminence of the reality of infantile 
s e d  scenes. In 1924 in a footnote added to his paper Ihe 
Aetiology of Hysteria, where this particular view on seduction is 
propounded, Freud notes that he overvalued reality at the expense 
of phantasy. 

n i s  was more or less, the state of affairs until late in 1897. The 
shift that Freud makes from this position is clearly stated in the 
letter to Fliess dated September 21st 1897. He states there: 

And now I want to confide in you immediately the 
great secret, that has been slowly dawning on me in the 
last few months. I no longer believe in my neurotica. 
This is probably not intelligible without an explanation; 
after all, you yourself found credible what I was able 
to tell you. So 1 will begin historically and tell you 
where the reasons for disbelief came from. The 
continual disappointment in my efforts to bring a single 
analysis to a real conclusion ... the absence of the 
complete successes on which I had counted; the 
possibility of explaining to myself the partial successes 
in other ways, in the usual fashion this was the first 
group. Then the surprise that in all cases, the father, 
not excluding my own, had to be. accused of being 
perverse - the realisation of the unexpected frequency 
of hysteria, with precisely the same conditions 
prevailing in each, whereas surely such widespread 
perversions against children are not very probable. Ibe 
incidence of perversion would have to be. immeasurably 
more frequent than the resulting hysteria because the 
illness, after all, occurs only where there has been an 
accumulation of events and there is a contributory 
factor that weakens the defence. Then, third, the 
certain insight that there are no indications of reality in 
the unconscious, so that one cannot distinguish between 
truth and fiction that has been invested with affect .... 
Fourth, the consideration that in the most 
deep-reaching psychosis the unconscious memory does 
not break through, so that the secret of childhood 
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experiences is not disclosed even in the most confused 
del irium... 

Because of these considerations Freud concluded that: 
... only later experiences give the impetus to phantasies, 
which then hark back to childhood, and with this the 
factor of an hereditary disposition regains a sphere of 
influence from which 1 had made it my task to 
dislodge it - in the interest of illuminating neurosis. 

What we see, therefore, is that because of the weight of its own 
improbability, because it was no longer credible, Freud produces 
a shift in the seduction theory - a modification, stressing that he 
was not abandoning the theory. This modification resulted in the 
development of the importance of phantasies - that "between the 
symptoms and the childish impressions there were inserted the 
patient's phantasies". Trauma in reality was found to be 
insufficient to explain the actual character of symptoms; it was not 
possible to identify a single pathogenic influence - the theory 
becomes more complex. 

In the shift, there is a disarticulation of the scene of trauma from 
that of reality. It is in the space of this disarticulation that 
phantasy comes to acquire its significance. What Freud poses is 
that phantasy confers a retroactive significance on childhood 
impressions. This is one of the first implications of the 
modification of the seduction theory - a break with a chronology 
as linear and essentially developmental. In the letter of 21st 
September 1897, phantasy acquires a retroactive structuring 
function that was previously not formalised. There had been 
previous developments along this line, previous attempts. Consider 
the letter of May 2nd 1897 with its enclosed Drafr L on The 
Architecture of Hysteria. Freud states there that: 

Everything goes back to the reproduction of Scenes. 
Some can be obtained directly, others always by way 
of phantasies set up in front of them ... They are 
protective structures and serve for relief ... The aim 
seems to be to reach the earliest sexual scenes. In a 
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few cases this is achieved directly, but in. others only 
by a detour via phantasies. For phantasies are psychic 
facades produced in order to bar a m  to these 
memories: 

With the disarticulation of the scene of trauma from reality, these 
scenes acquire a different significance and locality, as they 
approach the "Other Scene" of Fechner. 

In Drafr M, once again concerned with the architecture of hysteria, 
Freud writes: 

... these scenes are arranged in order of increasing 
resistance ... the path taken.by analytic work first goes 
'down in loops to the scenes or to their proximity, then 
from a symptom a little deeper down, and then again 
from a symptom, deeper still. 

Freud also produces here a diagram to represent the ordering of 
these scenes and which invites the positioning of an asymptote, 
beyond which we would locate the Other scene as radically Other - something that is approached but never entirely reached. 

What Freud discovers is that the truth of the subject is not the 
reality of the subject, and therefore that psychoanalysis is not an 
enterprise of an adaptation or adjustment to reality. The truth of 
the subject is that which disappears in the navel of the dream, 
leaving, however, the shred of an object around which the subject 
phantasmically structures h i l f  in the face of such a 
disappearance. 

From a position which, to some degree, still laboured under the 
problem of a reading of direct representation - where symptoms 
could be traced back to seductions in reality - Freud moves to the 
thesis of the representation of the representation whose effects are 
conferred retroactively. This, Freud states, allows the texture of 
the neuroses and their relation to the patient's life to become 
intelligible. This texture is afforded by a circumvention of the two 
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- dimensionality that Freud felt previously constrained his theory 
of the neuroses. 

With the scene of the trauma of seduction being unhinged from 
reality, Freud begins to locate the place of work of the analyst as 
not of the order of reality. What phantasy puts into question are the 
distinctions true/false and actualhivented; affording, rather, the 
development of the distinction between truth and reality. Freud 
locates this as the distinction between psychical reality and material 
reality in affirming psychical reality as decisive. In the letter of 
21st September 1897 Freud notes, you will remember, that one of 
the difficulties that he faced with the seduction theory, that is, 
where trauma was to be located in reality, was that it was not 
possible to bring a single analysis to a real conclusion. This is to 
say that it was not possible to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion 
when such a conclusion concerned itself with a question ofreality 
- analysis was limited by a conception of reality. Similarly, in this 
Same letter, Freud is compelled to recognise the implications of the 
fact that there were no indications of reality in the unconscious, a 
conclusion already formalised in the structure of the psychic 
apparatus proposed in the letter of December 6th 1896 - the famed 
letter 52. 

The conclusion to be drawn from the proposals of the letter of 21st 
September 1897 is that phantasy comes, through its retroactive 
signlfying function, to be productive of reality. Clearly, the 
modification of the seduction theory produces more than the 
realisation of infantile sexuality. 

For Freud, then, the Scene of trauma is distinct from the scene of 
reality. It is phantasy that organises and structures the scene of 
trauma, as an "Other Scene" to produce reality. It is when one 
begins to speak of structure in the Freudian teaching tl;at there 
emerges a concept of a Symbolic Order, the structuring effect of 
which is articulated by Freud in the history of the subject as the 
Oedipus Complex and the attendant prohibition of incest. It is on 
this that phantasy leans in structuring trauma to produce reality. 
You will remember that Freud, in the letter of 21st September 
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1897, concludes that the movement away from reality and the 
aetiological significance of traumatic seductions in reality allow 
the factor of hereditary disposition to regain a sphere of influence. 
Freud variously refers to such a hereditary disposition as a 
constitutional foundation, archaic heritage or phylogenetic 
foundation, referring to a constitution that was not genetically 
transmitted, but acquired and a pre-condition for the constitutive 
effects of phantasy. 

What we arrive at is that there is a beyond of phantasy that in 
being structured produces reality. There is no question of trauma 
or phantasy, but an essential dialectic that opens the question of 
the meaning of trauma in psychoanalysis. In developing this we 
would propose that phantasy establishes a border with trauma. 

Tlis beyond of phantasy, the scene of trauma that was distinct from 
reality, finds in Freud a representation as something that exceeds 
the subject's capacity to accommodate it, to symbolise or structure 
it as part of subjective reality. Trauma belongs to a scene that is 
radically Other - the place of the truth of the subject, the place of 
the failure of knowledge. 

For Freud, trauma had the effect of utter helplessness and was to 
be. distinguished from a simple danger situation in this respect. 
Once again, there is a developing distinction between reality and 
this "Other Scene" of trauma. 

It is with this scene of trauma, the place of the absolutely not 
known, that phantasy establishes a dialectic. Tlk is not to say 
that a traumatic event may not occur in reality, but rather that 
Freud distinguishes it from a scene of trauma which only acquires 
a significance retroactively; that is, when phantasy retroactively 
confers it with a significance. This is when it acquires a status in 
subjective reality. Phantasy thus orients itself to the scene of 
trauma, it has a border with the place of trauma, and in structuring, 
produces reality. It is phantasy that may be said to render the 
non-propositional, propositional. 
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Phantasy, for Freud, is a defence, a facade, a protective structure., 
but one that in itself leans on a structure in order to constitute itself 
and confer its significance retroactively. It is in this way that 
phantasy affords a procurement of the subject in the face of trauma; 
this is the nature of the relation that phantasy keeps with trauma. 
Phantasies, Freud notes, have a constitutive function in the face of 
trauma akin to the restitutive function of the imaginary creations of 
paranoiacs that manifest as delusions. 

Phantasy, broadly speaking, is the attempt at restitution in the face 
of trauma. The retroactive structuring function of phantasy allows 
the procurement of the subject, in his constitution, in the face of 
subjective destitution. 

If I have laboured somewhat this question of trauma and the border 
that phantasy makes with trauma, the face of phantasy directed to 
trauma and productive of reality, it is in order to be able to 
interrogate the epistemological implication of the shift in the 
seduction theory. Let us consider this then: what implications does 
the shift have for the development of theory in psychoanalysis, and 
for the position of the analyst in relation to this theory? 

When Freud produces a shift from his theory of seduction because 
of what he held to be its own improbability, he demonstrates 
something quite important - his refusal to be seduced by his own 
theory. In producing a modification to his views, Freud 
distinguishes the theoretical work of psychoanalysis from mere 
speculation or reflection. Freud is able to sustain an injury to his 
narcissism and not occupy the place of a protective reflection, but 
rather seeks to interrogate his own theory, inscribing in it a radical 
eccentricity; this is to say, a direction counter to the centrating 
closure of a comfortable and well worn knowledge. 

It is the work - work he describes as honest and vigorous - that is 
the treasure. Freud maintains a relation with the possibility of 
discovering something new, occupying the position of the one who 
does not know and risking all that was certain in this enterprise. 
Thus, apart from the theoretical yield, the shift of theory in itself 
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conies to point to something important for psychoanalysts and 
psychoanalysis - the position of the analyst in his clinical practice 
and the reIation between this practice and the theory of 
psychoanalysis. What we can discern in the act of modifying the 
seduction theory is the fact that for Freud the theory of 
psychoanalysis was an interpretation - in the psychoanalytic sense, 
but not directed toward sense - of his clinical practice. 

In his paperhalysis Terminable and Interminable, in commenting 
upon the work of psychoanalysis, Freud acknowledges that 
theorising in psychoanalysis has the status of "phantasying"; this is 
to say that the psychoanalyst has a relation to his object of study - 
the unconscious - that articulates itself as phantasy. It is in this 
action of phantasy that psychoanalysis moves, and in particular, it 
is at the border phantasy makes with the scene of trauma - that 
place of failure of knowledge - that the clinical and theoretical 
yield of psychoanalysis is produced, not at the border it makes 
with reality. We come to note again that Freud does not abandon 
trauma but reality in developing the theory of phantasy. Rather 
than abandonment, there is a detour around trauma that in itself is 
constitutive of psychoanalysis. 

In his paper On the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement 
Freud recalls that the shift from the seduction theory left him 
bewildered, helpless and without being able to make sense. of what 
was before him. He asks, however, if this could be the state of 
being on the verge of some new insight. Similarly, in the letter 
of the 21st September 1897 itself, Freud writes of the complete 
collapse of his theory as it stood and his inability to gain an 
understanding of the implications of his new position - he did not 
know where he stood. 

All this is of far more than simply historical interest. What Freud 
tells us is that he locates himself on the edge of trauma - the 
trauma of the failure of knowledge and understanding. It is in 
these moments of the failure of understanding and theoretical 
catastrophe - essential disjunctions - that the theoretical and 
clinical yield of psychoanalysis is produced. Thus, while there is 
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a knowledge in psychoanalysis, a theory, it only has a status in 
relation to its edge, to the border it makes with non-knowledge 
and the access it provides to the supplementary. This is what 
presents itself as the cutting edge of psychoanalysis. 

This is what Freud shows us in regard to what phantasy orients 
itself to that does not admit of a seduction by theory. This 
particular face of phantasy, as we have seen, is the space of non- 
identity, of knowledge in failure, the place of the insistence of a 
supplementary term that does not condescend to an entrapment and 
subsequent impotence in an identity that fails to retain a border 
with the supplementary. The place of the analyst, then, is on the 
border of the supplementary, the place of the term in excess, the 
border that phantasy makes with the trauma of the not-known. It 
is here that the yield of psychoanalysis is produced, in the 
non-seduction by theory. 

In the place of comfortable identity there is no disquieting term in 
excess, there is the defence of dogma and seduction by theory, an 
institutional attempt to keep sealed and consecrate the Freudian 
discovery - a sanitisiig of the unconscious such that there is no 
possibility of being infected by the plague that is the Freudian 
discovery. 

The Freudian School of Melboume was invited to participate IY A Tribufc lo 
Freud, a Memorial Lecture Programme organized on the 50th Anniversary of the 
death of Freud by the Psychiakic Treatment Cent% Prince Henry's Hospital, 
Monash Medical Centre, Monash University, on Urd September 1989. The 
present paper was read and published in A nib"* lo Freud. Editor, E. S. 
Rustomjee. 
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The Transference of Freud 
Maria In& Rotmiler de Zenlner 

lhe Chiefpafienr I am concenud wih is myserf: 
Freud, 1897. 

I hnve succeeded where he p o r u ~ i a c  fails. 
Freud, 1910. 

We know from our own experience as analysts, as well as from the 
written testimony left by Freud, that the so-called self-analysis in 
the field of psychoanalysis, undoubtedly, does not exist. Think 
for only one moment that if self-analysis existed, then transference, 
the cornerstone of psychoanalysis, would have to be re-written as 
self-transference. I do not think it necessary to take this paradox 
any further. Suffice to say that it would lead to a sort of 
theoretical chaos because it expresses exactly the opposite of the 
fundamentals of the theory itself, as welt as a counter-experience 
of what the clinical work teaches us, plus a sort of narcissistic 
delusion of self reference. 
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Transference is the enactment of the unconscious inasmuch as the 
unconscious appears in an analysis expressly addressed to an other. 
Of course, the physical presence of an other is not necessary for 
transference to be directed. And this is perhaps the point that most 
contributed to so many speaking about the so-called self-analysis 
of Freud. 

The question that we should without doubt emphasise, is that this 
necessity - even though mistaken - to speak of a self-analysis, 
originates from a specific factor: the theoretical difficulty that has 
existed from the beginnings of psychoanalysis to conceptualise the 
incandescent problem that Fliess, the number one analyst of the 
first analyst - inventor of psychoanalysis, not only theoretical but 
clinical - was someone who, definitively, had not had an analysis 
himself. What has been done then with this true theoretical scandal 
other than its having been transformed - in spite of Freud's 
warning that there is no self-analysis in psychoanalysis? Let us 
remember here that Freud himself said that he could only analyse 
his dreams when he treated them as belonging to someone else. 

That this theoretical scandal has perturbed all analysts, except. 
Freud, who never thought it necessary to apologise for this apparent 
original sin, should have been sufficient reason to question the 
theoretical motive that was involved in tackling the question from 
the famous although inexistent self-analysis. Without going any 
further, we will lay bare what, for being well known, is no less 
ignored. If an analyst can only be so after having passed through 
an analysis, and there is no dispute whatsoever between analysts 
that this is one of the conditions, then what of Freud? It is around 
this point that analysts have felt the inhibition and discomfort that 
Freud never felt nor expressed. Moreover, Freud was able to 
affirm the need of the analysis of the analyst, rejecting 
self-analysis as nonsensical at the same time as practising 
psychoanalysis without, apparently, having been analysed. Was 
there analysis or not? The convenient answer that he was the first 
and that therefore there was no one to analyse him, is not only 
insufficient; it also leaves the problem where it would have been 
necessary to start interrogating it, since if that is the answer that 
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follows, how can analysts ignore that Freud was the founder of 
psychoanalysis but was never an analyst, having agreed that a 
condition necessary to be an analyst is an analysis itself? It is 
precisely here that the idea of a self-analysis appears as a 
theoretical alibi. Therefore, wanting to redeem Freud as analyst but 
lacking in turn a theory of analysis that would correspond with the 
Freudian discovery, is where this spurious idea of self-analysis 
appears. 

We hope that this will attract your attention to something that 
makes of this answer a symptom; a symptom that, in my 
understanding, partly explains the famous problem of defining who 
is an analyst and who is not, since this definition - for arising 
precisely from the lack of theory of those who pronounce it - 
renders it impossible to situate Freud structurally. ?his is a 
dead end paradox unless we risk reading what Freud wrote with his 
own hand in his works where, rather than trying to be didactic, he 
left traces of his analysis and also of his tranference as a testimony. 

This writing of mine that I am reading to you because both the 
voice and writing of Freud ceased 50 years ago, clearly finds its 
theoretical position within the thesis that what we consider the' 
unconscious includes the Other. All idea of self-analysis, even 
when identified with the prestige of Freud, is no more than the 
phantasy of auto-gestation, common in what we know as The 
Family Romance of the Neurotic; except that this time it would be 
The Family Romance of the Analyst. Where was the analysis of 
Freud? Who was his analyst? Why should such a question 
provoke scandal? Why did this question have to be resolved with 
a formula which, in reality, makes of the analysis no more than a 
counter-analysis? These are matters that we ought to be able to 
answer on the fiftieth year of the death of Freud, if it is true, and 
not a mere formality, that psychoanalysis holds a relationship with 
truth and that the psychoanalyst could not possibly be above it. 
It is probable that this statement will compel some to reconsider 
trutbs that, for reasons of intellectual commodity, have been 
considered as eternal, notwithstanding the fact that Freud himself 
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discarded them long before they were formulated, reified and 
enthroned by his followers. 

So let us start, not through the principle of chronology, but through 
the principle of analysis. You will remember the most famous of 
the analysands of Freud, the one who was to become "the only 
analyst that Hungary gave us and one of the greatest as well"- 
FerenCzi. When Freud in 1910 went to Sicily for a holiday with 
Ferenai, the latter complained bitterly of the coldness and distance 
Freud had shown him. You also know Freud's answer to this 
complaint in his letter of 6 October 1910: "I am not the 
psychoanalytic superman that you construed in your imagination...". 
In the same letter, Freud spoke of his relationship to Fliess, of his 
homosexuality and how he did not feel the need - since the end of 
his contact with Fliess - to relate again with someone else in the 
same way and with the same degree of intimacy. What exactly 
was Freud saying at that moment? 

As always, we think it is pertinent here to follow the narrative of 
Freud, accompanied in this case by the narrative of Fliess. What 
Fliess tells us of the end of that relationship curiously overlaps with 
the clinical criticism that Ferenczi directs to Freud; that is, not 
having analysed sufficiently the negative transference, the same 
negative transference that follows from the account of Fliess, as we 
shall see later. Furthermore, negative transference is what has 
always been ascribed to an analysand upon becoming an analyst in 
an analysis unable to elaborate its ryults to a level proper to a 
theory of the end of the analysis and of the formation of analysts 
that would respond to the analytic discourse itself instead of 
responding to a regulative discourse. 

To the present day, it is indubitable that, with the sole exception of 
Lacan, no one has been able to formulate the reasons for the 
formation of analysts as a consequence of the analysis. This is 
exactly what turns the desire of Freud into an enigma that is - 
paradoxically - not interrogated. Its mere mention makes analysts 
frown, since its interrogation is immediately qualified as deviation. 
Jn this way, a re-repression of that desire is ensured. What is there 
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forbidden? What is there of transgression that makes repression its 
only answer? I doubt it. 
Furthermore, the protection falls onto us and the price that is paid 
for this protection is the impoverishment of the theory and practice 
of psychoanalysis. 

Is it that we are protecting Freud? 

It is actually in one of his letters, in one of the few letters that are 
known, that Fliess spoke of the wrath of Freud and of his 
incomprehensible attack, just prior to the estrangement: 

The last meeting was at Achensee in the summer of 
1900. On that occasion Freud showed a violence 
towards me which was at first unintelligible to me ... 
During the rest of the discussion I thought I detected 
a personal animosity against me on Freud's part which 
sprang from envy ... The result of the situation at 
Achensee in the summer of 1900 was that I quietly 
withdrew from Freud and dropped our regular 
correspondence. 

When Fliess thus interpreted the transference, although in a wild 
way, the analysis of Freud with him concluded. Fliess withdrew, 
and the correspondence, the letters which were the analysis, having 
been significant before, now became almost irrelevant. To 
disbelieve Fliess here would be no more than a strategy to close up 
a question that, pertaining strictly to psychoanalysis, ought to be 
opened: the trunsference, a transference that is never liquidated, 
only re-directed, as Freud extensively showed it, through the 
re-location of his interest from his own unconscious towards the 
unconscious of others, expressed in his clinical work as well as in 
his writings. 

When Ferenczi, the analysand of Freud, demanded more attention 
from him during that 1910 holiday in Sicily, why did Freud evoke 
"an old history"? Freud writes to Ferenai in the same letter: 

You not only noticed, but also understood, that I no 
longer have any need to uncover my personality 
completely, and you correctly traced this back to the 
traumatic reason for it. Since Fliess's case, with the 
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overcoming of which you recently saw me occupied, that 
need has been extinguished. A part of homosexual 
investment has been withdrawn and made use of to enlarge 
my own ego. I have succeeded where the paranoiac fails. 

Was Freud really responding to the demand of Ferenczi or was this 
demand, rather, what allowed Freud to give a testimony of a 
preterite analysis? Indeed, his analysis with Fliess. Do not hurry 
to reject this proposition. Just ask yourselves to whom this 
so-called self-analysis was directed. Hadn't Freud written the 
famous phrase: "You are all my audience", showing in this way 
that it was to Flies that all this transference was always addressed? 
What would have happened if Fliess had "interpreted this 
transference"? I run the risk of saying that there would have been 
no analysis. As the previous letter showed, the estrangement 
between Fliess and Freud appeared exactly at that point. 

It was an analysis within the transference where the analyst was in 
the position of a semblance of an object that condensed the desire 
of the analysand, which allowed Freud to advance his theory, a 
theory that advanced at the same time as his analysis. Freud said 
that he could only analyse himself if he treated himself as an other. 
In letter 75 of 14 November 1897, he says: 

My self-analysis is still interrupted and I have realised 
the reason. I can only analyse myself with the help of 
knowledge obtained objectively (like an oxtsider). 
Genuine self-analysis is impossible; otherwise there 
would be no (neurotic) illness. Since 1 still find some 
puzzles in my patients, they are bound to hold me up 
in my self-analysis as well. 

And there is no more than an apparent contradiction here, because 
on the one hand I am proposing that Fliess was Freud's analyst 
without lmowing it, and on the other, Freud was Fliess' analysand 
ignoring it. Freud not only wrote and mailed his material to Fliess, 
he also provided its interpretation, receiving his own message in an 
inverted form, as the aphorism of Lacan proves. 
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Now, the end of the analysis with Fliess did not result in an 
identification of Freud with Fliess but, instead, in a re-direction of 
his transference towards other objects, and it is exactly in this 
passage from the situation of being an analysand to being an 
analyst that Freud founded the legitimacy of his praxis. Over and 
above all else, Freud did not identify with Fliess. As Freud said 
I have succeeded where the paranoiac fails. 

That was exactly the point on which Freud rested to deflect the 
demand of Ferenczi. And that was the moment when Freud 
formulated his theory of the end of the analysis - it matters little 
if it happened knowingly or not. Freud's answer to Ferenczi was 
that he never needed again a similar relationship with any other 
human being. And I think that the end of the analysis of Freud 
was different from his later theoretical formulation, that is, the 
bedrock of castration: for man, castration, for woman, penis envy. 

In effect, Freudian analysis introduces the notion of the liquidation 
of the transference, but what the text of the letter to Ferenczi 
allows us to read is that the only liquidation to which Freud 
referred was the one concerning Fliess. This fact was corroborated 
by Fliess in his letter of 1906, referring to the 1900 episode: 
"...Freud showed a violence towards me which was at first 
unintelligible to me". What else could that violent attack have 
been other than destituting Fliess from that place of, "You are my 
only audience". Now that Fliess had finally disappeared as he 
whom Freud had supposed-a-knowledge, Freud had taken a step 
whose witness was Ferenczi, and the letter was the testimony. 
This is what Lacan in 1967 proposed within his School as thepass, 
that is to say, the possibility of giving account of an analysis in 
such a way that it allows the advance of psychoanalytic theory. 

Indeed, the difference between the end of the analysis of Freud and 
the theoretical formulation that he inferred, led the issue of the end 
of the analysis to a dead end as a consequence of it having been 
confused with the end of the Oedipus complex. The end of the 
Oedipus complex in Freud culminates in an identification; and this 
also occurs with the end of the analysis when its theoretical 
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conceptualisation and its clinical consequences are derived from the 
first. 

It was, nonetheless, io the moment in which Freud had to give an 
account and a theoretical direction to other analysts that he 
introduced a variable that had never existed in his so-called 
self-analysis. The Oedipal identification that in Freud is 
summarised as follows, "You can be like me but not entirely like 
me", slides now towards analysis. The fact that Freud would have 
neglected to conceptualise his relationship to Fliess is no sufficient 
reason to justify the impasse that, under the guise. of inhibition, has 
reached the analytic community. This inhibition reveals a structural 
reason and not a circumstantial one, since if what is at play at the 
end of an analysis is identification, how could one ignore that it is 
also on this point that the impossibility of going beyond Freud 
appears as a consequence of an identification with him? But things 
are still worse. Here is where one also fmds from the beginning 
either the anathema of deviation or the condemnation forever of 
repetition, with the exclusion of innovation. To the present day, 
this negative entropy is not alien to the vicissitudes of the 
psychoanalytic movement as such. 

What would have happened instead if the fundamentals and the 
principles of an analysis - known to us all and at hand for a long 
time in all its elements - had been studied? What would have 
happened if analysts had seriously connected the so-called 
self-analysis of Freud with the demand of Ferenczi? 

In one of his great theoretical-clinical works, Analysis Terminable 
and Interminable, Freud confessed the limits of his conception of 
analysis at the same time as he persisted in a f f i i g  what he ought 
to have questioned. Is it a coincidence that on this occasion the 
message is addressed to Ferenczi once more, who had already died 
years ago? In this work, Freud again a f f i i e d  his conception of 
the cure. The terms of the letter of Freud to Ferenczi and of the 
work are certainly very different, as is, basically, the conception 
that animates each. In Analysis Terminable and Interminable, 
Freud alludes to the liquidation of the transference, whilst in the 
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letter to Ferenczi he spe; , of Fliess, thus leaving an indication for 
the transference to be re-directed. 

Psychoanalysis, which owes its birth to the pen of Freud, the 
invention of the concept of the treatment of his patients who would 
also become his colleagues, having started in some way not from 
zero but from the invention of a zero to orient his findings beyond 
the scientific constrictions of his time; the carrying out alone of an 
arduous and uneven struggle against the notables of his time; the 
perseverance in a truth always elusive; the specific transgression in 
his so-called self-analysis, since what authorised him as an analyst 
was what Fliess clearly showed of his last encounter with Freud - 
the inexplicable aggression, what some would today call 
acting-out: all that, I understand, was for Freud the moment of 
concluding, not the transference, but the analysis with Fliess. 
Freud, who could have never ignored the degree of his 
transgression, theoretically reduced the analysis to a point that in 
some way is one step back from where his discovery had taken 
him. The identification of the end of the analysis with the 
liquidation of the Oedipus complex promoted the idea of the 
liquidation of the transference. Nevertheless, Freud's discovery 
took him further than that: the re-direction of the transference and 
the destitution of the analyst as the suppsed-subjecr-of- 
knowledge. The so-called self-analysis of Freud showed not the 
liquidation of the transference but the liquidation of Fliess. 

It is surely around this question that we are to fmd the drama that 
the analyst faces, oscillating between transgression and submission: 
the former not providing any guarantee, the latter only allowing for 
repetition. Here, nevertheless, is where we find our origins and 
here, too, the promise for those who between transgression and 
submission find a path that, without repeating, would continue the 
work inaugurated by Freud. 

Now that you have listened to my words until the very end, I shall 
formulate this rhetorical question: Who authorised Freud to be an 
analyst? Does it not become clear then that Lacan's aphorism, llre 
analyst only authorke-s himserffrom himself; ought to be taken for 
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what it contains instead of being slighted? There is no better 
example of this aphorism than Freud himself. But I shall not 
discuss here with you this aphorism, because it would take me 
beyond my intention today. To conclude, an analyst is not he who 
wants to be one but he who can be one. 

n e  Freudian School of Melbourne was invited to @&pate .IN. A Tribute to 
Freud, a Memorid LcQure Progamme organized on the 50th Anniversary of the 
death of Freud by the Psychiatric Treatment Cenhe, Rincc Henry's Hospital, 
Monash Medical Centre, Monash University, on 23rd September 1989. Ihe 
present paper was read and published in A WbuIe Io Freud. Editor. h. S. 
Rustomjee. 
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Fantasm and Construction 
Moustapha Safouan 

I must thank you for having chosen this subject of fantasm and 
construction as a beginning, because it is a topic which compels 
one to be explicit about one's conception of the way one conducts 
an analysis - mainly, what one means by interpretation; and 
secondly to bring to the fore one's own conception of the 
importance of the so-called different aetiological factors in the 
neuroses. 

I'll start from the same remark which Freud deemed derogatory as 
well as unfair to psychoanalysis, in answer to which he wrote his 
well-known article about construction; a remark which is to the 
effect that psychoanalysts behave with their patients in a way which 
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makes one recall the saying, "Heads you lose, tails I win". This is 
a remark that has an important implication which one must address: 
the implication that the so-called psychoanalytic situation includes 
two persons, neither of whom has any reason to pretend to say the 
truth more than the other. You can feel irritated by such a remark 
or such an implication, and contest it by saying that one of the two 
people knows better because of his knowledge, because he has 
undergone his personal analysis, his difficult courses, his 
supervisory experiences, etc. But this is precisely what this remark 
is meant to contest. 

In order to meet it in a serious way, we rather have to pose a 
question. If it 
includes two people there is no way to avoid that objection. We 
need a third term, which doesn't mean a third person, to be brought 
into the situation as a judge or referee. A judge will be a third 
voice which can be contested by one or other of the two other 
voices. If not for this, the situation will remain basically dual. 
What we need is a third whose truthfulness cannot be in any way 
contested. How can we find that? 

There are simple means to find our thud term. In one of his 
lectures delivered at Clarke University, Freud described the way he 
was brought to consider free associations as being something in the 
nature of symptoms, inasmuch as they also imply an element of 
compromise. More precisely, he said that free associations behave 
as an indirect speech a speech in which you are not thinking 
about yourself but about someone else. This remark is absolutely 
irrefutable in the sense that it can be verified by anyone, even 
outside psychoanalytic experience. For example, you can have a 
lady who occupies a certain position at work and who is offered a 
more responsible position by her boss. At this point, as anywhere 
where the unconscious is concerned, language comes to the fore. 
The new post which is offered to her is called a post de liaison, 
and liaison also means the erotic tie. There is a nuance in the 
meaning which suggests that this is outside the legitimate couple - 
marriage. 

Is it a situation which includes two people? 
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She may talk about the new offer by saying, "I am very much 
tempted by this liaison; I really don't want to refuse it, but at the 
same time I am so afraid of it because I am afraid to be drawn too 
much, more than I want to be", etc. For a full hour she may keep 
up this speech, a speech whose erotic overtones are really patent, 
clear to anyone who wants to hear them, except for herself. So you 
can say that she talks as if she were talking about someone else; 
you can call this someone else "the truth" if you want, but someone 
else who is at the same time the nearest to her and the farthest. If 
you put it to her that she is madly in love with her boss, you will 
only bring to yourself a fierce contest or protestation. So, here you 
are having to deal with someone whom you cannot address as 
"you"; someone who can only be designed in drama as a third 
person. 

This third person puts the problem of how you can say the truth 
to the one who is to be indicated as "you", I mean the other ego. 
Well, this is a question we will have to deal with later, but to give 
a hint right now, I would say that the truth is impossible. That is 
a problem and that is why I gave this example. The problem is not 
who says the truth, the problem is that the truth is impossible to 
say. But how can we bring it out anyway, because this is, after all, 
supposed to be our job? Once again, to give a hint, because we'll 
have to deal more with this later, I would say that here again you 
have to make use of the resources of language. For example, in 
France there is a current expression, La liaison dongereuse - the 
title of a play. If you feel it is appropriate - it all depends on the 
importance of this material in the session - you can say something 
to the effect that "Indeed, some liaisons are dangerous". In this 
way, you signify the truth without having to say it. We will come 
back to this later. Now that we have our third term, you can call 
it "the truth", "the subject of the unconscious", call it as you may. 

It is certain that a good deal of the associations which are brought 
into a psychoanalytic session consist of what you call memories. 
Some of these memories may be memories that have always been 
conscious, some of them may be recent, or maybe memory 
belonging to the past but which has always been there, I mean, 
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known by the analysand. For example, the memory of the first day 
he went to school. Sometimes these. memories have no special 
importance, or they may have the character of an enigmatic page 
of the past, what we call a Screen memory, but still they have 
always been there. 

Since I have tallred about the first day of school, I remember that 
someone told me that on the first day he went to School, he was 
asked by the teacher to sit down with all the other children and to 
keep silent while she herself was writing something. This very 
young boy stood up and went to the teacher and asked her what her 
name was. She looked at him and told him to go back to his place. 
He went back to his place but was very confused. He didn't know 
whether the expression, "go back to your place", was her name or 
whether it was an order, and for the first time in his life he wet 
his pants. So here the character of a screen memory is felt more 
than with the simple fact, "the f i t  day I went to school I was 
accompanied by my older brother and my sister". 

But there are also other memories which come as surprise to the 
analysand who remembers them. This means that they are 
memories of which he has never thought before. They have been 
there, but kept out of thought, and this is the meaning of secondary 
repression. Secondary repression does not mean that the memory 
has been pushed back to the unconscious, I mean, pushed back out 
of memory: it means that it was pushed back out of thought, 
which is different. When screen memories come, they really come 
as a signal that some work has been done, or a signal that some 
work, decisive work, is about to be done. But what I want to stress 
is that undoing the repression, in the sense of undoing secondary 
repressions, is always in the nature of bringing back to thought and 
not to memory. As to unconscious memory, that is, memory which 
has never been, events or things which have never been kept in 
memory but that analysis brings to memory, this is something that 
I have never encountered in my life as a practising analyst. 

What 1 have just said, that analysis may bring to the fore memories 
that were expelled out of thought but not out of memory, is not 
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incompatible with the idea of construction. I'd better give an 
example immediately. A patient asks for analysis because of the 
overwhelming anxiety that submerged her once she was pregnant. 
The anxiety was that she would never be able to carry her 
pregnancy to its end. She comes precisely because it happens that 
she is pregnant at that moment. Further, she has been in analysis 
before, so the first question is, why does she not go to her first 
analyst? Her answer is that she doesn't believe that he will ever 
cure her, she has losts faith; and anyway, if you don't accept her, 
she will go to someone else. So you accept her. Through her 
dreams and her other associations, the idea of a child murdered or 
destroyed in one way or another, thrown out or neglected for 
example, comes very frequently. With this clue and other clues 
you may be brought to make a hypothesis: whether, for example, 
her mother had ever had an abortion - voluntarily or involuntarily. 
This is a construction; you put it to her as a question and she may 
say that she had never heard of that or that she didn't know 
anything about it at all. Right, but then things go the way Freud 
describes them in his article. You have an intensification of the 
symptom, and what happens with this intensification is that she 
resumes her talk about her f i t  analysis, but in much more detail, 
bringing new facts to light. She says that every time she felt 
anxious about the issue of her pregnancy during her first analysis, 
because she was pregnant before, her analyst just reassured her and 
told her that it would be a normal child, that she need not be afraid, 
that she would carry it well, etc. She uses the expression, "He 
didn't let me talk" more than once. The interpretation: "Maybe 
you are afraid that the child inside you will talk". What happened 
is that the anxiety was very much lessened and she was able to 
bring her pregnancy to the end. She left her analysis precisely in 
order to deliver, and she didn't resume after that. If she had 
resumed I might have known whether the construction I had made 
was right or wrong, but in the meanwhile, it had the use of, as 
Freud says, activating something in the unconscious. 

But the most important point is that memories may be implied in 
the symptom, like the possible memory of the mother's abortions 
here in this example. But there is no symptom without play on 
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words. The important point in the example I mentioned is the play 
on the word "talk". Of course no mother wants her child to be 
dumb. When I said "You may be afraid that the child will talk", 
this refers to the saying of the truth, not to idle talk. This can be 
illustrated by any example of any symptom. To give you a very 
extreme and simplified one, I remember a young girl who always 
failed in her exams. She went through the Baccalaureat exams 
three or four times without success and she was in despair. 'And 
the truth? It proved to be. due to the fact that her father was a 
banker who always thought about what you call in French cheque, 
and failure in French is dchec. So her dchec, I mean the whole 
symptom, revolved around the fact that you write cheques and you 
will be paid by dchec. There is also method in neurosis. What is 
at stake in the play of words is the meaning of an unconscious 
wish, the wish for a certain revenge against the father. And that is 
why interpretation is in the nature of wit, because this is the very 
structure of the symptom itself. 

If you read the papers in his correspondence to Fliess at the 
moment when he was about to discover the importance of phantasy, 
Freud gave his friend many many examples of the structure of 
symptoms and how they were built upon the play of words. And 
this assertion, then, that interpretation must be in the structure of, 
in the nature of, the play on words, is no discovery. As a matter 
of fact, you have in the works of Reik many examples of this. 

There is a famous assertion of Lacan that the truth cannot be said, 
tha! it can only be half-said. Everyone takes it as a description of 
the way the unconscious behaves. That is, what cannot be said can 
rather be signified. But the same thing applies to the psychoanalyst 
also; he cannot just say the truth bluntly, he cannot himself, any 
more that the patient, transgress the law of the fact that the truth 
cannot be said, it can only be. half-said. Suppose in this example, 
which is a simple one, you said, "You want to have revenge 
against your father", you will only bring a protest. You could tell 
her, for example, that "a cheque can't dchec"; or, "Your dchec pays 
the cheque, or some cheque". 
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From all this you will : more alert to the fact that the relation 
between a rememoration in psychoanalysis and the uncovering of 
an unconscious wish or fantasm, follows one of two patterns. The 
memory may come after the uncovering of the fantasm, for 
example, in the case of the cheque and the dchec: afterwards, the 
girl remembered a Scene in which her father preferred someone else 
to herself. It is a scene which was not unconscious, but rather, one 
which she had completely forgotten; she had forgotten but it had 
always been there. In this sense you can say that secondary 
repression is a strong means of remembering. Sometimes, then, the 
memory comes afterwards. Sometimes, however, it precedes the 
uncovering of the fantasm. 

From all this we can arrive at some conclusions To start with, 
what is really aetiological is not the past of the memories; what is 
really traumatic is the phantasy. As far as you uncover a phantasy, 
memories may follow. Another point is that of course this means 
that the uncovering of historical truth, in the sense of bringing this 
historical truth to memory, is a function of the uncovering of the 
unconscious wish, in the sense of revealing it. This is so because 
no one can become what he can be without becoming different in 
relation to his own past: that is, without constructing. 

But this double-edged modification in relation to the future means 
that the woman who is anxious about her pregnancies, for example, 
can become a mother; or the girl can become a successful student. 
This modification, both in relation to the future and in relation to 
the past, insofar as it is constructed, exists in a more truthful, or 
rather, coherent way. This double modification can only be 
brought about in the present and insofar as the present brings the 
occasion to take notice of the message which is there from the 
unconscious or, the subject of the unconscious, or the third term. 
This occasion should not be missed, it represents the part of the 
analyst in the production of the truth. That is why Freud says that 
the lion jumps only once: it is because this equation should not be 
missed. I deem it silly, however, to think that you can change 
anyone by intervening in his relation to his past, that is, by trying 
to convince him of the necessity of admitting such and such an 
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event in the past, by giving him profound e q  nations. I don't 
think that Freud himself meant it that way in his article On 
C~nstrucrion. Firstly, in this article he is very keen to insist upon 
the point. that construction is always a construction out of the 
material we have. In the second place, he suspends any value 
accorded both to the 'yes" or to the "no". Thii is a sign that he 
feels, even if he doesn't say it, that the saying is to some third 
element. 

Insofar as I give all the importance to the uncovering of the 
fantasm, I make very little use of construction. Rather, I consider 
construction as an operation which belongs to the subject himself, 
and which follows by itself from the process of the uncovering of 
the fantasm. Of course, if you insist upon the meaning of historical 
in the expression "historical truth", it must be admitted from the 
start that the past is a matter of construction and is dependent on 
the future necessities. 

This construction can be more truthful inasmuch as it has the stamp 
of the character of more coherence for example, or if it makes the 
subject's condition more intelligible. Truthfulness here has the 
same meaning as concerning one's own motives; it is one of the 
criteria from which you can say there is progress in an analysis. 
The subject becomes, so to speak, freed from the moral disguises 
of his own motives. For example, he may talk about his own 
modesty, but he comes to fiid that his modesty is really based 
upon fear of responsibility, of power, because he confuses 
responsibility with power. There is a freedom from the moral 
disguises, and you say he becomes more truthful. It is the same 
thing with history - it is always subjective. There is nothing like 
a material truth in itself; from the beginning, it is a matter of 
construction. 

I think this is what the fantasm is from the very beginning; no 
wonder the accent is put on its uncovering rather than on the 
uncovering of the memories. 
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Moustapha Safouan 

We have to be able to hear a demand for supervision; you cannot 
afford the added task of expanding into some kind of analysis. 
Fortunately, we don't often have this added task. On the contrary, 
we sometimes have to attenuate the demands. When someone 
comes and asks for supervision, I think it is important to ask him 
to talk a bit about his analysis. It is a matter of appreciating the 
seriousness of the demand and the preparedness of the one who 
formulates the demand, and you have to examine the demand itself. 

In Paris, it happens that from time to rime we have someone who 
has had an analysis and has not been cured from his own analysis, 
of the need to understand and to give his own explanations. So he 
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comes with his own theories, and the very fact of addressing the 
demand to you implies a separate relation to you as "well- 
informed". For him, then, you have some authority. To be 
recognised as well-informed is not the same thing as transference, 
because you are well-informed about analysis. But you are not 
well-informed about his unconscious - which is different. 

There are cases where transference develops through the demand 
for supervision, and there are even cases in which the demand for 
supervision proves to be really a demand for analysis. But in all 
this you can't give advice. The main thing is to give the supervisee 
time to draw his own conclusions. Why can't we leave the analyst 
to his failure? Why not? After all, why not let him have his own 
way? 

You can't make a supervisee your pr?e-parole, your 
representative. You can't be an analyst and a representative, it is 
impossible. You can't tell an analyst what to say. Something to 
avoid, is telling him what to say. He may come back to you 
saying "I did as you told me..."; and you do not recognise at all 
what he says that you told him. We are mistaken if we accept the 
demand too freely. For instance, you have someone who proves to 
be too greedy about comprehension, and bombards the analysand 
with interpretations in the imaginary register; and if you 
systematically give interpretations in the imaginary register you 
may push someone to what we call in French une bouflde ddirante. 

There is a difference between your person and your desire. If you 
insist with interpretations such as "You want to kill...", "You 
feel...", "You want to devour...", etc., this implies the whole 
confusion between desire and demand. Or, if you continue in this 
same register and you interpret "You want me...", "You think that 
I..." etc., interpreting the transference, what is made clear is that 
you confuse your person with your desire. This kind of 
interpretation is based upon the idea of transference as a 
transference onto your person from some archaic person, according 
to developmental trends, oral, anal, and so on. You can push 
someone to an acting out, someone whose only possibility is to 
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have a fleeting psychotic episode. Mostly what happens is that the 
analysand breaks off the analysis. 

There is a distinction to be made between knowledge of 
psychoanalysis and knowledge of a case. The more you know of 
psychoanalysis, the more you attain the position of being ignorant 
of a case., in the sense of la docte ignorance. The main component 
in the training of an analyst is his own analysis. 

In some schools of psychoanalysis, the idea prevails that the 
responsibility of the analyst as provider is mainly towards the 
patient. You can imagine that with all this, supervision becomes 
really a trial phase of the training. They require that someone 
should be in supervision for every session, which makes the 
supervision hours almost equivalent - if not more - to the clinical 
hours of an analysis, because the analyst has to bring to the 
supervision all material, word by word, in the order in which it 
occurred. Then discussion follows about every intervention made. 

You can gain a picture of all this from a book published by Robert 
Langs. As to the criteria of progress, in this framework, they can 
consist only in the acquisition of skills: the skill to detect the 
transference, the ski to overcome resistances, a facility in 
understanding what is going on and, of course, a facility in 
assimilating theoretical concepts. Within that conception of work, 
it is a matter of bringing the supervisee to the same point as the 
one who supervises him, or of making him acquire the same 
qualities supposed to be those of the supervisor. 

As to the question of the difficulties of supervision, the best article 
I have read on this was written by an Argentinian analyst called 
W n  Grinberg and published in the International Journal of 
Psychoanalysis. He divides the difficulties into two parts: those 
that come from the supervisor himself, and those that come from 
the supervisee. On the side of the former, there are some who 
deem their own experience or knowledge so precious that they are 
miserly, they keep it for themselves and hardly say a word. There 
are others who, on the contrary, are so jealous of that knowledge 
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that they inundate the supervisee with eq nations and theoretical 
directions. From the side of the supervisee, Grinberg describes 
many varieties, of which I only remember two: the candidate who 
becomes almost vindictive, paranoid, jealous of the knowledge of 
the supervisor and wants to know more, take more, and complains 
that he never has enough; then you have the opposite, the candidate 
who just comes to gratify his own narcissistic need for showing off 
his capacities. Such a person listens to nothing, and if you tell him 
something, he says,"Oh, I know that". 

What is the way out of these difficulties? The solution consists in 
avoiding these two attitudes, wbicb means the solution is negative. 
As a matter of fact, the paper is brilliant at a descriptive level, but 
it doesn't cany out its intention, which is how to extricate oneself 
from this state of things. I understand that Grinberg's difficulty 
stems from the conception of analysis to which he subscribes. It 
is the notion that conceives of analysis as if the analysand were an 
object in a certain way. Of course, as analysts, you recognise the 
capacity in the analysand for including you in his field of vision as 
you include him in yours and, in that sense, he is a subject; but the 
subject here is only an "I" or a "gaze", and I could even say a 
"mirror". The expression is all the more legitimate since, as a 
matter of fact, we say that, "This mirror disfigures you". The 
analysand disfigures you, since be takes you for someone else, 
owing to transference. And if the analysand falls into this kind of 
error of transference, it is because be has his own libidinal drives 
which are aggressive, and which are revived in the analysis because 
of the frustration. So the subject, the analysand, is finally reduced 
to being an object, which can be defined as a field of conflicting 
forces, those that we categorise under the terms of the id, the ego 
and the superego. 

The desire of the subject is not an "I", is not a "gaze", and is not 
even a mass of conflicting evidence. So the first conclusion is that 
the desire of the subject is the desire of the Other, which implies 
that one is born with human rights, as if they were inscribed in the 
plan of his development. what development is this, which diverts 
a vital function such as nutrition, or the oral function, to the extent 
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of transforming it into cannibalism? Or which transforms the 
excremental function to the extent of subjectifying the product into 
weapons or gifts? The fact is that what we have as desires are 
imaginary structures which we call fantasms, and they are very 
different from demands. This is precisely the error of the hysteric: 
she takes the desire for a demand. 

The subject suffers mainly from desires, the unconscious desires of 
the Other, say the mother or the father, or someone who takes their 
place. He suffers from their desires, as you could interpret them 
from what he hears of them. Desire itself is an interpretation of 
the unknown Other, or is unknown desire, or is unconscious desire, 
and that is why it is susceptible to being resolved in an 
interpretation. In this sense, you can say that the subject is mainly 
an interrogation. It is interrogation of the others: "What does he 
want?", "Why is he saying this?" In this way, the subject is, first, 
an interrogation. That answers the question. If desire is the desire 
of the Other, then where does the Other get his desire? Through 
the same process. Since the other himself is a subject, he is also 
an other, the one who preceded the child in his implication in 
language. It is through interrogation concerning what the other 
wants that the child gives himself as an object to his unknown 
desire. This is what makes him, as one says in French, subjug& 
d servir, what enslaves a subject. And what enslaves him is the 
desire of the Other, in whatever way he is caught up in it. 

As a consequence, the f i t  requirement you are entitled to ask 
from an analyst is that he be able to keep his own desire as an "x", 
an unknown quantity. This usually involves the capacity, the 
ability which be is supposed to have acquired through his own 
analysis, to acknowledge, explicitly or implicitly, the difference 
between demand and desire just referred to. The session is an 
interrogation upon your own desire as an analyst here and now. 

By identifying himself with such and such an object, the subject is 
oppressed too, but at the same time, that's what makes him: that's 
what supports his presence in front of the unknown, of the 'x'. 
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Here, you must make a difference between fears, such 
being devoured, fears of being torn to pieces, of bein 
any .kind of fears which you 'can qualify finally as felicit 
They make him tolerate, after all, the unknown Other, the 
of his desire. And so, with such a.hint yo 
chapter in the analysis,.in the sense that after 
chance that another identification with another signifier 
into the analysis. 

And here we touch on the main reason for someth 
yesterday: why truth cannot be said, it can only.& 
cannot be said because there are words for the dem 
are no words for desire. You can Me this as a matter of 
knowledge. 
woman: "I desire you" ... well, you will see the an 

Now,. all this is to say that because supervisi 
a phase of training which follows the so-called "trai 
the only requirement is the ability to use the transference; I m 
the whole transference, because people talk about coun 
transference. But what is counter-transference? It 
make of .the subject your own object (I, the fant-atic obje 
as he, the subject, makes it of you. There is no reason to 
counter-transference at all. It is simply transferen 
analysts who made this remark. It was precisely Baht ,  
article in 1939, who asked, why do we talk about cnu 
transference, when in these analysts who come for 
us, we see exactly 'the same transference to the 
whom they imitate to the extent of the way they speak, 
they position the cushion on the couch, and 
transference, exactly the same rp their patients 
you call it counter-transference it is because yo 
counter-transference. comes as a little accident 
accident which happens to someone who is th 
been analysed, which simply means that the in 
to have done its work. 

So, the main requirement for the analyst is to be capable 

For example, if you are a man, just go 
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transference, or, to say it another way, to be able to keep his desire 
from intervening. Now, if this condition is satisfied, 1 think that 
the analyst is free to do whatever suits him, whatever he deems 
suitable for the patient. There is no question of telling him to do 
this or that, or to avoid this or take care of that. He may do just 
what he wants, once his desire does not mix with the operation. 

Following on from this, you may ask, "But why this supervision?" 
Well, firstly we have to modify the definition of this work, because 
super-vision does not mean the vision of the supervisor imposed 
onto the supervisee. As a matter of fact, it means a vision offered 
to him, so that he may see for a second time the process in which 
he himself is involved. And so you just let him leam, but he learns 
from his own experience. Here you may say, "But why the 
supervision, because he can do this alone?" Well, in order to 
transform what you learn into knowledge, you have to transmit the 
lesson of your own experience. 

There is also another reason for supervision. Although it is really 
the main duty of the analyst to keep his desire as an "x", this 
doesn't mean that one is protected from errors, or that desire won't 
intervene. It may intervene since, as a matter of fact, to leam from 
one's own experience means simply to leam from one's own errors. 
And errors have plenty of sources: some, for example, may be 
intellectual errors. There are always errors, however well analysed 
you have been. There are the errors which come from our desire 
to understand quickly. 

It also sometimes happens that for some reason which belongs to 
the supervisee himself to understand only afterwards, the material 
indicates some self-punishing trends, and for some reason the 
supervisee remains deaf to these. But then they expand and take 
a dangerous turn. In these. cases, of course, you also have a 
responsibility towards the patient, and you have to call the 
supervisee's attention to the danger. But with all these. we can find 
the answer to the difficulties which were signalled by Grinberg 
about how to make use of your knowledge. 
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who is himself SO avid to understand that he manipulates 
explanations in the imaginary register. He wants to understand, 
and so he talks when there is no need to talk. He has no patience! 
and so on, which means in the end that he is trapped from the very 
outset by wanting to know of other wants. In all these. cases, all 
you can do is just let him go through his own experience, and then 
he himself sees his own difficulties. You can never teach anyone 
anything unless he is ready for it. You have to be. patient, to stand 
by even to the extent of seeing the analysis fiiish in a fiasco, 
unless there is a question of endangering the life of the patient, as 
in the example of the self-punishing trends. But otherwise, you 
have to let him arrive at his own conclusion. 
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As a matter of fact, the supervisor doesn't have to makeady. 
his own knowledge. He is theremainly to follow the superviw' 
the process of building his knowledge, and even his. own style: 
his own ways. But even when he. helps him to avoid some. 
trails, he is not making use of his own knowledge. As a 
fact, be is making use of his ability to learn more from 
material. To learn, ir to learn how to learn. 'Ihis 
conceive of things in principle. 

But suppose that you have a supervisee who is pot deaf 
bv chance to some item. but who is almost continuallv deaf.:, 

Sometimes it happens that someone asking for supervision admits 
very quickly, of his own volition, that he is too inhibited, or that 
he is too much at a loss, or that he falls victim to strong emotions 
of hate, etc. In such a case, the only thing to do is to let h i  come 
to his own conclusions, and that means you will make him see the 
insufficiency of his own analysis. The main service of supervision 
in such cases is to make the supervisee resume his own analysis, 
to be aware of his own insufficiency. 

I don't need to comment on the reasons why I am very reticent 
about accepting the definition of supervision I started with, as an 
enabling and helping process. This reticence I felt about 
subscribing to such a definition is for the reason I hawgiven more 
than once: that in this matter of analysis, you can't give to the 
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word "learning" any other meaning than that of learning to learn 
from onek own experience. This is, basically, what I learned early 
in 1949, in my supervision with Lacan of both a hysterical patient 
and a patient with ejaculatio prwcox. At that time he was 
introducing his distinction between the symbolic and the imaginary 
father. I found the teaching of his senin=, coupled with the 
supervision, of great value concerning the fact that "You learn to 
learn during your own experience". 
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The Pass 
Moustapha Safouan 

The notion of thepass has two aspects: the institutional aspect and 
the purely psychoanalytic aspect. With regard to the f i t ,  you 
must know of the criticism that Lacan always maintained not only 
against the theoretical positions that were in vogue during the 
fifties, but also no less severely against the way the training 
programmes were laid down in the different institutes, which was 
coupled, to his mind, with the diagnosis; that is, the source of that 
state of things that he was criticizing. me main source of this 
prevailing mode of training were the advantages the training analyst 
got from it, and principally the advantage which came out of the 
positions that those called training analysts held in the different 
institutes. The focus of this criticism was the obscurity which was 
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deliberately adopted and maintained about training analysis and the 
way it ended. 

This criticism was expressed by many people: in particular, Balint, 
who was the first to formulate it. He wrote an article stating that 
the training analysis had become a formality and that nothing 
happened in it, so much so that serious people undertook it in order 
to graduate, and after that they would begin the real analysis. But 
about this real analysis we still know nothing. 

Historically, it seems that when Lacan opened 'his School, he chose 
some of his former pupils to form La directoire; and these were 
men and women whose work was well known, of an assured 
position in the Soci6td froncaise; people like Leclaire, Piera 
Aulagnier, Valabrega, Francois Perrier, Guy RosoIato, and Clavreul. 

This Goup, La directoire, had at a certain moment to think about 
this question of the basis on which one could qualify as an analyst. 
At that time, the only practical answer on the level of laying down 
methods of work and qualification was Lacan's well known 
proposition of October 1967 in which he produced the idea of the 
posr. 

In this context, the idea was received mainly as a means to permit 
the community to have some light thrown onto what goes on in the 
so-called training analysis. 

In his proposition, Lacan suggested two titles. Firstly, the Analyst 
Member of the School, with the stipulation that in order to gain this 
title, the analyst does not need to ask for it, as was the case in 
other institutes, because analysis is supposed to prove the argument: 
analysis is supposed to have analysed this demand. Once the 
demand is confirmed through the analysis, he doesn't need to repeat 
it. There was another reason that was not given in the proposition, 
but I know it was there. People in any community don't finish 
their training analysis with an equal degree of preparation for their 
practice. Some of them really remain ill-prepared and so there is 
no reason for the institution to take on responsibility for them. 
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In this atmosphere; the one who had to ask r the title was not 
simply making a demand to be an analyst; it had to be a demand 
that went further than that. The Analyst of the School was 
supposed to be by the same token not simply an analyst. It is not 
a demand to be an analyst hut a demand to be an analyst of the 
School itself; that is, one who follows its experience or function, 
who can diagnose the defects and can be inventive and find 
solutions to problems, and so on. So, as a matter of fact, the 
Analyst of the School was the one who assumed responsibilities 
which in the classical institutions were awarded to the training 
analysts. In that atmosphere there was a serious revolt, though I 
don't know why, but here I think group psychology came into play. 
The whole thing was envisaged as a way of reintroducing the 
hierarchy; but why not have a hierarchy'? And so, in spite of all 
its theoretical basis, the whole thing was perceived simply as a 
repetition and not as an innovation. And of course when you lay 
a new basis for the hierarchy, you undermine the whole basis 
according to which some people have obtained positions of 
authority. It all became a question of bases and power and in that 
atmosphere the people who were nearest to Lacan were precisely 
the people who were most opposed to the proposition, and they 
left, and other people had to be found to replace them. But in spite 
of their opposition, Lacan's proposition obtained a majority vote. 
The Scbool had been fractured into groups, which put forward 
other propositions which were voted for, but some 132 people 
voted for Lacan's proposition and some 120 for a second 
proposition. 

The fact is that the critique of these groups still seems to me 
unjust, because there was real innovation in the sense that in 1967 
Lacan had already gone very far in clarifying significant issues. To 
start with, he had the idea, to which I have already alluded, that 
instead of considering analysis in general in order to clarify training 
analysis, under the pretext that after all a training analysis is a 
personal analysis like any other analysis, he had the idea that we 
should reverse this state of things. In a therapeutic analysis some 
compromises are usually made. Sometimes it is better for someone 
who comes for a cure not to go further than a certain limit. And 
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sometimes .you.,ha.ve to invent ways of bringing thcsubject o 
an..analysis which can be. dangerous if..pumed more 
necessary. . In, French this is called umenugiment, wh 
"arrangements". . A simple example is of ,someone being , n 3 a  
therapeutic analysii, q d  .then certain things happen so that: 
analyst.has to leave town. You-don't tell him it is a resistance 
acting out. You treat it as just. something that happens,.he. 
for .reality and .you don't say anything; this is a kind 'of 
"arrangement". But these kinds of arrangements or compromises"' 
are to be eliminated while it is a question of the training analysis;. 
and that's .why La& felt justified in reveeing the .ord 
making of the training analysis the.means to clarify the 
analysis in general. And carrying this.idea further, he finished by. 
having worked out in 1956 a full theory of the end of analysis,' 
which you can find in lh Directwn of the Cure and the Pr&cip[es 
of its Power. 

The end of the analysis will be to bring to light what I call 
identification; not an imaginary identification that is narcissistic or 
related to the Ego, but the identification of the subject. So the idea 
of the objet u was there without being named, as was Lacan's 
conception of desire, and of the object, and of the whole idea of the 
function of the fantasm, and the difference between desire and 
demand. This was a full theory of the end of the analysis. In his 
seminar, in 1960 or 1961 he introduced the term &jet u and found 
the means of recognizing it in the phenomenology of the 
psychoanalytic experience. That is, it is the object which work in 
the psychoanalytic experience as the ugulma, something very 
precious which the one who is invested narcissistically is supposed 
to contain and which gives him his ascendency. What helped 
Lacan to develop this idea was the reference to the whole discourse 
of Alcibiades in Plato, where Socrates was likened to the boxes 
which are ugly from the outside hut which, once you open them 
and glimpse what is inside, stir you to your depths; and the 
question here is why did he assimilate the ugulma as the logical 
appearance of the &jet u, why did he find in it the objet u as 
idealized? There were many reasons for this. When you read the 
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confession of Alcibiades, there are two traits characteristic of this 
description of this object. One is that once Alcibiades perceived 
the object, he was ready to do anything that Socrates would have 
asked of him. So here is an object that puts you under the 
command of the Other, supposed to be the carrier of this object. 
'Ihe other trait is the value attributed to this object by the one who 
was ready to do anything in order to get it. Here is the accent of 
frenzy which is very specific to desire. And the final result which 
was the main contribution of this seminar in 1961 was the optical 
scheme in which the objet u was integrated into the narcissistic 
map. 

As to the idea of the supposed subject of knowledge being the 
reason for the transference, it was there from the veq  beginning, 
even in the Discourse of Rome, although without being explicitly 
designated by a particular term. Thus, what was new in the 
proposition was to begin with the definition of analysis as a textual 
knowledge by the opposition to what we can call inferential 
knowledge. 

We have talked about desire and defined it as a lack, but lack 
which is both in the subject and at the same time in the Other. But 
insofar as there is identification with what is lacking in the other, 
the subject does not realize that he shares the same lack, and that 
is what his analysis is supposed to bring him to realize, this was 
expressed by the term desfifution subjective. As a matter of a fact, 
the first pari of the proposition is a text of eleven or twelve pages 
which is a kind of condensation of all the theory of analysis as 
knowledge, and of the end of the analysis. A condensation of the 
fact that you have to work with a variable that you cannot foretell, 
is summarized in what he calls the logarithm. A formalizing of 
this kind is only possible when ideas are brought to maximum 
clarity. So in his elaboration of the relation of the subject to the 
signifier, he could formulate it in the way he did in the proposition. 
There were two other ideas, the destitution and the des-&re on the 
other side. llese were new formulae but in the shape of a final 
r6sum6 of the path he was taking. 
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According to all this, another moment is brought to the fore: : 
pass. The pass was also there in his previous cogitations It w& 
precisely the moment at which something is uncovered in thk 
nature of what you can call the subject's fundamental fantasm. 
This being the moment that can be considered the end of the 
analysis, the question remains why there is the pass itself, not as 
a moment in the analysis which is the moment of the end, but as 
the experience about which the one who was to give his testimony 
concerning his analysis bas to talk to other people. This other 
moment was also called the pass. Here you have two 
interpretations of the relation between these two needs. 

The first conception is that someone feels that he has been through 
his analysis to its natural end, which is the uncovering of his 
fundamental fantasm. The experience is there in order to clarify 
this moment and the effects that this has on the institution are 
evident; it amounts to the unveiling of the mystery that 
accompanied tlie training analysis. Some people went as far as 
talking about the second pass and the first pass; the first being the 
moment which is obtained at the end of the analysis, the moment 
of the uncovering of the fundamental fantasm. The second moment 
proposed by the institution, is that of a second pass meant to 
explain or clarify the first. That was the interpretation advocated 
mainly by Jacques-Alain Miller. He was the one who invented 
the terms passe un, passe deux. 

But there's another way of conceiving things. The second pass is 
something which is institutionalized through the process of 
testimony. The function of the experience is not to clarify the end 
of analysis, because the fact is that if it was possible to conceive of 
this experience, it is precisely because the end of analysis was 
verbally theorized, that is, clarified. You know what is the end as 
it should be. If there is a second pass as institutionalized 
procedure, it is not in order to clarify what falls at the end of 
analysis. You can say it may clarify what has gone into accepting 
analysis, but the only way you can discover this is precisely if an 
analysis didn't go to its end which supposes that the jury has some 
idea of the end. So the main function according to this second 
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conception of the procedure is rather to know what modification 
the libidinal economy undergoes through analysis. That's the 
problem which Lacan formulated in Seminar 11 by saying that as 
a matter of fact we have never known anything about the destiny 
of the drive once the fundamental fantasm is uncovered. For 
example, we have never known what kind of modification the 
parental drive undergoes because of analysis. When your children 
are not your objects, how can you live your relation with them, for 
example? What happens when the analysand is a female in relation 
to a male analyst? Or something which is called genital drive, if 
it exists: how is it lived? There is also the main point, that the 
subject who came to analysis in order to be an analyst himself has 
discovered through his analysis the hidden desire or the hidden 
fantasm that was motivating his demand; but once this motivation 
is brought to light, what makes him confirm it and accept the 
exercising of this practice of analysis which is quite demanding, 
because it will require him to keep himself in the position of des- 
&*e? So here is the main question. I h e  
demand had some motivation. Ihe motivation was uncovered. 
What makes him accept? As a matter of fact, as an analyst I can 
only say that such and such an analyst was motivated by such and 
such a fantasm. All right, but then why does he himself choose to 
practise this psychoanalysis? I don't have the least idea. Perhaps 
because he finds in it some sublimation appropriate to his talents. 

According to the second conception, it is not a matter of clarifying 
the end of analysis with the first pass. It is a matter of clarifying 
the beyond of the analysis, as in that way some light would be 
shone on what makes an analyst work; that is, what the desire of 
the analyst is. This is the conception to which I myself subscribe. 
This was not implied in any indication of the usefulness of such a 
procedure on the institutional level. Not at all. It is clear that such 
a testimony concerning the analysis itself and its after effects is not 
even in my conception an end to which one subscriies if one is 
keen on keeping the privilege of the training analyst. It is not 
because the second idea goes to the effect that the end is not to 
qualify the end of analysis. That implies a denial of the importance 
of the procedure on the institutional level and its value as a de- 

It is a heavy thing. 
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mystification. Here you have an idea about what is going on 
minds of people in France, as far as the plcsr is concerned. 
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Seminars 
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Melbourne 1989 

The following two texts, The Real, the Symbolic and the 
Imaginary and the Structure of Neurosis, Perversion and 
Psychosis and Three bcanian  Aphorisms, are transcriptions 
from tape-recordings of unwritten seminars given by Isidoro Ve& 
to The Freudian School of Melbourne, during his visit to Australia 
in 1989, on the occasion of the 2nd Australian Psychoanalytic 
Congress organised by the School on the 50th anniversary of the 
death of Freud. They have not been corrected by Dr. Vegh. 



The Real, the Symbolic, 
the Imaginary and the Structure of 
Neurosis, Perversion and Psychosis 

Isidoro Vegh 

It is a pleasure for me to be able to address you on this occasion, 
since this is a link with the Seminar that Oscar Zentner holds here, 
in the Department of Psychological Medicine, PMce Henry's 
Hospital, Monash University, jointly with The Freudian School of 
Melbourne. I say that it is a pleasure because the structure of the 
Seminar to which Jacques Lacan dedicated himself for more than 
thirty years is a carrying out in act of precisely the same thing that 
we will be talking about tonight; that is to say herery, because in 
French we say R.S.I. And heresy always appears when someone 
interrogates God. On the other hand, the theologians, in the last 
resort, always respond, "God knowsl" 
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When Lacan went to Caracas in Latin America, he said, "My three 
are not your three", referring to Freud. What are the three of 
Lacan? And what are the three of Freud? The three of Freud are: 
the Id, the Ego and the Superego. The three of Lacan are: R S I ~. - . . - ._ the Real, the Symbolic and the Imaginary. I will try to expod 
these three of Lacan in a trajectory that will be homologous with 
his teaching. 

What did Lacan produce? To see what there is in Lacan, we fmt 
have to ask ourselves what there is in Freud. Freud is the 
introduction in our century of a reflection which waited for two 
thousand five hundred years to be taken up again. What I am 
saying is not altogether valid because. the Socratic question 
returned, as does the repressed, in different discourses. We find 
something of this in St. Augustine, and before that, in St. Paul, and 
also in Descartes. You see what disparate names I am naming, yet 
I say that all of them, each one in his own time and in his own 
language, asked the same question of themselves: What is the 
human being? What is the road to happiness? 

Freud is an interrogation concerning the suffering of the human 
being and his possibility of jouissance. Starting from his hysterical 
patients who used to knock at his door due to their pain, due to 
their symptoms, due to their inhibitions or theirhgsr, Freud is led 
to the encounter of his fantastic discovery - the unconscious. What 
is the place of Lacan in all this? Freud is the genius who says that 
the human being cannot give an account of his acts only from what 
his conscious proposes to him. There is a more powerful and 
decisive reason, it is the unconscious reason. Lacan will say that 
his practice as analyst also confirms this, but - heresy of Lacan - 
he addresses Freud and asks him: Why is there unconscious? 
That is to say that there, where Freud establishes his great 
discoveries for which he deserves to' pass to history, Lacan 
interrogates him. What is the condition for that to be so? In other 
words, Lacan dedicates his life to construct the logic of the great 
Freudian myths. What are those three great Freudian myths? 
Narcissus, Oedipus and Totem and Taboo. 
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I will present to you these three great mythical narratives in their 
Freudian version in the logic that Lam proposes to us for each 
one of them. As I said before, it is homologous with the emphasis 
that his works had in different times of his life. Lacan erupts into 
the world of psychoanalysis with a work that he presents in a 
Congress in Marienbad in 1936, an already classical work for our 
days, known as % Mirror Stage. In this same Congress, 
Hartmann presents his work on the Ego and the processes of 
adaptation. 

The Lacanian thesis contained in The Mirror Sfuge is simply the 
accentuation, and also the logic, of what Freud proposes in On 
Narcksism: an Introducfion. Until then, the Ego is considered as 
the instrument of knowledge; it serves for what a whole 
philosophical tradition poses of the relationship between the subject 
of knowledge and a given object. From the introduction of 
narcissism, the Ego not only dedicates itself to knowledge because 
narcissism comes to tell us that the Ego not only addrwes itself to 
the objects of the world, to know them and to love them, but can 
also take itself as the object of love. Narcissism means that the 
Ego (or the I) is the object of love. "Love is blind". That is to say 
that if the theory of narcissism emphasises that the function of the 
I is a function of love, then the passion of love makes of its 
knowledge something quite dubious. Where the psychology of 
consciousness proposes a conscious Ego, capable of an adequate 
knowledge - from this Ego able to love itself - we will conclude 
with this aphorism: the Ego has a function concerning knowledge - 
a function of "un-knowing". 

The Ego is a specialist in un-knowing. As we said before, as it 
happens in love, "Love is blind"; and with one's Ego it is no better. 
This is what Lacan called the register of the Imaginary, which is 
not to be neglected. It is probable that, from the first month of 
pregnancy, the pregnant mother, the one who will be the mother of 
a neurotic-normal child, will stand in front of the mirror and talk 
to the child. It is also probable that she will buy some wool and 
knit some piece of clothing for the baby to use as soon as he is 
boin. If we pay attention, as far as adaptation to reality is 
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concerned, that woman is really not adapted. Who is she talking 
to? At that moment there is no baby in her womb. In media:  
terms there is a foetus. The mother of a future psychotic knows itj.: 
I€ this mother goes to the gynaecologist, she will not speak of . a  
baby, she will speak of what troubles her in the bladder. From the' 
point of view of reality, she is a lot better adapted. Nevertheless;; 
we say that the Imaginary that is in the first mother is propitious;'; 
we will say that it is favourable for her future son; it indicates that< 
something in her works.wel1. It means that for love of her child;. . 
she makes him the gift of imagining him as he ,is not yet; of 
imagining him with a body that he does not yet have. And, while ' 
knitting that piece of clothing, she anticiDates her own - disappearance as a covering for heichild.. She &&es him the gift 
of accepting that her child will live beyond her, covered by that 
piece of clothing which will replace her body of mother. With this 
I want to say that the Imaginary, which plunges us into deception, 
is nevertheless not to be neglected. I would not recommend to MY 
of you here that for that reason you should stop loving; I would 
not even say that next time you should look better, because the 
more you look, the more you are going to be mistaken. 

These were the first times of the teachings of Lacan: there where 
Hartmann wanted to convince us - and it is a product that is well 
sold in North America - that we have an Ego free of confIict, with 
which we can make contracts and good businesses. In that same 
place, Lacan says, following Freud, the essential of the Ego is the 
love that leads to a function of y-knowing. Fortunately, not only 
do we have the Imaginary; we have other elements that form our 
structure, the best and the worst. So, we have spoken something of 
Narcissus. 

Second Freudian myth: oedipus. What does this Freudian myth 
come to indicate to us? That the naturalness of the drive is not 
sufficient for the living human being to give account of his 
relationship to the objects of his need. In its more traditional 
version, it is made concrete in the prohibition of incest. Why the 
prohibition of incest? That question is a way in which Lacan 
interrogates Freud. Certainly it is Freud who presents the Oedipal 
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myth and he says that one of the unconscious desires, the 
unconscious desire, is to make love with the mother and to kill the 
father in order to arrive at that jouissance. Freud accepts the fact 
that incest is forbidden. The question of Lacan is: Why is it 
forbidden? What is the reason? And if someone wants to say that 
culture forbids it, it is the same question: Why does culture forbid 
it? Well, there Lacan coincides with other perspectives, like that 
of Uvi-Strauss in structural anthropology. There are structural 
reasons that decide that prohibition. Uvi-Strauss, in his own way, 
said that the prohibition of incest in the social structure allows the 
breaking of endogamy: insofar as my mother is forbidden, 1 will 
go to my father-in-law to ask him for a daughter, and in exchange 
1 will give a daughter to my son-in-law. 'That is to say, the 
prohibition of incest ensures the exchange of women, and in that 
way it founds a social link. This is the perspective of Evi-Strauss 
which we can accept, but we will extend it in a more radical 
manner. 

The prohibition of incest in the speaking-being is the condition for 
him to address himself, for him to want to address himself, to his 
object. Whilst the instinct that inhabits the ant is a force that 
knows the object that best suits it, because the ant knows 
instinctively how it has to organize its habitat, how to obtain its 
food and how to reproduce itself, the speaking-being, instead, 
insofar as he is not marked in the same way by the instinct, needs 
another condition to establish his movement. A proof that the 
speaking-being is not marked by instinct, as is the animal, is the 
wide field of the perversions. Only the speaking-being can have 
jouissance with a shoe or a sock. In a more moderate version, in 
no way in the speaking-being it is ensured that the little boy will 
look for the little girl, or that the little girl will look for the little 
boy, this is an everyday experience. What this prohibition of incest 
comes to do, is to ensure a movement there where the instinct does 
not ensure it; and the instinct does not ensure it because we are 
inhabited by the word. 

The word allows us to substitute one word for another, or one 
object for another. The paradigm of this is Don Juan, who 
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substitutes one woman for another. The prohibition of incest, the 
forbidding of the primordial object, the mother, or whoever comes 
to be in her place, produces a lack which will bring it about that 
the subject spends his entire lie looking for it: this is the way in 
which desire is inaugurated. That is to say, it is what St. Paul in 
his own way exposed in the Epistle to the Romans. It is St. Paul 
who teaches that only with the law, do I become a sinner. It is the 
introduction of the law which allows me to situate myself as a 
sinner, because before the law there are neither sinners nor non- 
sinners. It is with the law that sin is inaugurated. First God has to 
come and say: "You will not eat from this tree". It is only from 
there that I will want to eat from that tree and that I will become 
a sinner. When I say a sinner, in the unconscious perspective, I am 
speaking of desire and jouissunce. 

If I write this down with a minimum logic, I will say that 1 write 
the speaking-being with a set: what is called a circle of Euler, 
constituted by a multiplicity of elements. If the prohibition of 
incest functions, we will say that there is one that is forbidden; and 
this, we will call minus one. This minus one, which we can write 
as a null set, is the condition in order for the subject to desire, 
because as Socrates has already taught us: "1 only desire what I 
have not". Because, if I bad it why would 1 desire it? That is to 
say that the structure of neurosis implies the condition of a lack, 
which 1 write as a minus one to the set, and which is called 
castration. This is the structure of neurosis. 

At the other extreme, in the structure of psychosis, the set of 
elements does not accept that lack: the castration is foreclosed. 
Freud called it V e n v e m g .  Then, in the place of the minus one, 
we will say that there is a plus one; the place of the lack is absent. 
In order for you to understand it better, this means that the lack is 
lacking. 

We have then the structure of neurosis with Verdrihgung 
(repression), the structure of psychosis with Verwefing 
(foreclosure); and now, we have a structure that functions like a 
neon light, it passes through castration and disavows it. The 
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i prototypical example is the fetishist. If the fetishist uses his fetish 
object, it is because that fetish object is the, substitute for. the penis 
of the mother - this is a Freudian affirmation. Obviously a,mother 

' h'as no penis; so, to pose the substitute for the penis of the mother 
implies two questions. If the fetishist looks for a substitute, it is 
because for some time he would have realised that the Other does 
not have; but he uses the fetish in the .Real to disavow this lack. 
This is, the structure of perversion, and its mode of 'defence is 
Verleugnung (disavowal). 

r 

When we speak of Oedipus, we are speaking then of the efficacy 
that language produces in us. It is because there is language that 
there is unconscious, insofar as language is constituted by a set of 
discrete elements, and it therefore suffers the laws of the logic of 
sets: that is to say, what Bertrand Russell and others discovered at 
the beginning of the century, that there is no universal set, that 
there is at least one element missing - analysts call it castration. 
We will no longer call the effect of that structure Ego, we are 
going to call it subject. And we can write as a synonym subject of 
the signper, subject of the unconscious, or subject of the desire. 
We said before, I only desire when I lack at least one element. "hat 
is why we can say that in psychosis there is no desiring subject. 
This concludes the second Freudian myth, the myth of oedipus, in 
another Lacanian aphorism: the subject is what a signifier 
represents for another signifier. To take a classical Freudian 
example: Signorelli represents Freud for Boticelli. It is all that is 
opposite to a psychology of communication in which a subject is 
represented by a signifier for another subject. All this then is the 
second term of the heresy, the Symbolic, and it coincides with a 
second time of the Lacanian work. It is the time in which Lacan 
works the logic of Frege, the paradoxes of Bertrand Russell and the 
theorem of Godel. 

But the question does not fiiish here. There is a third time in the 
work of Lacan, which arrives at the end of his life. It is 
inaugurated with the third Freudian myth to which Lam dedicates 
himself to carry out his logic. It is a myth of which he says, it is 
the only myth of modern times invented by Freud. The myth of 
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Tofem and Taboo is. totally different from the'myth,:o 
In. the latter, at least in vulgar terms, the child ,wan& 
father in order. to enjoy the mother. m a t  is to say,. tha 
the child and jouissunce there is the act of death, 
father. The myth of Totm- and Taboo is 'complete1 
is a myth of the origins, not the historical myths of 

cisely because he is outside the law..R 
law, And in what way .does. heifoun 

arbitrarity. %is ~4 father, this leader. of' 
the jouissance of all women for himself, 
himself under the guise of the authoritari 
either boy or girl, it is the -e - 
jouissance of the mother. Insofar as the father deprives the mother 

atjouissance, he keeps all thejouissance Of all the women for 
the origins of each one of us. In the o 
of the horde;who keeps for him% 
women, until one day all the sons, fed up be 
of jouissance, agree to kill the father. But on 
the love for the father returns; and it returns under'the fob? 
law. For.1ove of the father, they agree and accept that non 
them will go to bed with the mother. They also agree, as'a 
social regulation, that they will save themselves from a war. 
death among them; that is to say, a symbolic order, a law, pr 
them from a fraternal fight. 

'This is the myth as Freud proposes it at least twice in his 
once:in.l911 in Totem and Taboo 
M o w  and Monotheism. How does Lacan 
myth comes to pose that the fa 
Oedip,us, is the one who has already had th 
beginning. The jouissance is not someth 
afterwards, as in oedipus, but it is someth 
the beginning as a supreme jouissance 
'There.will never again be someone who will have iouissance, of.) 
them all. 

In this myth, that father of the horde functions as an exception to 
a set and this repeats the structure of a universal set. Lacan tells 
us that if all men have a relationship with the phallus, that is to say 
with castration, in order for that to be valid there has to be at least 
one element - you remember that we said this before - which does 
not belong to the set. This is what Freud says in his own way; he 
did not make this logic explicit, he only presented it in act. It is a 
merit of Lacan to make his logic explicit. This father of the horde, 
for whom there is no prohibition of incest, is the exception to the 
set, and he is called the Real father. Why do we say he is Real? 

himself. 

That is to say that to advance in the myth of Tofem and Taboo is 
to enter then into the third of the elements of this heresy, that 
which we call the Real: a Real whose logic is not made explicit, 
yet it is there. Freud says that two conditions are necessary for 
castration to be successful: that there is an interdictory agent which 
always ends up being the father - "You will not go to bed with 
your mother"; and that the child has to see the lack of penis in the 
mother or in a maternal surrogate. What is this, which Freud 
proposes as a second condition? What is the lack of penis in the 
mother? Freud is presenting something of the StNCture. 'That place 
where there is no penis is a way of presenting a Real hole. And 
here, if we do not advance once again in a logic, there is something 
that is not understood. Where Freud says that in the unconscious 
there is no representation of one's own death, that in the 
unconscious there is no negation, and that in the unconscious there 
is no representation of the female genital organ, the vagina, a great 
psychoanalyst, undoubtedly one of the best, Melanie Klein, says 
exactly the opposite. Why? I think that it is because she lacked 
a logic. In those three affirmations, what Freud is proposing is that 
to say something of the nothing is not nothing. To mention a hole, 
at least I have to draw its border. "hat is to say, that it is 
impossible to represent nothingness as nothingness. This is another 
way of presenting the Real. 

These three registers, Imaginary, Symbolic and Real, are the three 
of Lacan and they mark all his work. In the confusion of post- 
Freudism, Lacan had to begin with a civilismg work to 
discriminate frustration, imaginary frustration; privation, real 
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privation; and castration, symbolic castration. He had to 
discriminate between transference, imaginary, symbolic and real. 
We can also differentiate between names-of-the-father, imaginary, 
symbolic and real. And also the analyst can differentiate three 
modes, three different registers of intervention, he can intervene 
in the Imaginary, in the Symbolic and in the Real. 

I will now propose this trajectory that I have put forward to you 
today in a much more pleasant way and through someone who is 
a lot closer to you than to me for reasons of language. It is a poem 
by T.S. Eliot. Listen carefully, because this poem says a lot better 
than everything that 1 have told you tonight, what is the Imaginary, 
the Symbolic and the Real. 

The Naming of Cats. 
The naming of cats is a difficult matter, 
It isn't just one of those holiday games; 
You may think at first I'm mad as a hatter 
When I tell you, a cat must have three different names. 
First of all, there's the name that the family use daily, 
Such as Peter, Augustus, Alonzo or James, 
Such as Victor or Jonathan, George or Bill Bailey - 
All of them sensible everyday names. 
There are fancier names if you think they sound sweeter, 
Some for the gentlemen, some for the dames: 
Such as Plato, Admetus, Electra, Demeter - 
But all of them sensible, everyday names. 
But I tell you, a cat needs a name that's particular, 
A name that's peculiar and more dignified, 
Else how can he keep his tail perpendicular, 
Or spread out his whiskers, or cherish his pride? 
Of names of this kind, I can give you a quorum, 
Such as Munkustrap, Quaxo, or Coricopat, 
Such as Bombalurina, or else Jellylorum - 
Names that never belong to more than one cat. 
But above and beyond there is still one name left over, 
And that is the name that you never will guess; 
The name that no human research can discover - 
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But the cur himself knows, and will never confess. 
When you notice a cat in profound meditation, 
The reason, I tell you, is always the same: 
His mind is engaged in a rapt contemplation 
Of the thought, of the thought, of the thought of his name: 
His ineffable effable 
Efanineffable 

Deep and inscrutable singular Name. 
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Three Lacanian Aphorisms 
lsidoro Vegh 

l l ~ h e s e  days, when Lacan's work has become quite a popular 
experience, it is not uncommon to hear that the notion of the 
signifier is one that has already been superseded in favour of that 
of the Real. 

In the text, The Agency of the Letter in the Unconscious or Reason 
since Freud, a conference given in 1957, Lacan begins with an 
epigraph, a short text of Leonard0 da Vmci: 

Of Children in Swaddling Clothes 
0 cities of the sca, I behold in you your cilizcns, wumen as well 
as men tightly bound with stout bonds around their iums and legs 
by folk who will not undentand your language; and you will not I 
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be able lo give vent Io your griefs and =me of loss of l i i y  tq 
making tearful mmplaints, and sighs, lamentations one to another, 
fM lhose who bind you will not understand your language nor will 
you understand them. 

Leonard0 Da Vinci 

Why would Lacan have written this epigraph at the beginning? I 
think it is a way of indicating that for a psychoanalyst, the signifier 
is not the same as for a linguist. A psychoanalyst talks of a 
signifier when he s6akes the subject in the nucleus of his being. 

1 will refer to different times of the Lacanian reflection concerning 
the question of the letter, centering each of those times around a 
Lacanian aphorism. 'The f i t  says The unconscious is structured 
like a language, and the aphorism that is implicit as a condition of 
the possibility of this is that Language is the condition of the 
unconscious - it is because there is language that there is 
unconscious. 

To approach his first aphorism, Lacan made use of the modern 
structural linguistics of Ferdinand de Saussure, who found a way 
to end a useless polemic, the magnitude of which I will convey to 
you through an anecdote. At the end of the last century, the Royal 
Academy of London refused to accept works concerning the origin 
of language, saying that they led to nothing. A valuable written 
antecedent concerning this question is to be found in Plato's 
dialogue, the Cratilus. In it, the question of the relation between 
words and things is already formulated: Are words the natural 
result of things? Plato does not resolve it in the dialogue. It was 
a discussion that had to do with the origin of language because, if 
words did spring from the things themselves, they were not able to 
say how they appeared. 

Saussure proposes something different. He is no longer interested 
in the relation to things. Instead, he goes on to see what words 
are, discovering that the word itself has at least two elements: one 
refers to what the word means - the signified, and the other is the 
word itself - the signifier. The reference to things, with Saussure, 
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remains outside our field. With this, he' founds' modern .st&tur$.: 
linguistics. ;; ' . ~ '  .;.;j..::,.!l.,: . .  
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The unity of language, for Saussure, is the sign c0nstituted.b~ a 
signified and a signifier differentiated by the bar, a permeable bar 
indicated by the two arrows expressing a biunivocal relationship 
between signified and signifier: what is called signification. -To 
indicate that there is a one to one relationship, he closes the 
formula with an ellipse. 

Lacan says that this Saussurian algorithm is in the beginning of his 
reflection on language. But Lacan is not a linguist, he is a 
psychoanalyst, and he will write a very thick bar, a bar that 'is not 
porous,.a bar that resists He also inverts the formula, writing the 
signifier above the bar with a capital S and the signified below the 
bar with a small s. Also, he eliminates the ellipse, indicating that 
there is no univocal relationship between signifier and signified, 
that the signified is no more than the result of the relationship of 
a signifier with another signifier. Writing the signifier above the 
bar is also a way of indicating that the signified is an ,effect; a 
secondary effect, of the relationship between a signifier and another 
signifier. 'That is to say that where Saussure talked of signification, 
as a univocal relationship between signified and signifier, Lacan 
will speak of an .effect of sense. 

This f i s t  aphorism, The unconscious is structured like a language, 
implies, obviously, the question of metaphor and metonymy 
correlated by Lacan with condensation and displacement, 
respectively. On the basis of this now inverted algorithm, hcan 
then proceeds to formulate again the two, great operations with 
which Freud constructs his concept of the unconscious, with the 
'following formulae: f (S  ... S') S e S (-) s for metonymy and 
f ($) S H S (+) s for metaphor. 

In' the former, the (-) 'sign means that, there, something is 
subtracted;&at something resists that does not appear in the 
manifest discourse; that is to say, that is especially apt to represent 
censofship. ' It can also signify the bar itself, a bar that expresses 
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repression. It comes to present us with a difficulty in the 
production of meaning, as there is an elision; a signifier remains 
elided and substituted by another signifier, one that can go through. 
In displacement (metonymy) the signifier that appears is indifferent, 
it only has value by reference to the absent signifier. It expresses 
a relationship of contiguity, for example, smoke - fue. The three 
dots represent the elision of a signifier. It is a way of alluding to 
what Lacan calls le manque-d-&e, the lack-f-being. 

In condensation (metaphor) there. is the production of a plus of 
meaning insofar as the sign (t) represents the crossing of the bar. 
In both cases, the symbol separating both parts of the formula 
indicates that they are congruous, not identical. It is the case of a 
substitution of one signifier by another, as in the example of 
Signorelli. This plus of meaning is equivalent to an effect of poetic 
creation. Metaphor brings the subject again into play whilst 
metonymy brings into play the object. 

For an analyst, a signifier is a signifier when it represents the 
subject. The way Lacan divides into subtitles The Agency of the 
Letter in the Unconscious or Reason since Freud, already seems to 
be a proof of this. The three subtitles are: The Letter in the 
Unconscious, l?te Being and the Other, and l?te Lener, the Being 
and the Other, which in French is particularly interesting because 
of the alliteration present - Lo lettre, IVtre et 1'Autre. We could 
say that in itself, this is another way of understanding the Lacanian 
rhetoric. m a t  is, he tried to show, in what he said, that which he 
said. 

To work this question of the letter and the signifier is to refer also 
to the being. In the Traumdeuhmg, Freud said that to advance in 
the interpretation of dreams is in order to arrive to the Kern meres  
Wessen, the kernel of our being. 

At another time of the Lacanian reflection, Lacan introduces what 
he called the instance of the discourse, concerning which we can 
mention a second aphorism, The unconscibus is structured like a 
language ... but in analysis, in the practice of analysh, it is ordered 
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Three Lacanian Aphorisms 

as discourse. That is to say, that if we analysts are interested in 
the word, it is because words depart from something, that there is 
something beyond the words, which Lacan will call les bouts du 
R&l -the pieces of the Real. We mention at least two: thesubjecr 
and the object a. The object a, in its last essence, is the Real of 
nothing. With those elements: subject, object, S1 and S2, Lacan 
constructs his theory of the discourses. 

In Lknvers & lapq'chnalyse (Psychoanalysis Imide Out), Lacan 
proposes the structure of what he calls the four discourses, which 
is constituted with two bars that distribute four places: the place 
of the agent, the place of the other to whom the discourse is 
addressed, the place of truth and the place of production. 
Language comes into movement, it is put into motion, it establishes 
a social link. Neither the agent who begins the discourse nor the 
other to whom it is directed, coincide with what they consciously 
say. That is why below the bar that says agent, there, his truth will 
be found. It is a way of saying that no one's truth is transparent. 
On the side of the other, he situates the production; that is to say, 
that for what is initiated in the agent, something will be produced 
below the bar in the other. But Lacan is not an empiricist and, 
consequently, it is not a question of the agent as a person and of 
the other as a person. It is not a theory of intersubjectivity. Rather, 
it is what his aphorism concerning the subject says - A subject is 
what a signifier represents for another signifier, which comes to be 
the absolute contrary to what our intuition represents for us. 'Ihis 
is the Lacanian definition of the unconscious. To say that 
Signorelli represents Freud, not for another person nor for another 
subject, but for Boticelli, is unbearable. 

nese are, then, the four places of the four discourses. It is not 
so easy to know who occupies the place of the agent because the 
subject can occupy it, the object a can occupy it - and this can be 
rather odd, that the object be in the place of the agent of the 
discourse; it can be occupied by a signifier S1, or the signifier S2. 
This takes place in an order, an order that is always maintained $, 
S1, S2, a. If we write it in a circle, you can see that it is also valid 
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to write a, $, S1, S2. This is what Lacan does with;the foli 
discourses: 

We are not going to dwell any longer upon these discourses; 1 
described them to show that for Lacan, it was no longer enoughAto 
speak only of signiiler. In ,reality, he never spoke only of 
signifiers, it was always the case of a signifier that representedra 
subject for another signifier and, although at the beginning he did 
not have his theory of the object a, it was alluded to in se 
.ways - although not made explicit. 

This second aphorism that Lacan proposes then, enlarges or extends 
the first, The unconscious is structured like a language ... and in 
the practice of the anaIysis, it is ordered into discourse. The 
concept of discourse implies that, for Lacan, the relationship with 
the word is not the same as it is for the linguist. For a 
psychoanalyst, the relationship with the word implies also that 
which is before, and after, the word the subject and the object a. 

We are going to look at the third aphorism of Lacan, The 
unconscious is a language that in the middle of its saying produces 
its own writing, an aphorism that he proposes in his seminar DLn 
discours qui ne serait pas du semblant. It connotes a necessary 
connection with Freud's affirmation, The a'ream is a hieroglyphic 
writing. And who writes that hieroglyphic writing? The 
unconscious. The spoken word also serves for the purpose of 
writing. That is why Lacan can say that the analyst reads d la 
krtre (literally) what the analysand says. 

Lacan l i ed  aphorisms, the three that we chose to illustrate today, 
correspond to three different times of his teaching. As we said, in 
this seminar Lacan says that there are many ways to mention what 
happens at the end of an analysis. One of the things that one can 
expect at the end of the analysis is that the analysand would be 
able to sawir lire autrement (to know how to read othedy). In 
French this translates as both, to bww how to read differently and, 
to know how to read the Other &e.q ( A u t r m j .  

Three Lacanian Aphorisms 

The letter, like the letter of a hieroglyphic, is deciphered; it is the 
signifier that is interpreted. And we can see this brilliantly in 
Freud's interpretation of the forgeaing of names, in the example of 
Aliquis. You surely recall Virgil's well-known line from the 
Aeneid, in which the unhappy Dido commits to posterity her 
vengeance on Aeneas, "Exoriar(e) rALlQUlS nostris ex ossibus 
ultor" (Let someone (aliquis) arise from my bones as an avenger), 
remembered by a certain young Jew that Freud had acquainted on 
a holiday trip, with the exception of the word Aliquis. The line 
was quoted in the context of the subject's regret that his generation 
was doomed to atrophy, and could not develop its talents or satisfy 
its needs. 

Because the unconscious writes in many different ways, the 
interpretation will touch the subject where he is. In the example of 
Aliquis, the subject says, a-liquis, relics, liquifying, fluidity, fluid. 
In German, this also correlates in homophony. Then from relics, 
to the relic of Simon of Trent, with which he returns to the theme 
of the Jews from the beginning. The line of associations continues 
on to St. Augustine, St. Benedict, a Church Father called Origin, 
St. Januarius, and so on. And Freud connects St. lanuarius with 
calendar, concluding that to name all those saints, and especially 
St. Augustine and St. Januarius, is a way of saying calendar. 

But that is not to interpret, that is to decipher. As Lacan said, The 
letter, like the letter of a hieroglyphic, is deciphered; it is the 
signifier that is interpreted. The subject says St. Augustine and St. 
Januarius and it is a hieroglyphic, it is a way of saying calendar, 
but he writes it that way. Until that moment, Freud was 
deciphering, but when the subject adds the reference to St. Simon 
who was sacrificed as a child, Freud includes the subject's possible 
desire for an abortion. With this interpretation, the subject was no 
longer amused because, as we said, The interpretation will touch 
the subject there where he is. There, yes, Freud touches upon 
interpretation. And this is so because, as Lacan points out, The 
interpretation touches the place of the object. It is a place where 
the subject is fiurted 
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To be something for the Other, the Subject identifies with the place 
of the object a, it can also very well be the place of the son of the 
sacrifice. To wry him from this place to this other one, is the 
task of liberation, in order that the subject as desiring be 
constituted. That is to say that we have to make fall this object a, 
that is, the fixation of the subject to this object a. That would 
imply also, as another consequence, that he discovers that the Other 
is not complete either, S(A). It is from this perspective that the 
phrase, Ute letter is litoral between the signibing knowledge 
(sawir) and the jouissance of the object, becomes relevant. 

nis seminar WBS given by h. Vegh at Mmt Park Psychiatric Hospital on 6th and 
13tb September 1989. as part of the fwr year seminar. ne Foundarions of 
Psychnolysir, organized by the Freudian Schopl of Melbourne. The text King 
~tudied at that moment in the scminar was Lacan's nir Agmq 4lhr loarr in IhL 
Unwmciau or Ream since Freud. 
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Homage to Lacan 

Saturday 7th September 1991 

Janet amkc Hall 
University of Melboumc 
Royal Parade. Parkvillc 

The unconscious is of Lacan, 
but the field is Freudian 

Jacques Lacan 
i 

In 1991, ten years will have elapsed since the death of 
Jaques Lacan. His theoretical and clinical works have 
challenged a line of thought resistant to acknowledge 
the substantial change brought about by his discourse. 
The Freudian School of Melbourne invites you, as it 
has done in the past, to a symposium of psychoanalysts, 
to evaluate the radical consequences borne by the field 
of psychoanalysis as a result of his teachings. This 
invitation is directed to ,thaw who recognjSe in their 
praxis their indebtedness to Lacan's appraisal of 
psychoanalysis and to those who, outside the field of 
psychoanalysis, are also interested in his discourse. 

Enquiries 
n e  seaetary 

n e  Fnudian School of Melbwne 
P.O. Box 12, Hawthorn. Victoria 3122, Australia 



Qe @eubinn $cbool of pelbourne 
The Sigmund Freud -Jacques Lacan Prize 
E x  Freudian School of Melbourr~e announces n e  Sigmund Freud 
- Jaques Lacan prizC for an original short monograph which is 
nusidered to further the thcory.and pradice of psychoanalysis. 
From 1991, the pdzc will be awarded on the Occasion of the annual 
Homage of the School and the monograph will be publishd in 
Papen of the Freudian School of Melbourne. 
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alytic Writings 

PAPERS. OF 
THE FREUDIAN SCHOOL OF MELBOURNE 

Psychoanalysiis dwells in language for the structural reason that 
the unconscious is born from it. Writing is the mark left behind 
by the act that discourse effectuales. It is for this reason that, 
since 1977, The Freudian School of Melbourne, School of 
Psychoanalysis, has written psychoanalysis in Australia. Freud 
and L a m  indicate a dimtion. The initiation and transmission 
of the Lacanian discourse by the School gives us the ethical 
responsibility to further the theory and practice of 
psychoanalysis and to make the experience known in the lraces 
of writing. 




