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TIE FORKUILAS OF SEXUATIOR

(The Kewsletter is graterul to Eruce Fink for permission to publieh
this seminar given at Ivy House on 9/3/88).

One of Lacan'se most seemingly outragecus claius ie that 'There's no
cuch thing as a sexual relsticnship'. For we epeak &ll the ftime about
sexual relationshkips, and it eeems rather far-fetched to sustain that
they are simply illuseory.

The two terms here which are problematic are 'sexual' and
‘relationship’:

For 'sexual' here indicates that we are talking about relationships
between men in €0 far as they are men, gua masculine, and women in so
far as they are womsn. There are plenty of other sorte of relationshipe
between men and women: you may have a relationship with the man or woman
who lives next door to you insofar as you are neighbours, send your
children to the same =chocl, etc. You may even make love at times, which
may involve a relationship between bodies of two anatomically different
sexes, but in psychoanalysis, biology never has tbke last word concerning
masculinity and femininity. For does bodily cecntact mesn that the
partners are thereby related in so far as they are masculine and
fexinine. .

And we have to consider what Lacan means when he uses the term
‘relationship' (rzpport). We might think that we would have something
along the lines of a relationship between men and women if we could
define them in terms of one anothler, if, for example, 2 times women =
man; or il they cculd be defined in terms of a simple inversicrn, like
activity/passivity (which was Freud's version albeit unsatisfactory even
to hie mind). We might even hope to associate masculinity with a siu
curve and feminity with a cosin curve, for that would allow us to write
comething we might take to be a sexuzl relationship as follows:

cos %

- sl'N '

Here, despite the heterogermeity of the masculine and feminine
curves, despite their plase-lag, we can combine them in such a way as o
make them egual one. Eut according to Lacan, no such equation is
poscible: nothing whick would quelity as a true relationship between tie
sexes czn be written.

For there ie always some cort of mediation: & third term nust be
introduced in defining masculinity and femininity: the phallue. Zot tke
nale cexual organ, but rather the synbol or signifier 'prallus’ in
Freud's work; in Lacan's, the phallic functicn.

Ve might also tLink that it we could cdefine men and women in the
same way with respect to the phallus, we could then say that they occuiy
analcgous positions - that they are leoking for the same things; putting
them more or lees iu the position of the msesés in itheir relation to tle

Feve-hology and tle Applysis

nat Freud proposes in his boo: Lrcup
[m]



Eut 1lleve iz no sulh palallel relaticnuhip in relation 1o ilbe
phallue for men and wermen. Let ue see how Lacan lays out the
diesymm=try:

Men . Vouen
Ix g TxBx

x Ex . -V_;‘ix

In order to underetland tlese formula we must first deciplier what Ex
refers to, seeing ae how it appezrs in eacl and everyone ol tlem. Lacewn
calle it the phallic function and says at omne point that thie functiomn
amounie to castration. (QOu pire). He claims, however, at the same time
not to know what castration is! He makes a sort of disclaimer,
predicting that in his saying thst it's castration, his public will
think they have understood ths whole situation, whereas to his mind
castration ie extremely complicated. Lacan gives a thoroughly
contracdictory or at least alternative reading of the pballic function iu
other iexts, st times even seeming to move back and forth between
readings.

fx = symbolic castration

Our first gloss in any case will be as fcllows: fx not negativised
means 'falls under the blow of castration'. The castration in question
here, in the formulas Wixp» and ¥xex, we'll take to be symnholic
castration, i.e. as the subject's alienation in language, generally
represented as &, applying equally to men and women.

;; = Foreclosure of tbe phallic functionm.

¥% doee not have the same meaning by any means, at least not when it
comes 1o women. Ve are tipred off as to the unusual status of this
negation, as we lLnow that for Lacan the phallus cannot be negativised -
the phallues in so far as symbol can in no sense suffer negativisation.
Vhen Lzcan discusses this formula, he talke at times about the
'imposeibility of the inscription of the phallic function.' The negation
involved in this upper tier of Lacan's formulas immediately invokes the
guestion of writing, postulating a level at which the phallic ‘function
can in no way, €Lape or form be founded or inscribed. The pballic
function is incperative here: it ie foreclosed. The negation involved
Lere ie one which bas to do with the real.

In discuesing the formuls 8xpx Lacan says thet a woman, for
obvious reascne, cannct be cactrated in the Iezl: she does not have the
real organ in question and thus cannot lose it in the real. This is
fairly mysterious as a reading of this formula - which we might
otherwise be inclined to read as 'no woman escapes castration' , 'mnot a
single woman ever escapes cactration'. Perhaps we can postulate that
here Lacan meets Freud, agreeing in a sense that a woman is always
already castrated in the real, bas always already been deprived of or
lost ihe penis, explaining her uncastratability at that level. But the
point is open to a variety of interpretations. There is a eymbolic
interpretation of this formula as well, which we shall come to further
omn.



?% in the formula for men can less clearly be situated solely in the
real: on the one hand we con read it as stating that 'there exists at
least one man who bhas in fact been castrated', whose real orgaus have
been cut off. This would be the mythic father of the primal Lorde who is
killed: he is emasculated by the sons, in other words, killed qua
masculine. .

This interpretation would allow us to situate gx as bearing. upon the
real, the real organs, but does not account for the foreclusive nature
of the negation involved lLere: whereas Lacan describec the bar over the
quantifier as discordance, he describes that over the phallic function
as foreclosure, and foreclosure generally implies the exclusicn of
scmething symbolic from the symbolic register itself.

Ken
Every man; all men

To account for the toreclusive nature ot this negation , let us
"begin by tzking up the two formulzs in the male camp. ¥xgx is to read,
on at least one level, as 'every man falls under the blow of
castration', in other words, 'all men are subject to eymbolic
castration’'.

At least omne.

The 'at least one' asserted in the formula above it, axﬁ;, which
Lacan claims corresponds to necessity in modal logic, can then be read
as setting a limit to the universal, 'every man'. there is one man - and
this time we'll give an interpretation which concerns the symbolic
register - who is not subject to symbolic castration. He is the
exception who proves the rule - as Pierce says, 'a rule has no meaning
without a limit' - and we can represent him as the border around a
topological space:

Jx Sx

WVhile all men are marked by symbolic castration, there nonetheless
existe or persists one man to whom the phzllic function does not apply,
one man who wae never put into his place by succumbing to symbolic
castration. He is not subject to the law; he is his own law. He is not
constrained to try to escape the grasp of the law, to break the law so
as to jouir. he comes to serve as the very foundation of the law for the
sons atter they murder him. As the father of the primal horde, he
controls all the women. He has access to his sisters, his daughters and
even to hLis mother; be is the father for whom nothing is off-limits,
nothing is prohibited. He is the father who, in a eense, never had a
Yather; he is the man to whom no cne ever said KCO! He is the only one
for whom the set of all women exists, as he has access to them all
without exception; all women are for him on & par; they can be grouped
into one and the same class.



Lacan, however, never uses a universal wken it comes to providing
mathemes to descibe women. This has to do with their own structure,
which is different from men's, but we can also note that as far as the
men one actuzlly comes across are concerned ( ¥xgx). the set of all
women does not exist, for women break down into at least two different
categories: tbeir mother and all the rest. Whereas we can talk about all
women for the primal father: there is.always a subdivision for all

other men:

or
even

The mother can abesolutely not be grouped with all other women,
though obviously a msn's relationships with all other women will be
beavily coloured by his relation with his mother. The primal father is
not assumed to enjoy himself more with Lie mother because she is Lhis
mother - perhaps we sbouldn't even tall abcut his having omne. Che is
wvirtually undistinguicbable from all other wemen, and that is why Lacan
mentions Oedipus here: his wife was his mother!. He thus fits the bill
here as one who, at least momentarily, was not subject to symbolic
cactration. He of course suffers for that transgression: he is led to
blind himeelf, and clezrly his gesture of destroying his eyes can be
ceen as a form of real castration, of castration in the real.

Kathemes.

Oedipué allows us to glimpse some of the duplicity of Lacan's
matheme gx. Lacan, we might say, doesn't know how to leave alone well
enough. Whenever he introduces a new symbol with a specific meaning, he
keeps coming back to it, almost obsessively, developing it by accretion
with the most varied glosses. If at first he takes it to operate in the
symbolic register, the next gloss will ccncern the real, the third, the
imaginary, and the fourth will bave to do with something else
altogether. The result is a cort of sedimentation of multiple meanings,
all of which have to be kept in nind, but which must all be separated
and laid out individually, if one is to use them for any particular
purpose.

" It seems to me that this is intimately related, in fact, to the
nature of Lacan's matkenes; for on the one hand, whatever matheme one
chooses, some of the meaning Lacan meant to attribute to it gets lost in
the procese of translation, comnentary and explanation: inevitably so.
The only thing which is integrally traneumitted is the imscription
itself, the formula or symbol. Had Lacan developed an algebra with &
conplete set of rules, there would then have teen cevere limits set 2as
to the kinde of thinge one could write using his symbols; but as such a
cset of rulec was never cspelled out, as his syrbols are simply buoyed up
by bhis many-levelled discourse about them, tlieir interpretztion remzine
to come extent wide open.



Trans-miss(ability).

But while Lacan's goal of integral transmissability is satisfied
only by the literality of his mathemes - only the letter of his formulas
being preserved 100% - they at the same time allowed him a starting
point for virtually limitless commentary. Their written aspect allowed
him to leave aside the first glosses be'd given them, providing a
springboard for further reflection; he devoted a lot of time to drewing
out what we might call the unintentional consequences of the graphe he
drew and the formulas he wrote: ccnsequences related to their very
literality.

So while it is clear that the meaning of Lacan's mathemes is in no
sense integrally transmittable, the written formulas themselves are, and
we have to try and preserve something of their hieroglyphic nature -
allowing ue a type of access to non-sense, toc something beycnd the
register of meaning - even while we try to take them apart little ty
little to understand the many different strata of meaning.

Real and Symbolic castration.

Oedipus, insofar as he can be situated at 3::;:-{', thus éid not at
firet succumb to symbolic castration - he said no to the phallic
function, refusing to be like other men in yielding to their fathers'
castration threats, giving up their wothers and finding otlier wcmen to
cathect. But, reading ¢z as rezl castration, castration of the
testicles, we see that Oedipus did succumb to castration in the real.

¥, in this sense, is the representative of the phallus in the real,
i.e. the penis or male genitalia in general, and %=x thus designates
anatomical emasculation - as we already pointed out in the case of
women: fsz. where we saw that no woman can be really castrated.

Ve can easily see in the case of the primal father, how these two
glosses go hand in hand: whereas the omnipotent father of the primal
horde gets murdered by the sons, thereby being emasculated on the level
of the real, he is even more powerful after his death as father; he
becomes the basis of the law, he becomes God for his henceforth guilty
sons. In the symbolic register he is absolutely uncastratable, bringing
the law to bear upon each and every one of his sons.

Every man is defined by both formulas.

Fow part of the originality of Lacen's use of these quantifiers is
that he gives one interpretation oi them in terms of quantity, but
another which introduces a different paradigm. For we can sustain here
that each and every man taken alone is defined by both of these
formulae, not simply by the universal stipulating that all men fall
under the blow of caetrztion. A man is entirely determined by the
phallic function, and yet every man is still in some sense a little
Oedipus: he wants what the primal father bad; he wante his mother to be
acceszible to hinm just as every woman was accessible to the father of
the primal hLorce.

Ve could talk here about the primal identification with the fatler,
the oral incorporative identification which is the first of the three
identifications Freud lays out in his chapter on jdentification in Group

: or @ primary link with the Tane
of thke Father. Wlhatever the case may be, this incestuous desire,
represced with the dissolution of the Oedipus complex, remains, like &il
other repressed wishes, eternally intact in the unconscicus. He may cone
toc successfully substitute other womwen for his mother, but it doesn't
stop him from wanting his mother, on some level, all the same.




‘Il y a de 1'Un’ and @xyx.

Let me point out in passing tle affinity between this Bug» and
Lacan’'s 'il y a ' expressions, especially his 'il y a de 1'Un*'. If
castration can be conceived of as csonething which decompletes, fractures
or fractionalises this positing that there is such a thing as One, then
this affirmation of the existence of onenesec or of the One as such is
tantamount to an ascertion of the existence of something which comes
before castration or som=thing which is somehow beyond castration - in
any case, a SCene or & locus or a postulated temporal moment where
castration is inoperative, does not come into piay. Czstration, in a
Lacanian_perspective, is always the position from which we evaluate what
might have been before and what will have been at some later time. Tle
necessily associated with the affirmation that there ic such a thing as
One - its apodictic nature - points, it seems to me, to the
imposeibility of conceiving how we got where we are now without that
postulate, without that existence. The type of one implied bere would
seem to be the one of unity, of s whole - & sort of mythical unity
preceeding the constitution of the subject as manque-s-etre, as s want-
to-be, in otker words as lacking, or as missing something. i

For the primal father nothing lacks.

Vomen.

Let us have a loock now at the side of the equetions dealing with
women. Any of you familiar with Jacqueline Rose's tranclationes of
Lacan's work on Feminine Sexuglity will already have noticed that I do
rnot follow her translation of 'il y a de 1'Un' - for which she provides
the ambiguous phrace 'There is scmething of One'. We skall see if we can
improve on this and other translaticne.

'Pas-tout’.

This is particularly important for the phrase 'pas-tout'. If we
translate Lacan's pas-tout as meaning 'not all' or 'mot every', we
obviously capture pne of its possible meanings in French, but we haven't
in any sense accounted either for Lacan's introduction of a new way of
writing negation in logic, or for his reinterpretation of the
quantifiers as not concerning quantity.

If we say 'Not every woman is B' or 'Not all women are E' what is to
stop us from simply writing that as:

~ ¥ (Bx)
using the tilde, classical logic's sign of negation?

The key here seems to me to understand the pas-tcut as: not the
whole of, not entirely, not completely.

Given any woman x, ske isn't entirely determined bty the phallic
functicn: part of her falls under the tlow of castration — and it is
thie part of her, determined by her relation to the phallus, which is in
questicn when we talk about phallic jouissance, the kind of jouissance
common %o both men and women which revelves arcund the phallus.

So given any woman x, part of her is deternmined by the phallic
function, but not all of her. When Lacan eays 'La femme n'est pas
toute', rather thawn trancslate: 'Vomen aren't all’ or 'women aren't
everything', sometiing a guy might tell a friend of his dieappointed or
disabused by love - it seems to me that we have to say 'women are mnct
whole', women are neither wholly determined by the phallic functiom, nor
wholly free of it: they are neither entirely under the sway of
castration nor entirely exempt from it.



In contrast to men who are determined by casiration trom top to
botiom, so to speak. Lacan's yniversal for men can be read as saying
that men are wholly, entirely and completely under the sway of
castration (though of course there is nonetheless that part of every man
which protests, which says no to csstration). Lacan moves away from a
dialectic of all and some to omne of parts and wholes. )

Coming back to women we Gan now say that given any woman x, part of
her is capable of another rind of jouissance, what Lacan calls 'l'Autre
jouissance', an Other jouissarmnce. 1'11 explain what this might be a bit
further on. For the moment let us represent the relation between
castration and men and women, ac follows:

c X C v CASTRATION

=

/ ' -
/" The Difference between ¥xgx and Jxpx.

Ve have gone a long way towards distinguishing ;ﬁmx and 3:5;: Had
we taken Lacan's bars of negation as equivalent to classical logic's
negative sign (~), we would have been forced to equate these two
mathemes. The formulas for men and womel would have been identical, with
a simple dieplacement in the table. We have shown that gx works solely
in the symbolic register while its negation or foreclosure can be
situated now in the symbolic, now in the real - we could no doubt
characterise it as comething of a border phenomenon. And whereas R ugx
positively declares the existence of something which evades castration's
grasp, Vxfx posits that not all of woman can be {nscribed in the realm
of castration, carefully avoiding the question of existence. Peircian
logic shows that neither a universal affirmetive nor a universal
negative implies existence:

' wxBx

\ x ~ gx

Peirce's circle Y V1/ r/z

~ v Bx

Both mathemes argue for comething outside of or beyond castration,
but in very different ways. Vhereas one asserts the existence of
something beyond, the other doesn't even really go SO far as to suggest
the possibility of a beyond, contenting jteelf with denying a type of
totalisation, denying the possibility of totalisztion.

Txsx.

Looking now at the other formula defining femininity, we can provide
a gloss involving the symbolic register as follcws: there has never been
a woman for whom the phallic function is toteally inoperative. As in the
case of men 3:-:;-‘:-: provided a limit for ¥xgx, SO ?;:px Lere constitutes
a limit for Yoex : if not all of a woman CORes under the sway of
castration, one could be led to suppose that in fact none of her does.
For this 'mot all of a womzn' can be construed in two different ways:
'eome but not all ot a woman' or 'mot all and perhaps even none of a __
woman'. Interpreting ¥: as the whole of x, Wx allows us to write ¥ %fX
for a woumsn alongside s, the conjunction asserting that not all of a
woman ccies under the sway of castration and in fact none of her does.



But since Lacan provides i?;; ac the other matheme defining women,
this possibility is ruled out. There is no such woman for whom
castration is totally out of the question - no woman is totally
~ uncastratable. There is no exception allowed here, as was the case in
the men's camp.

Viewing ¢x again for a moment as the real penis, and ¥ as
anatomical castration, our first gloss was that no woman can be really
castrated, as she doesn't have the appropriate organs to begin wiith. But
nevertheless, there is not one single woman who totally escapes symtolic
castration. And yet womsn is not entirely ruled by the phallus. She thus
seems to be essentially duzl in nature as does her jcuissance.

Ko existential quantifier for the Other jouissance.

However, Lacan does nol go quite as tar as that, 1or this Otlker
jouissance is never given an existential quantitier concerning it, as is
done in the case of men. He never says there is an Other jouissance or
that this other hypothetical part of woman exisis: he saye we are led to
postulate it, to think it, inm much the same way that Farmeunides and
Plato were burdened with the task oi thinking non-being, o1 ilryiung to
figure out what kind of status to assign io unou-beirg. ILe tact that
there is phallic jouissance obliges us to tbhink that there may be sonme
other type of jouissance, aud Lacan refiers Lo the passage in Ovid's
¥etamorphoses, where Jupiter says to Juno thkat there is no doutt in hie
mind that the voluptuousness or pleasure she experiences ie greater than
a man's (Book III, lines 320 fi), and calle upon Tiresias, wko was
transformed into a woman for 7-8 years, to corroborate his belief. Lacan
remarks that though many women analysts have broacked the question, the
debate has never gotten beyond the untenable distinction between
clitoral and vaginal orgasm. Lacan suggests that while we cannot
positively assert the existence of other jouissance, we can speculate to
some extent about its nature.

1
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Phallic Jouissance = Organ Pleasure.

Vhereas phallic jouissance is, according to Lacan, the jocuissarnce of
the sexual organe, of the genitalia, be it a man's or & woman's - &anc
let me just mention in passing that this is the gloss Le provides in
1071-73 which ic somewhat revised later - lacan uses thke expreession
corporal jouissance to talk abocut this Other jouissance, implying
pleasure which is more diffuse, widespread, and all-ercompassirg,
something which brings more of the body - if not all of the body - into
play.



The contingency of the Other jouissance.

The Other jouissance implied in the fcrmula ‘not all of x such that
¢ of x' is considered by'Lacan to be contingent - a woman dbeesn't
necessarily experience this Otbher jouissance. But it seems that some of
them do, and perhaps all of them can potentially. Assuming we recall
that not everyone who can be situated on the right hand side of our
firet table is biologically speaking a woman! Women who, from an
analomical point of view, are women, may well have a masculine
structure, and vice versa.

Ecstasy.

The main exanple Lacan provides in discuseing this Other jouissance
ic that of saints and mysticism. He suggests that it's no accident that
women analysts haven't breathed a word about this Other jouissance,
because i c5 « ezid about it. The traces we secem to have of it
in mysticism point to the ineffability of tbis Gther jouissance. The
Greek cfwacis, which came to refer to ecstatic stztes of mind and the
like, originslly meant sorething more like standing outeicde, or
stepping-outside-oreself, and is closely related, etymologically
speaking, to the term existence. We might propose tkat this Other
jouissance, insofar as it takes the forn of ecstasy or nystical rapture,
be thought of as ex-sisting, as somebow ineisting froxm the outside - tke
outside being defined as that which does not fazll uncer the reign of tke
phallus, under the reign of logos.

Phallic jouissance for men, Other jouissance for women?

The question then, is why that sbhould stop us from asserting that
there is such a thing as a sexual relationship. Why couldn't there be a
specifically male jouissance and a specifically fenzle jouissance -
everyone would have their own, and everybody would be happy, no? Well
for one thing, whereas phallic jouissance is sexual, the Other
jouissance is not - it seems to directly concern the Other and the tody,
but it is not sexual in Lacan's mind.

And the fact is that jouissance is never all that pleasant to begirn
with - it is really rather bothersome, involving the type of excitaticn
which Freud claimed man automatically tries to discharge, and which
Lacan claims man is able to avoid at times by sleeping - sleeping
involving disconnecting oneself from one's bodily jouissance. And what's
more, this Other jouissance isn't simply another jouissance, an extra
one which maybe one experiences or maybe one doesn‘t : it colours all
jouiesance; in its turn it becones the central (or ex-centric) reference
point of all jouissance. VWere there nothing but phallic jouissance for
both men and women, msybe a sexual relationship could exist. But
according to Lacan, this Other jouissance is indecemnt, unbetitting to &
cexual relationship. It is precisely because this Other jouissamnce
speaks - or announces itself - that a cexual relationship does not
exiet.

The fact ic that phallic jouissance iteelf does not in any sencse
remain unscathed by the ex-sis bence cof thie Other one. The very fact
that we talk about non-being, about scmething which supposedly is not,
Lse repercussions on being. Eeing itself is affected by the uncanny
statue which non-being takes on in the discourse about it. According to
Lacan, thLe very lack of this Other jouissance, its very inexistence,
makee the axe fall on phallic jouissance. His axe image in Encore is mo
accident: this Otker jouissance somekow tskes the phallus out of phallic
jouiesance, shows up its limitation, its depencence on cacstration, its
lack: it always leaves something to be desired.



Phallic jouissance at fault.

The Other jouissance is thus in a sense to blame for tle very
insuffiency of phallic jouissance - it would have been €0 much better
were it not for this Cther jouissance showing up and ruining everything.
Yet it is phallic jouissance which ultimately beare the blame for the
inexistence of the Otber jouissance: phallic jouissance iz both at fault
and defective, or inadequate. Once another jouissance has been
enviseaged, the blame can cnly be borme by the one we Lave, s0 to speak,
at hand.

Phzllic jouissance may in a sense be thought of as the kind of
jouissance allowed by the superego: in a Freudian percspective, it would
be the product of the Oedipal complex in boys, which prohibits a boy's
jouissance of his motber, permitting only organ pleasure. At the same
time it is subject to a sort of imperative: it hac to be, it ghkould be -
one nust experience jouissance - and Lacan defines the superego as that
instance or agency which commands you to jouir. You'd better do it, or
else! This Other jouissance takes the edge off phallic jouissance, takes
scme of the fun out of it, turning it into an obligaticn, a ghcould.
Phallic jouissance is regulated, channeled, gquartered off to tke
appropriate erogencus zones, cloistered, limited, stamped, and even
ordained: it gets the Good Housekeeping sezl of approvai!

Phallic jouissance and secondary repression, Other jouissance and
primal repression.

Phallic jouissance is related to everyday repressicn; the ctlier one
seems to be related to primal repression and has to bte kept under strict
tabs. For man, the transgressicn of the incest taboo no ccubt tends
towards this other jouissance. Instead of involving sinmply organ
pleasure, it goes against the superegc's imperatives, perhaps allowing
him a type of enjoyment of the body - the body being par excellence the
locus of the Other - an enjoyment of the Other's body, of the body
invested by the Other which is usually beyond his reach. This Other
enjoyment would perhkaps make society untenable and life as we know it
unbearable. That is the real stuff, nonetheless - that is what
uncanscious desire is after. But it would not be by releasing it that a
sexual relationship would come into being. If this Other jouissance did
not exist in the first place, then tlere might be such an aninal.

A psychological phase difference.

Let us put it differently: if there were to be a sexual
relationship, men and women would have to relate to eaci other directly
in some way - &s men and women per se. But Freud alreacy tells us, in
cdescribing the different kinds of things men and women zre looking for
in each other, that 'one forms the irpression that the love of man and
tle love of woman are separated by & psychological phase-difference’.
Voman appears on love relstionshipe only in the guise ci the mother, and
cehe isun't eatisfied until ehe turne her lusband into a =cn &nd mothers
kim; he lovee ler for that, but it ie really only his scan whe gelec what
tte father wanted - the conquest of his notler's love.
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Lacan spells cut thic phase-difference in a rather different way

from Freud, explaining that man's sexual pariner ic otject (a», and tlst
sexuality for the man is tlus wrapped up in tbe fantas: of the
fundamental pkantasy - $ <> a. T will not try {0 explain exactly what
thot means here; let me only justapose it with what Lacan Say&e about
women - On the one hand, women are always L0 €0IE extent tied to the
phallue, btut on the Gther hand Lhey are drawn towarcs the signifier ci
the lack in tle Otker - whick ig to say thot they are somchow related to
e tle

the Ctler's very incomplelerness, the Other ae locus cf language, 2€
cuppoczed completeness of language Or of the symbolic itself.

Fow, symbolic castraticn for Lacan is tantamount to the fact that a
humsn being is subjected to and dominated Ly the signifier, to a
languzge which is already there before his birth and in which he nue
find a place for bimself. Lacan claims that speaking beings are spli
tecauce they speak, that repressicn takes place owing to man’'s use ©
the signiiier.

Eut if women Lave a different relaticnship to language as the Oiler,
to the Other of Language, then it seems that tley must be subjectec it
the signifier, castrated, in a elightly different way; Or W€ might
suppose that they are not conpletely casirated, some part of thexn
rexasining inviolate, intact. Vhat ie striking in thie respect is ta
Freud, thLe evident asymmetry of tle Oedipsl &and cs
boys and girls lesds to an important result: for girls, the superegc
puch milder, much less developed and all-powerful thaa In boys. For i
ie the repression ensuing upon the dissolutior of the Cedi
in -ther worde the moment at which the child finally rejec
parznt of the cpposite sex in crder to find a partner cf t
cex - whick, to Freud's mirnd, leads to the inetitution of an
internalised prohibiting agency, and where for boys the Oedipal
complex precedes the castration complex and is brutally undone by the
latter at arcund the age of four, for girls the castration complexz leacs
naturzally to the Oedipal conplex which may well remain largely intact
until rather late in life. According to Freud. repressicn is thus much
less operative in girls, their moral agency is weaker, and thelr
capacity for sublimstion guite infericr to that seen in boys.

-
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Alienation: castration is the same for everyone.

Lacan's logic of the signifier, spelled out in two cperations e
terps alienation and separation (elaborated im The nosi+iop cof the
Upconscioue and in Sexinzr XI) would lead us to think that sywbolic
caciraztion must necessarily be the same for both sexes as they are stiit
in the same way as speaking beings. But Lacan zlso sustains that the
‘signiier is firet of all imperative', it comnandz (Encore, p. <3). in
other words, the signifier firet and foremecst has a rclie akin toc wkat we
czid earlier about the superego which says 'jouig!' - cr else! If we ar
to believe Freud concerning the developmental asymmsiry of toys and
girle, if we are to believe that girls zre lecss encunbered with ithis
function ci the signifier than boye are, then they are split dirferently
by the signifier - and the rcle for tkem c1 tle *Mzcster signifier', 81,
must be scmewhat displaced when compared with men. Whica is perhaps why
we 1ind 31 in the hysteric's iiccourse in tke rosition of ile other, zud
the barred or split cubject, &, in the position oI agent. Put thie ic a
point which would have to be explored at great lenghl.

If we can sustain that man's sexual partiner ie chiect (&), we cculid
perlaps say that woman's partiner is S@ or S1. Vhich explains in a

cence the priviliged relatiom cf women saints to God, for it seems tlat
religicus ecstasy is far more COmnOL in women tlan in men. Eut this too
would lLave to be developed at great length.




I will only mention here tkat if their sesxual partners had been
identical, that is if cbject (a) functioned as partner for botl, at
least their sexual decire would be structured in scme sort of parallel
way, and we could try to.enviseage a sexual relationchip between them on
that basis. Eut whereas man's jouissance is sexual, and all sexual
jouissance is phallic, woman's jouissance is asexual, her partner being
a signifier: that designating thke lack in tke Other - the Other as non-
cexed.

Having and Being.

let us return for a moment to the interpretation of 7 as
representing castration in the real. Here we can say that all men have a
penis and there is at least one man, the quintessential father, who
trandiskes the kmife, threalening to castrate his sons. In other words,
the threat of castration -~ supposedly taken seriously by little boys
upon the sight of female genitals - is embodied in the belief in a
father who means business.

ts 1 mgﬂ}ioned before, this interpretation oz = leads us to
interpret 2.5 as meaning that there is not a single woman who is
castrated - which is to say that women are not to be defined, frcm tle
point of view of the phallic fuunction, as needing or able ic be
castrated. And it leads us to read Yafx: as saying tlal a wcman carnot
entirely be the phallus, a woman cannct be altogether equated with tlhe
phallus, scmething which men have a tendency to do. '

Strangely enough, men, who are supposedly the ones who have the
organ standing in for the phallus - tbhe phallus obviously being a symbol
rather than the real penis - nonetheless look for it in a woman. The
woman for them is the phallus.

According to Lacan, a child wants to be what his or her mother wants
-, and as the mother tends towards the phallus, the child wants to be
the phallus. Boys realise that their penises do not exactly fit the bill
- they have a stand-in for the phallus but they can never be the
pballus. Girle on the other hand, thinking tkey cannot be the phalius
for their mothers as they do not havethe corresponding organ, hope to
get the phallus from someone who does bave it. But tbe phallus being
first and foremost a signifier, a man's penis can only be a poor
substitute for it. Which is why in love, one gives essentizlly that
whick one doesn't have: a man gives a woman something she's looking for,
though when you get right down to it, he doesn't really have it: it's
eimply not a phallus. And a woman, precisely becauee she doesn't have
it, can be tbought by men to be it. The discrepancy between what be has
and what he'd like to be makes him lock elsevwhere for the pkallus as
cignifier of his mother's desire. A wonan, unencumbered by the organ
asscciated with the phallus, can then be the blank surface upon which he
writes his fantasy, can be fantasmatically viewed by him a harboring the
pballus, as being the phallus, but in a veiled form.

On this reading, i xpx would therefore denote a woman's abdicztion
of her role as a representative of the pkallus. A woman could never be
the phallus from top to bottom.

Let me remark in passing that we can illustrate thke notion that in
love one gives what one doesn't have even pore simply by pointing cut
that acceording to Lacan deesire is alwaye baced on lack; 1f in love cre
gives one's partner one's decire, one thereby offers up to one's partner
one's lack - one thus offers up whkat one does not hzve.



A quantilative reading: Vomcn, a Finite or Infinite Set?

As you can see, each reading involves its own ambiguities - in this
second reading we are led to flipilop from talking about gx as the
penis, here yx¢x and S:xfx, and as the phallus in ¥x¢z, and of the
relation involved as 'having' , here ¥ xgx, xpx and @=Rp¥, and then as
'being' in ¥xgx. In the firet reading we can allew a set theoretical
reading as well as a quantitastive reading, here yxf» and 975, but
here a set tleoretical reading alone: ¥xsx. But Lacan does talk about
all womsn - in other words, quantitatively - from the point of view of
the primal father, for whom all women are on a par, the set of all women
thus being constructible. He notes that for ¥Wxgx to necessarily imply
an exception - the existence of at least one woman who says no to tle
phallic function - would require that the number of womsn in question Le
finite. If there are two billion women in question, and we affirm that
they don't all fall under the phallic function, then in fact ihere must
be at least one who doesn't. But if the number of women in question is
infinite, one cannot demonstrate the existence of the exception on the
basic of the negation of the universal: not all. At most the axception
can be posited as an indeterminate existence: like that of cur taungent
curve at n/2. Intuitionist logic requires that in order to postulate tle
existence of something, one must be able to construct it, that is to
generate its written formula starting from an axiomatic system. Eut it
is impossible to generate the exception here if the set is infinite: tle
‘therefore there is at lezst one' can never be deduced in this
eituation.  (Impossibility of reductio ad absurdum arguments in the cace
of infinite sets), The Other jouissance, like woman herself, is closely
related to the concept of infinity.

I will bave to leave aside kere for reascns of time an explanation
of the two different kinds of negation involved in these formulas -
foreclosure and discordance - the question of writing as it comes into
play here, and the possibilities offered by the other four formulas
immediately suggested by the four at hand:

7}:;?{ .a_xgx 'Vxﬁ B xex.

As is often the case, Lacan's symbols open up new fields of
epeculation, providing new theoretical tools and vistas.

Love.

We-will take a different tack here in concluding: throughcut the
1970's, Lacan insists that truth in psychoanalyeis primarily concerns
the lack of sexual relationship, its absence or impossibility. That
truth, closely related to the real towards which an analyst must try to
conduct his analysands, is what is most abhorred by thke subject, most
unacceptable to him. He devotes a great deal of effort to covering over
the truth of this lacking relationship.

New according to Lacan, love ie what often comes on the scene to
supplemwent thie nou-relationship. Love is what allows one to believe
that there is such a thing as a sexual relationship, thereby masking its
sbsence. Love is thus eymptomatic of the lack of such a relationship.
Lacan even goes so far as to say that a man's sexuzl partner, or lover,
represents the real for him - in other words she stands in for the real
Lere, being the living representative of that which for him is
impoesible, that which for him is unattainable, unavoidable, and/or
tnbearable.



There is such a thing as a Jove relationehip - in fact there are
many ditferent kinde of poscible love relationships, and they supplement
the lack of a sexual relationship to a greater or a lesser extent.
Courtly love, characteristic of certain aristocratic classes in the
11th, 12th and 13th centuries, is taken by Lacan to have been one of the
most succesful ways of supplementing thie lack. What was perhape eo
ultimately satisfactory was the inaccessibility of the women courted -
the virtual impossibility of attaining one's beloved. This view of
courtly love kas been disputed by some authors, but it does seem that
courtly love granted a preponderant role to a form of sublimated love
which could not attain and even avoided striving to attain consummation.

Modern love.

Love in cur timee supplements the ncn-existence of sexual
relationshipe in a rather different way, as our love objects are rarely
wholly inaccessible, though it would be naive to underestimate the
rumber of people who regularly fall in love with people who are already
married or are unavailable for a whole variety of reasons; who fall for
movie-stars, pop-singers; or who always fall for people way below or way
above their own intellectual or socio-cultural level, and who repeztedly
and rapidly tire of these people, moving continually from one to the
rext. This sort of search for the inaccessible can be seen as a symptom
just as the search for romantic fusion, the attempt to make one out of
two, functions as a symptom. And not simply because of the displacement
of emplLasis from sex to love: the bottom line being that in so far as
tkey are masculine and feminine, men and women have no direct relation
with each other.

Symptomatic love and Identification with one’s symptom.

The way one loves is thus always a symptom, but a symptom is ot
necessarily sowmething to worry about or shy away from. For if ve
understand the end of analysis as an identification, not with cne's
analyst, but rather with one's symptom, then we can see that at least
one component of the end of analysis concerns the acceptance or
acssumption of one's symptomatic way of supplementing the lack of a
cexual relationship, of one's symptomatic way of loving.

She always keeps something in reserve.

To my knowiedge, Lacan only once gives an amorous gloss of the
formules of sexuation which were designed to write the impossibility of
sexuzl relaticnships. Ey way of conclusion, I'd like to give lLacan's

amorous gloss on the formulass W:fx arnd q'?:;!x:

WVhereas in love, a woman wante all of a man for herself, wants a msn
tc be zll hers, she always keeps sometling of herself in reserve, she
never gives herself completely to him.

Bruce Fink.
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Between Perception apnd Conscicuspess. (Part IID

In the following text I want to try and extract some of the salient points
of Lacan's work on the relation between signifier and signified (whick is
eignification rather than thing) in hie ‘early’ work: Zemipars II + II].

One begine with a divicion. Primary Process and Secondary Frocese,
eigrifying chain and discourse, the structured-like-a-language and the structure
of language as we epeak it, more or less granumatically, these provice the
context which ensures that any propositions concerning meaning do not short-
circuit themselves from the start in that mirage of false transcendenislism
known ac the 'Meaning of meaning'.

If cne advances, as Lacan does, the proposition that & meaning Irames what
is brought to light in discourse concerning what there is of being in ile place
the csubject fills with respect to those laws which govern the sigunifying claiu,
itself caught in a drive which extends beyond satistaction, then one may Ifeel
duty-bound to provide some useful distinctions regarding this subject. Fur when
is the subject who speake identical: and to the logical (grammatical) subject of
the sentence, which is not necessarily incarnated as an 'I', and to the subject
of wkat ie said, its ‘content',and to the one who graspe its weaning? Ferhaps in
eome particular form of prayer, but even there never without the guarantee o1
that Other which first subjected tLe subject to the fate of its partition into a
genitive (subject of ..., analysis, unconscious, etc.). Given this essential
distinction one can safely leave the qualification of the term 'subject’ to its
usage in a context at any one time; but the list: subject, Other is not complete
without adding that entity which thinks to master, as much as it estranges, the
(WVORT- and SACH-) VORSTELLUKGEN of what is of interest toc the subject in this
worid, namely the ego and all that it trails along in the way of (little)
others.

These are the terms with which Lacan will show what it means for a
subject to come into being, that is, to deliver hizself from what will ‘mean’ by
itself, as it were, as a sympton, if a subject does not follow the law of the
irdivieibility of the signifier (1) to ite conclusion in that speech the
meanings of which we use to guide our steps in life.

Eringing the advances of linguistics to bear on a study of the speech
disorders classified as aplhasic proved conclusive in isolating within any
signifying unit the two bonds or links ('liens') whose impairment seriously
prokibits the subject from producing something meaningful. The FOSITICKAL link
allows a subject to articulate in a syntactical arrangement what Le has chosen
from amcng many terms as his PROFOSITION. The tropes of METOKYMY and ¥ETAPHOR
are indecd well-chosen to illustrate how meaning produced at the level of
discourse derives from the laws geoverning the Primary Process. (2)

Thus, in Lacanian terms, the signification of the phrase 'I want
strawberries’ can be called metonymic in that the subject aims for what is at
stake, limite the €liding of eignification, by isolating in the chain some
signifier which FAKES, if not directly, then by meszns of something contiguous
or scme select part of the whole, those objects/others which are themselves but
cubstitutes, more or less tantalising, literally, for what the subject can never
touch again in having presented itself as fragrented, pluralised, from; the
start. One notes that whatever the antics of the subject on that asymptctic
axis which allows him to articulate at all, whether be moves in the direction of
all or of nothing, including, excluding, listing, aligning, combining,
rearranging, complicating or reducing to heart's content or wit's end, one thing
serving until a better one is found, never will the subject produce a2 meaning in
which he can recognise himself, unless he puts himself in play as subject,
unless a wedge is driven between the name and the thing.



For of the little that is known about thie rewarding meaning that is called
metaphoric, itself inconceivable without the basic position outlined above of
the subject as separate from the plurality of what presents itself to him
simultaneously , it is certain that no spark will cross the gap without the
subject himself surrendering his priviliged position in relation to the
proposition, - attribute or quality, - that nothing of the quality of being
captured in a Vorstellung can surface in a mcment of signification without tbhe
eubject letting himself be represented by a signifier other than his name at
the address of the signifier of the proposition. 'Gerbe' must come in the very
place of 'Eocoz' (3).

That this is quite different from the position of a subject displaced, if
not invaded by a signifier which cannot be made to signify except deliriously,
needs to be explained at this very level at which the subject is inserted into
the symbolic order to begin his long struggle with the signifier. But at the
level of speech, the effects are no less instructive. .

When Lacan takes the phrase °'Tu es celui qui me suivras/suivra' (You are
the one who will follow me) to show that whether what is understood bears the
stamp of a personal summons or raises the fears of persecution attencdant on a
third person future indicative is directly dependent on the degree to which a

subject has ascsumed the significations knotted by the signifier ‘follow' - which
is a signifier precisely in so far as it can polarice meanings: follow what?,
the leader, my meaning, etc. - he brings out the crucial point that the weight

accordedto ‘'follow' directly determines the accent given  to the signifier which
supports the place of the grammatical 'you' , whether, in effect, the other is
invoked, in the form of an address deserving the epithet elective, in the place
of the Other, that is, with all signifiers out in the field, or stabiliced in a
signification which verifies that this other truly bas two eyes, a mouth, etc.
Bice Benvenuto has shown the role ‘parcles fondatrices' (founding words)
of the type 'Tu es cela' (4) play in the insertion of the subject into the
eynbolic order from which and in which be is called upon to respond. For the
analysis reveals, as nothing else the lost subject tries, that from the place in
which an 'l' supports a discourse, it is always defined by anotber, precisely
that other whom it can address as 'you' in the place of the Otber, the only
place from which it is prepared to receive what concerns its own destiny, that,
secondly, the signifier at stake in the analysis, the one 'evoked' by the subject
in all the ways tke analyst must be trained to recognise, is precisely the one
by which it was itcelf 'invoked' in some such form as 'you are the one who will

follow me'.

Ncw, if the position of the subject with respect to the signifying chain
and Lis position within an order of intersubjectivity are but two aspects of
the same thing, the question remsine as to the point at which one would cease
to speak of a subject as being within a signifying order at all, the point at
which there is, not an aphasic weakening of the metonymic or of the metaphoric
bond, nor the disconsolate impression of a world which kas but little sense on
offer, but the rent through which there slips what is truly nameless, the
moment in which, if something is spoken, the ‘signification refers, not to
another signification, but to Signification itself' (Seminar III, p. 43).

Vhen Lacan admits, on p. 304 of Semirar III, to not knowing the exact
numbter of links binding the signifier to the signified needed for the subject to
recoznice himself in a signification which neither inundates him in that self-
referring and irreducible form called intuition nor escapes bim altogether in
the empty formula, he has just and at length demonstrated the operation wbick
creates precisely such a link.



The Foint de Capiton is a metaploric operation. But the particular
eignifier which Abner, zealous officer in the service of a Queen he fears for
the potential lerrors sle seems poised to unlessh, receives from the high-priest
Joad, in the opening scene of Racine's Athalie, has a peculiar beneficial
property. It fransforme the significations he is captured by, an uncertain,
wavering mixture of zeal and multiple fears, into a determined and courageous _
faith, with which he duly takes his place among the fellow believers. Tle single
fear of a God who can and will exterminate His enemies, has, when asSumed by
the eubject, the effect of dissipating all his other fears.

Lacan does not leave his ‘explication de texte' without insisting on tle
parallel with what happens in the Oedipus, without remarking that in our
experience it is a signifier associated with the father which knots together the
signifier and signified. One could also point to the fact, eeeing in it an
antecedent to Lacan's later concern with the paternal metaphor, that the effects
of meaning it generates demonstrate those qualities of localising and
transforming, in the fullest sense of ‘'aufhebung’, which allow us to describe it
as 'phallic’.

If meaning alwzys moves towards being, towards its own closure, if reaning
is as much anticipated as mastery in the mirror-stage, and if at some moweat
in the Oedipus the subject is offered a signifier with which io produce it, what
leads him to reject this signifier? Perhaps nothing if not already a
significaticn, one which, far from being anticipated, captivates Lim, ensconces
him in a position he can see no reason in the world to relinquish, like bLeiug
alloved to imagine bhimeelf to be the phallus for Mother, for example.

Schema L, which captures Lacan's concerns at that time and the elements of
which we isolated at the beginning, shows particularly clearly the double ecge
of the imaginary relation through which the relation of subject to Other has to
pass, if a subject wants to be able to discover the meanings his givens take on
in relation to his destiny (5). For it is these representations of the objects
that interest the subject in so far as a counterpart bhas revealed them to hixm,
this grouping of interests called an ego, that interrupts the flow of what in
the symbolic order incists on realising itself as an S (Ee) , as much, that is,
as it gives to this realisation its individual style: there is no short-cut from
A to S.

0f the way in which meaning affects those positions the subject takes vis-
&-vis the signifier Freud called Verwerfung, Verdréngung and Verneinung, Lacan
gives the best example early on in Seminar III, (p. 97). For we repress - acts,
discourse, behaviour,~ only in tke name of a significztion we are not prepared
to sacrifice to that law of the chain which ordains that we return, give over
what we have received to another.

But one could also say that signification is the heart given to that
syrbaolic mackine Lacan imagines in Semipar I] whose basis consists of a chain
of the syrbols + and - strung in random succession. For what makes a unit
'‘eignificant’ (Lacan's words) if not an operation of the subject? For whom does
there appear this precise rule or law of succession , this rhythm which
constitutes a memory (rememcration rather than rewminiscence), if not for a
subject who can symbolise, isolate, cut out a grouping larger than the binary
structure which determines it, a subject who can count beyond two?
Undirferentiated binarism ic eitker the metronome or chaos.

In saying this I am in no way disputing what the whole of Semipar II7
cezselessly demonstrates, the precdominance of signifier over signified, but
merely pointing to what tkere is of an act, in the ethical sense, in the birth
of a subject, to the fact that the subject has to put his heart, his being, Lis
lack back in what yokes him so definitively if he wante the 'significant units’
which captivate him to become the signifying units capable of delivering the
promise of signification they velicle.

¥. Du Ry



NOTES.

1. .An inference drawn from Seminar III, p. 237, referring both to the
signifier itself and to the signifying chain. Lacan will show later (p. 293 ff.)
that a signifier cannot be isolated until it has played its part in producing
signification, until a signifying unit is completed. (cf. also Derrida’s
discussions on the 'letter’ in Facterr de 13 Verité).

(2). Darian Leader , in his Ivy Houce talk on Metonymy in Lacan (27-1-88),
showed that interrelations between metonymy and metaphor are complex emough
for Lacan to have changed his mind in the space of a few pages about
identifying the former with the freudian 'displacement’ and the latter with
‘condensation’. On p. 259 of Seminar III both are taken as metonymical.

(3). 'Sa gerbe n'était point avare, ni baineuse' is the line of Hugo's poem Booz
which Lacan uses to illustrate his ideas on Metaphor.

(4). In a talk of that name given at Ivy House on 17-2-£8.

(5). The aim of analysis as given in Seminar II on page 374.




CHILD AKNALYSIS WORKING GROUP

The CAVG's interviews with representatives of various theoretical
and clinical approaches to the place of the child in psychoanalyeis will
take place according to the rollowing schedule. The interviews will
concern the way the ckild is viewed by the speakers through their
presentation of experience of work witl children, or with the effects of
child-abuse.

The guests and dates of CAVWG's monthly meetings are the following:

25 April 1088 JOHN SOUTHGATE - Founder Member of the Institute for
Self-ftnalyeis.

26 May 1088 ALEXANDER KEWFAN - Director of tke Squiggle Foundation
and Editor cof the journal 'Vipnicott Studies’.

20 June 1088 JOEN MILLER - Child Psychclogist and a Menmber of the
Aecsociation of Jungian Analysts.
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The meetings are to be held at 8.20 p.m. - 10.00 p.m., 14 Eton Hall,
Eton College Road, N.V.3 , except the meeting with Alexander Newman
which will take place at 1© Chalcot Road, Primrose Hill, London N.W.1
from .30 p.m - 9.45 p.m.

The subsciption rate for one term ie £15 (L9 for Subscribers to the
Centre’

Co-crdinators: Eice Benvenuto eand Danuza Fachado.
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