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Without Reference

The first issue of this new series of ‘Papers’ mate School One Action Committee’s will
to revitalise the preparation for the next WAP Qasg, barely one year away. T&eilicet
volume will be available shortly. The articles pshed in ‘Papers’ strive to constitute a
ferment to facilitate its reading as well as makinig reading more complex.

Being a-periodical, for each issue the ‘Papers’ eareusted more particularly to an editor,
chosen from the Action Committee; for this multigual issue as The School One, it is to
Marie-Hélene Blancard. The translations of thesielas are already underway in each of the
languages present in this issue, some have altezety done. They shall soon be available in
their entirety. Each of the five texts, by Lizbedlhhumada Yanet, Marie-Hélene Blancard,
Luisella Brusa, Ana Lydia Santiago and Hebe Tizilevelops a precise point on the
‘Semblants and Sinthome’ binary, whether clinitlaoretical and/or pragmatic.

Each of them has chosen to comment upon a favdastehat appeals to them in a particular
way, a current theme or a clinical find. Hebe Tikiongs together ‘La Troisieme’ and
Seminar XXIlJ Ana Lydia Santiago ‘L’étourdit’ an®eminar XX Luisella BrusaSeminar
XVIII, while Marie-Hélene Blancard lets us see the ptddbe neo-semblant in the psychotic
invention and Lizbeth Ahumada Yanet questions thegof the semblant in the processes of
the Subject’s integration and exclusion.

| should like to knot their contributions togeth®y way of the place of the psychoanalyst
which runs through each of the texts. The psycHgahan the age of science, is the one who
makes use of the discourse that eludes sciencguistics is the enterprise of turning
discourse into science, but the linguist’'s positidoes not allow him to act upon the
disjunction between semantics and signifier. Intiast to the linguist, the psychoanalyst
denounces the mirage of the reference, especralty the perspective of a calculation of the
reference in the myth of an artificial, computagbmental language. The psychoanalyst
denounces the necessity of reference and brinlgghtathe contingency of the cause of desire
and of the forms of enjoying substance. There i®ther reference besides that which does
not quite fit and which produces a break in speethhow it is rigged up to discourse.

In this sense, the approach to the symptom, thrqasylthoanalysis, its reduction to the
singularity of thesinthome leads the semblants to vacillate wildly. Whagigliscourse that
would be made up only of nonrelations? It is wntt&//S,. Each of the articles from this
issue of ‘Papers’ has come closer to this breakimigt in its own way. They will help each of
their readers do likewise.

‘Papers’ thanks Philippe Benichou for his ingenicediting work on this multi-lingual
edition.

Eric Laurent
2 March 2009

Translated from the French by Adrian Price



The Ternary: Name-of-the-Father, Objecta, Sinthome

Luisella Brusa

1. “Semblants and sinthome”

This is the conclusion of a ternary that JacquesrAMiller announced in Buenos Aires:
a ternary constituted by signifiers that Lacanadtrced into psychoanalysis, of which the
two first terms are thBlame-of-the-Fatheand theobject g on which the AWP has
worked during its last two Congresses. The originaf this ternary is that it is a
guestion of limit-points of the theoretical elaba of Lacan, of syntagms of
conjunction and disjunction which permit a pointvagw on the subject still internal to the
field in which it is placed, the field of the Othéut equally beyond the limit of this field,
which succeeds thus in relativising itself , oé“donsisting”. These are some syntagms
which bear the function , in the Lacanian theoedtoorpus, of the death’s head,
deformed in the anamorphosis of thebassadorsf Holbein, commented upon in
Seminar Xl These are some semblants which have the pantistaltus of “showing the
real.”

2. The-Name-of-the-Father

A systematic analysis of the formula “The-Name{w-Father” took place at the Rome
Congress: “You can do without it, on the conditadrusing it.” The privileged signifier,
pivot of the well turned-out subjective, and of gsganalytic work, brings with it its share
of belief which makes of each subject a faithfub pdisposed to sacrifice himself to a
more or less obscure god, even when this god thkaesame of Science. The theoretical
position elaborated out of this Congress is mametgiin the reduction of tH¢ame-of-the-
Fatherto its function: the success of a psychoanalgdise dissolution of the belief in a
being who would be at the place of thame-ofthe-Father,on the condition of acquiring
the usage of the function, of using its insistente.use becomes an act, which no longer
opens onto faith, but onto confidence. Nwame —of-the-Fathefthe operatory
semblant” according to the apt formula of J.-A. BN marks the hole in the knowledge
that the real verifies.

3. The objecta

The Buenos Aires Congress onie objects @ the psychoanalytic experience”
approached the hole of the structure from the atltk, the side of the objects which
come to saturate this hole under the form of sgrjuissance. Theoretical and clinical
research has covered the numerous forms of tlaisgerobject, which does not let itself
be taken up in the meanings of language, whicleithe@r absent nor present, nor within
nor without. One does not encounter dfgect ain the clinic, except under its
fantasmatic aspects, consistencies of the jouissainthe body, semblants which fill the
logical void called “object a,” place of the impise of the sexual rapport, another name
of the real.

4. Towards the real

One sees now that J.-A. Miller’s choice with tresnary is the trajectory of an elaboration
which orients us towards Lacan’s real. The thied/wconcluding the ternary, the theme
of the Paris Congress with its explicit refererméhie signifiers of the elaboration of the



70s, encircles even more the real, Lacaimshomeits original contribution to
psychoanalysisse dixi) and to the history of ideas. “Psychoanalysis (il have

been a privileged moment during which one will haad an appropriate enough measure
(...) of the ‘speaking being.”- “For a small momeahe has been able to perceive what
the intrusion of the real was. The analyst remthiese under it. He or she is there as a
symptom.® The hole of the real is a point of stoppage sthaching, a mark of style in
his research, in which we also have the ungraspebteof its rhetoric, as J.-A. Miller has
affirmed it: “The complement that it carries i® ttollowing: beyond the theory of the
subject-supposed-to-know, one must have a theocjutling a lack which must find itself
at every level tinscribe here in indetermination, there in certginand to form the knot
of the uninterpretable. éxert myselfthere, certainly not without feeling its atopia
without precedent?

5. Discourse is an artifact

If the real is what there is of the most humandabnceived, product, by excellence, of
discourse and of castration, the semblants, opttier hand abound in nature. Itis one
of the beginning observations of LacarSeminar XVIIl. They come to coincide with

the signifiers, “the semblant is the signifier,ther more nor less”, when they enter into
the humardit-mansiorn| the house of the said]. But in order that tkater there , one
must make a step, that of the institution of theamscious. There is a jump, a beginning
discontinuity of the sort that they pass to thdat. Does the possibility arise, then, of
an interrogation on the semblant itself: “Is utttr or appearance?” If one establishes a
Moebius strip with which the semblant opposesfiteetruth, the semblant dissipates into
the truth. Truth has a structure of fiction, imsde up of signifiers/semblants.

The disarticulation between truth and effects atttropen a breach in the world of the
semblants: the truth is of the semblant but “the seeming belongs to the wopafold,
even were it properly speaking senseless” andéffeet of truth is not of the semblant.”
The effect of truth, the effect of the analyticargretation, is not of the semblant.

The semblant is taken into this artifact which he tdiscourse (“The discourse is the
artifact”)*, starting from which there exists nothing moret thae could call fact except
enunciation, discourse, semblant. Entry into thenén dimensiondit-mensiofh carries
with itself the unconscious and the repressiont ¢im@& cannot suppress in its originary
root, linked to castraton: “The signifiers (...)agtoff again in (...) nature (...). In order
that language be born (...) it has been necessary(.thghe unconscious (...) establish
itself. The unconscious and its game, which mehas (...) there is going to be, in
addition, the fragmented body.”

Castration imposes the discourse with its effettts, parade of the discourse with its
effects of truth. “That is what one calls repressi It is no more than a representation
that it represents, it is this following of discearwhich characterizes itself as effect of
truth.”® Discourse is made up of semblants and does noougside the semblant:
“Everything which is of the discourse can only giteelf up as a semblant, and nothing
edits itself there which does not basically conmenfrwhat is called the signifief.” It is
the radical position of Lacan: there is no metgieage.



The judgment of attribution which flows from thegad¢ive formulation of the title of
Seminar XVllisays that “the discourse is of the semblant,” andeover it leaves empty
the place of the object of the demand: semblanthaft?

As analysts we are in the position of listeflibg a discourse which would not be of the
semblant. This is a form of avoidance where ctstraalways presents itséff, a
fantasmatic waiting for a jouissance not barredthsy language which would come to
coincide with the Beyond the pleasure principlef Freud™ “One must start from this
central point of the psychoanalytic discourse, fiaisas there is only listening here to this
last discourse, the one which would not be theadisge of the semblant (...) which would
not be and also, as well, it is ndf."Under what form do we see everything which is
evoked as castration; we see it under what form@etthe form, always, of an escape.”
“Of what is it a question there whetieis would not beof the semblant? Of course, the
terrain is prepared by a singular step, althougiidti which is the one that Freud made in
Beyond the Pleasure Principle .”** There is no discourse which would not be of the
semblant, there is no Other of the Other, neitheetalanguage which permits one to say
the true about the true, to put a word on theatije “From a discourse which would not
be of the semblant, | have spent my year demomsjrétat it is a completely excluded
discourse. There is no discourse which would eadfithe semblant:®

It is castration linked to the said-dimensiafitimensioi and to the emergence of the
unconscious which makes impossible a discoursehmviculd not be of the semblant.
But this impossible is precisely the lever thatnpigs one to touch the real by using
semblants. It is, in effect, starting from thetfémat a discourse is centered on its effect as
impossible that it would have some chance of baidgscourse which would not be of the
semblant: “But the consequence of its emergerafal{€ unconscious), that is what must
be introduced so that something changes — whiclnatanhange, because it is not
possible. 1t is, on the contrary, inasmuch assaalirse centers itself on its effect as
impossible that it would have some chance of baidgscourse which would not be of the
semblant.*’

The discourse which centers itself on its effectimpossible is the psychoanalytic
discourse. Insofar as discourse, neither caraitdeéhe semblants, it cannot designate an
object; what it is a question of is not the objdxif of the referent and “the referent is
what walks around*® Since it walks around, there is never the lds, good, the true.
“It is of the nature of language (that) the reférismever the good [the right one] and it is
that which makes a languajeBut precisely this, put in the center of the digse, is the
provision for the real of the psychoanalytic dismau “the referent is always real,
because it is impossible to design&te.”

Effects of truth and referent as impossible, thesethe two paths by which the analytic
discourse introduces the real. On one side, irg&apon produces some effects of truth
which put a hole in the semblant, on the otherdhahe central assumption of the
impossible to be designated is marked by Besleutungof the phallus. This is a
signification to which no signified responds, theak of sense, this “language (...) only
connotes (...) the impossibility of symbolizing thexsal rapport for the beings who
inhabit it, this language, for the reason thasitlue to this habitat that they have got the
word [parolg” %



The discourse-artifact produces access to a retrdgeneous to the semblant. With its
semblants it composes a combinatory algebra whiabhies the real. “It is a question
only that its network (...) make the righidng holes appear at the righidnné place.”
Scientific discourse opens onto the “true real€ thiscourse of the psychoanalyst on “the
real at our level of living beings®

6. The artifice of the sinthome

The concept of the symptom carries us tocamadization of psychoanalytic politics. If
the analytic politic is one of the symptom in theasure where it is a politics of
interpretation, it implies that everything whichieulates itself be liable to interpretation:
“The symptom institutes the order from which oaolifics proves itself (...) implies on
the other hand that everything which is articuldted this order be liable to
interpretation.®* What demands an actualization in the Joyceanteipowhich we live.

What becomes the orientation towards the?r&éak impossible? THgedeutung The
fullness of sense? The effect of truth?

The tetrahedron of discourse in the firssdesofSeminar XXIll is replaced by the four
rings of the knof®> The prospective reverses itself to reach the fiote another side.
By managing the knots to reproduce the figureSeshinar XXlll,one learns that it is
essentially the hole which makes the rings hol@tiogr. The knot is maintained if the
hole at the center is maintain€dand it is this operation, the introduction otteight
line which fixes the hole, an operation that Ladafines as “verification of the hole,”
which transforms it into the real: “The essencéhefBorromean chain rests on the
verification of the false-hole, on the fact thastherification transforms it into the redi’”

In the perspective of tlsnthomeit is the third ring/straight line, the “Third,”ich fixes
the hole, realizes it as a hole. It is the thordniake a link between the three, to make One
out of three. The real holes, that is to say, s#ps, but at the same time, all the while
separating, ink&® Thus, thesinthomewhich is the most particular and the most intenat
to the subject, which separates it from the Otisestlso what unites, makes a link with the
Other.

The artifice, the human operation which letadthe real, is defined, @eminar XXIl) as
“a savoir fairé with knots. Joyce is the paradigm of it. Th&fexe is put into value as
an artistic act. The artifice is the act which tenand realizes, gives<-sistence without
which it 2g:gannot have any notion of the object thefEhere is ndact except of the
artifice.”

Joyce is paradigmatic. From having madeosiimptom the ring which knots the three
functions of the structure with unconscious sulb@gt he has raised to the level of a
central symptom, the one constituted by the defpubper to the sexual rapport, all the
while in giving to this default a form: “The cealtsymptom, of course, is the symptom
made of the default proper to the sexual rappBuit it is indeed necessary that this
default take a form. It does not take just amynfe™

The rejection of the Name-of-the-Father Isa¥®yce faced with the necessity of
inventing particular solutions to the vital quessdo which the Name-of-the-Father
responds. That is to say: the question of meanitige sliding equivocation into the



lalangue the question of the proper Name, the questidghe@assumption of sex, of the
rapport with the Other sex and with its progenitdhe last chapters &eminar XXIII
reveal the particular solutions that the Joycgathomebrings to such questions, which
all turn around the hole of the sexual non-rappdftus, it is through his work that Joyce
maintains a subjective rapport with flaéanguethat parasites him (remains ambiguous,
Lacan say&' if the progress of his art is going in the direntbf liberating itself from the
parasitical word, or, on the contrary, to let hithbe invaded by the polyphony of the
word [parold). Itis through his work that he makes a Narhepiigh the homage that he
wanted to be rendered to his name; he has fixegdrbfger name starting with the sliding
towar3dzs the common name to which he was doomedhatd.acan sees sliding into his
work.

It is through his work that he recuperates a sgxsition: Joyce’s work is the true
respondent of his phallud® It is by means of his work that he constructslationship
with the Other sex: he succeeds in putting wontdheaplace of the symptom through a
literary character that he imagines and for whorkri@vs how to open up the choice of
the-one-womamshis woman>*

The symptomatic dimension touches the relah@ of filiations in a revelatory fashion.
Thesinthomeis equally mobilized by its phallic function ingldimension of paternal
protection that Joyce feels called upon to holdroter to stop his daughter from being
hospitalized. The point on which he sustains biemuise of his daughter’'s mental health,
as Lacan brings up, is his owmnmthome that is to say, thenposed words that he
attributes to his daughter in the form of a telbmasensitivity*°

Perhaps it is this last trait which revedlsat the sinthomatic solution maintains the knot
in a position ofooking likeit makes a knot-in-three — and not of truly makitigke one
sees it, besides, in the writing of the knot of Jbgcean eganfioi]. “I permitted myself to
definesinthomewhich permits the knot-in-three, no longer to makenot-in-three, but to
conserve it in a position such thaloioks likemaking a knot-in-three. There is what |
have advanced very gentl}f”

That does not prohibit the very particuderof Joyce from being able to be the example
of an unedited manner of understanding the stracuod the function of tr@nthome In
this, it opens onto the Joycean era, ours, in wtelpolitics of psychoanalysis orients
itself on asavoir-fairg sustained by science, by the function ofgimthome. It is the
Lacanian heresy which “from having, indeed, recegdithe nature of th@nthomedoes
not deprive itself from logically using it, thattis say, from using it up to the point of
attaining the real®

Translated by Ellie Ragland
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The Analyst and the Semblants
Hebe Tizio

The question of semblants in the psychoanalyticaldisse seems complex to me and | will
reveal here my first questioning on this subject.bEgin with, my question will be about the
position of the analyst, as Lacan brought thisidifty to our attention. There is the risk of a
certain oscillation between the identificatory tendy that leads to confusing oneself with the
subject supposed to know, for example, and thelmteconsists of thinking that everything is
semblant, forgetting the real behind the sense.

| am not claiming this by referring solely to thén, but equally by taking account of the
discourse of the master present in various ingiitst Indeed, depending on the function of
the semblants at play, a certain modality of tleattnent of the real ensues. In other words,
the use of semblants is not without consequences.

*

In the analytic discourse the question of the santldepends on the antinomy between sense
and real. The semblant is dependent on sense,arahliirst situates it between the symbolic
and the real. Then, he defines it in oppositiothtoreal in so far as the latter excludes sense.
Without a doubt, this poses questions for analgtactice. Indeed, if we say that the real
excludes sense, this claim seems to contradidattighat analysis is underpinned by the idea
that words have an impact, which is verified in pinactice.

J.-A. Miller, in his course of the 21st of March@0takes this question up and opens it up in
order to address it in two ways. He points outhlaus between psychoanalysis as practice
and psychoanalysis as perspective. As a perspeg@dyehoanalysis has on the horizon the
real separated from sense; as practice, psychasalgerates by way of the connection of
sense and semblant.

Although the sense varies, the symptom remainssiwiwould allow its assimilation into the
real, which is what psychoanalysis works with. Ehewould then be the real that harbours the
symptom on which one cannot have any direct imp&sychoanalysis thus offers a
mechanism where something can be reached withethblant...if we consider that ‘it’ has a
sense. This takes us to the theme of interpretaimohthe effect that Lacan always preserved:
its resonance. How does the semblant operate® Iesonance the form that has an impact on
a point in the real? Lacan talks about the podtiece and we must indicate the equivoque
that would be a resonance that makes a hole.dihdl of interpretation closer to the object
a?

As psychoanalysis treats the real through this waypuld be of the order of semblant and
we can addhat there is no other way. Psychoanalysis diffeméss itself from the treatment
of postmodernity, which considers that everythiagsemblant — excluding, in this way, the
real. If everything is semblant, this opens onte ttynical perspective, which is that of
freefloating jouissance, with the difficulties thrasult from this, namely of symptomatising it.
Semblants cannot be approached separttetythe orientation towards the real.

Thus, in psychoanalysis, we cannot directly redeh jbuissance that is contained in the
symptom, because that will generate negative temes€e. In other words, we cannot
approach jouissance with just any semblant; thikageaching of the four discourses.



One has to keep in mind that the semblant takdace in the discourses, it takes the empty
place that allows the element that is found theriake the place of the agent. The discourse
is founded in place of the semblgrtecause it is the agent that specifies the waiggance

is treated. In every discourse, the semblants @pated in different ways and each has its
foundation. The S1 appears as the semblant of cowohmine S2 as the semblant of
knowledge; thed) as semblant of jouissance... Each one has a statusportant as that of
the other, nevertheless it is not the same thiegabse, depending on the semblant with
which we treat jouissance, the effects change. T¢ewy express themselves through the
different forms of rejection or other diverse deskens, as Lacan shows when he says that
jouissance “is not challenged, is not evoked, istracked down, is not elaborated, other than
through a semblant”

That is, no doubt, a paradoxical formulation, beeathis place of the agent is in all cases
marked by the impossibility to act on what escapés. must not forget that discourse is a

mechanism that finds its main application on joans®, which is to say that it has a civilising

function, but that it cannot render this kernebinéason, which, although foreclosed, agitates
it. We are dealing with the other ambilic of discs®) the one Freud discovered in the dream
as resistant to an ultimate interpretation thatldoeach it.

**

The semblant is thus for psychoanalysis an instninoé which one can make use, on
condition of not sliding into other discourses. 98 not easy to achieve, of course. The last
teaching of Lacan starts from this point to unaeriihe uncomfortable position of the analyst.

Why is it uncomfortable? Lacan was looking to méke way in which the analyst situates
himself in discourse bearable, because it is ngy éa raise this function to the position of
semblant of the object, which is the key of disselthat would allow him to be ‘worthy’ of
maintaining the tranference.

The analytic discourse puts the objadn the place of agent, a semblant suited to trgati
jouissance. This is because this object constittheskernel that allows us to elaborate
jouissance in relation to the existence of the kiibe analyst deals with this ‘emission’ that
is the a. To this effect he has to “make of his body and &igstence as analyst a
representation” and he has to take account of'tiien Lacan speaks of representation, he
situates this imaginary function in the bddy which gives it consistency and allows the
necessary cycles in the cure. The analyst ‘in bgagain) (en corpd encorg installs object

a. One has to go through the objecto find the real. It is a matter of finding it again a
certain way, which shows that there is no lineagpess, other than towards death — since we
are dealing with cycles starting from the strucieéned as tauric.

The position of the analyst involves knowing howntaintain the void and to not identify
with the semblant but to make it function. Indeid semblant and identification are not one
and the same thing. In one of the declensions Lgoaas to the term semblant, he plays with
to ‘s-eem’ 6’embler) and ‘s-embling’ §’emblan}’, which situates it on the side of ‘to
precipitate’, and what precipitates is somethingeiiation to beind. This makes it propitious
for identification, which crystallises in an idegti This is why it is a matter of keeping to the
difference between one and the other, to be abdepport the place of semblant of the object
in discourse. Knowing how to deal with this objagthout being it, is the adequate way of
treating jouissance.

10



Although the semblant of the object should be ia plosition of command in the analytic
discourse, one should not for all that understasdhe IPA does, that it is ‘a semblant more
semblant than nature, openly displayed’, and stasting from this difficulty that Lacan gives
an orientatior!® “But remember, that the semblant of who speaksuah is always there in
all kinds of discourse that it employs; it is ev@rsecond nature. So be more relaxed, more
natural when you receive someone who comes to gask for an analysis. Don't feel so
obliged to stick your neck out. Even as buffoony woe justified to be one. You only need to
watch my television. | am a clown. Take that ag®ample and don’t imitate me!”

The body introduces itself by logical necessitycam points odtf that the real is outside of
sense and this ‘blanc sense’ or ‘sen — blaser's blanchomophone with semblani means
that the body necessarily makes beliefasge semblant Lacan late¥ takes this point up
again in order to say that he tried to establigh @halytic discourse as the most plausible
semblant, the most adequate for treating jouissansert of short-circuit of language by the
body. This means that the semblant is kept up @sence, which is where the resistance of
the analyst serves this function. One must remerfiagrLacan situates resistance on the side
of the analyst. In “La Troisieme” he underlinessthiact: “in order to make believéa(re
semblant’— he refers to the objeet— “one must be gifted™® This ‘being gifted’ involves the
analyst consenting to occupy the position of objgée could think that responding to the
demand were one way of putting this difficulty irgction. Elsewhere, Lacan spoke of women
being better analysts from this point of view; feenped out, however, that there exists a real
difficulty in occupying this place of object.

The resistance of the analyst to serve his funasotue to this non-consent. Indeed, in the
analytic discourse, the place of semblant is netasned by the S1 or the S2, but by a way
that involves the analyst and his body. This evdkesreading of the syntagma ‘the presence
of the analyst’ even if it opens the risks of sacposition. “That the analyst makes believe
(fasse semblapt as if he was there for things to work on theusgxplane” is “wholly
admissible”, but it is “annoying if he ends up belng it and then this freezes him
completely.*® In other words, it is a presence that sustairsfithrough the lack of the
sexual relation, in order to allow the analysang nmintaining this hole, to put in play his
mode of jouissance. The psychoanalyst has to peadti always new ways, in order to
maintain a void that allows the analysand to lobdgeparticularity there. He works with the
necessary veil over this opening, without fillingliacan points out that, to the extent that the
historical time of the installation of the analytiscourse is recent, there is no tradition that
would guarantee it. Let us add that in any casalitton wants that the analyst’s particular
jouissance must be treated in an analysis, to leetalproduce this discourse as such.

*kk

This point is at the centre of the formation of #uealyst, where the difference between
authorising and ‘auto-r(itual)ising’ is pointed doy Lacan in his “Italian Note”. This ‘auto-
r(itual)ising’ is a way of trying to plug the holgy making a regulated, bureaucratic Other
exist. It gives an account of a radical difficutify working this “shady waste” that manifests
as a “not wanting to know anything about all thdt"is the attempt to reduce the effects of
analytic discourse that makes semblants vaciNetéch are those of the analyst.

“A theory including a lack that has to be foundass all the levels, being inscribed here in
indeterminacy, there in certainty, and shapingkhet of the uninterpretable, | get down to
this not admittedly without experiencing its unmeented atopy™ It is in the practice that
the analyst has to be equal to the structure treerchines him. This is why the
psychologising semblants of the discourse of thestemathe subject of representation, of
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communication, of ‘good feelings’, the ‘good of thther’, create a problem in the practice
because one loses the compass of the analyticulssco

This means that to the extent that these sembtaptshe product of the discourse of the
master, the practitioner in his analysis has tarsuto the egoic and symptomatic formatting
in order to know how to do differently, startingofn what constitutes his place. Lacan
separates thus the position of the analyst fromptiodession, as what completes through
giving a ‘professional identity’, an identificatofgundation® In this way the analyst in his
position can know how to deal with his body, weltognwhat he hears of the analysand’s
interpretation. He will also be able to know howdeal with the master discourse to the
extent that the analytic discourse is part of tommunal discourse, that is beginning to be
more and more permeable and which becomes “thewarof@ood feelings”, which means
that it is infiltrated with the master discourse.

!Lacan, J., (not in English translation) Le Sémimai L'insu...», 8.3.77, Ornicar ?, p. 16.

2 Lacan, J.The Seminar, Book XX, Encoteansl. Grigg, R., Norton, London 2000e(Séminaire, Livre XX,
Encore Paris, Seuil, 1975, p. 85).

% Lacan, J., (not in English translation) 14.6.78published.

* Lacan, J.idem

®Lacan, J., (not in English translation) “La Troisi&’, Intervenciones y textos Il, Manantial, Buerdes,
1988, p. 82.

®Lacan, J., (not in English translatidrg Séminaire, Livre XXIII, Le sinthofrfeaidos, Buenos Aires, 2006,
p.122.

" TN: ‘s’'embler’ does not exist, but it is put iretheflexive verb form and phonetically evokes teebv
‘sembler’‘to seen’; it also alludes to ‘emblee’, ishh means ‘right away/directly’. Likewise, ‘s’emipia does
not exist, the ending ‘-ant’ indicates ‘-ing’ in grsh, thus we have a contraction of ‘seeming’mbéant’ and
‘directly’. The idea is to connect this word gamitwvithe word in the next sentence, ‘precipitate’.

8 acan, J., 8. 3.70p.cit.

° Lacan, J., (not in English translation) 18.11 @6nicar? 12/13.

% acan, J., “La Troisiémetp. cit.,p. 81.

Y acan, J., (not in English translation) “RSI”, 1428, Ornicar ?p. 5.

12 acan, J., Seminario El sinthonam.cit, p. 120.

13 acan, J., (not in English translation) “La Troisi&”, op.cit, p. 83.

% acan, J., (not in English translation) “Lacan &xi¢”, Milan, 12 mai 1972.

¥ acan, J., (not in English translation) “La méprisesujet supposé savoilutres écritsParis, Seuil, 2001, p.
338.

% acan, J., (not in English translation) “Segundaacal Foro”, 11.3.81, Escansién. Nueva serie krids
Aires, 1989.

YL acan, J., (not in English translation) 14.6.72pUlslished.

Translated by Natalie Wulfing
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The Semblant and the Postiche Object
Ana Lydia Santiago

As Jacques-Alain Miller points out in his Semin&e*la nature des semblantsit is his
daughter’s difficulties in distinguishing truth fro semblant that constituted a source of
inspiration for Lacan for the conception of the béamt as a category having its own use in
psychoanalysis.I§ it real or not? This question, often formulated by young childrabove

all when confronted by people in disguise or puppseems appropriate for questioning the
value of the semblant in its relation to statushef object in the analytic experience. It is in
this way that we can take the example of the olrjanted ‘postiche’, since its function is non
other than of make believéajre semblarif. More precisely, the postiche object is always
artificial, in so far as it can occupy any placentake us believe something, that in truth it is
not. From here, we can also ask whether the digimdetween the postiche object and the
semblant is not a way of interrogating the titlechm gave to his Seminar XVIID'un
discours qui ne serait pas du semblafit ?

Objective Genitive

To clarify the statement of this title, we can as#aat it is not a question of the semblant of
something else.Du semblarit[‘of semblant’] must be taken as the objectivanigee. It is a
guestion of the semblant as the object from whighegconomy of jouissance of a discourse is
regulated. In linguistics, the use of the genitoansists of the interpretation given to the
preposition d¢€’ ['of’] present in the relation between two nomirsygntagmes ; depending on
whether it is a question of the subject or of thgeot expressed by the genitive, we have the
subjective genitive, or the objective genitive. #&ch, in the sentenceTle quotation of
Camdes of the professofla citation de Camdes du professdurthe professor is the
subjective genitive and Camdes is the objectiveitigen— the one that determines the
quotatiof. Another example of the objective genitive isA book of mathematitswhere
‘mathematics’ determines the book. Lacan maintthas the semblant cannot be a subjective
genitive, in so far as the subject is nothing &t product of the signifying articulation; the
subject does not determine it, on the contraryishdetermined by the chain. And, according
to Lacan’s terms, in the circuit of the genitivgeative and the signifying articulationit ‘is
precisgly as an object of what is only producedhie said discourse that the semblant is
posed®.

Let us return to the clarification provided by lingtics as a means of explaining how the use
of the semblant in psychoanalysis, as a concegifuated beyond the signifier, since it is a
matter of a name that determines something eskémti@another name. It is this that allows it
to be described as an essential factor in the itlefinof discourse, particularly as what has a
relation with the economy of jouissance. | am psipg to take as my field of research the
clinical implications of the different possible abns with object and the semblant in the
analytic experience.

Concerning the articulation between objaand semblant in the analytic discourse, | will
isolate, first of all, two references by Lacan whigre from the same year but which, in a
certain way, oppose each other. The first isEtotirdit’ (1/1/73)f, where Lacan formulates
that objecta refutes the semblant. The second is inSeeinar, book XX10/4/73), where
Lacan affirms the equivalence of this object with semblant. In putting objeatin the place

of the semblant, the analyst is in the most corer@mposition to interrogate in what way truth

13



is concernell What is more, | will make the hypotheses thas #econd reference does not
cancel out the first, in so far as he opts for gue¢ion between objeetand the semblahtlt
must also be noted here that other than olgiepsychoanalysis is enriched with at least two
other primordial semblants in its approach to tir@aof the real of jouissance.

Firstly, the semblant of the Name-of-the-Fatherjclwhinscribes jouissance in so far as it
names the obscurity of the desire of the mother @modhotes something of the order of a
transmission.

Then there is the phallus. The phallus is a signifa representation, which allows for the
formulation and articulation of sexual jouissanite.use surpasses the level of the image,
without, however, losing its connection with it. rFall those who inhabit language, it is
necessary that something artificial is installecasdo erase the lack inscribed in the speaking
being. It is necessary for something to be elakdréhat can come to fill, beyond castration,
the point of the real of human reproduction. Thecription of castration has the privilege of
treating this real as being impossible to dividefragment. Castration is defined aa “
composition between jouissance and the senibldie phallus, as semblant, borders the
veiled truth of castration. As for what concernsusg identity, it is not just a simple matter of
believing oneself a man or woman, but rather obanting for the fact that “(...Jor men, a
girl is the phallus and it is that which castratbem. For woman, the boy is the same thing,
the phallus, and it's that which castrates thenwadl, because they only acquire a penis, and
it's a failure’*®. To summarise, anything that attempts to writerdad of sexual jouissance
can be put in the category of semblant. As sucjecbh is included in the list of semblants
proper to psychoanalysis. The following questiomams: Is objech, as a semblant, of the
same nature as the semblants of the Name-of-tleFand the phallus?

“Faire semblant” [‘Make believe’]

“Is it real or not?” In clinical practice with children, the childggame stages the dimension of

the semblant, of what make believe is, cancellimigtioe opposition between the false and the
true. In the analytic session, for example, whehild suggests he will pretend that he is the
mother and the analyst the little girl who is vihat is staged evokes a point of the subject’s
truth which concerns her position of object for thther. The game has nothing to do with

reality and, in so far as it is fiction, it is vod/éo half-say the truth about the castrating effect
of the incidence of language for the speaking heing

A clinical fragment illustrates the dimension o&thbject present in discourse. A little boy
spends his week end play fighting with his fatigre father, who works in another town,
spends only one week end a month with his familyisTtime, the fights with his father
provoke real injuries and eventually, the fathdoves his son to win. During the father’s
absences, the argument is displaced onto the blddher, attracting the attention of the
mother. With regards to the wrestling with the &ththe signifying articulation reveals the
unconscious game: the veritable object of the desputhe mother. The result of this game is
the subject’s idea of being a loser. The objeedfidetermines the subject through a signifier
which renders the connection between the appamitutie symptom and a position of
jouissance viable. The initial symptom motivatimg tdemand for treatment was a failure at
school. From the first sessions, the child managedobtain some benefit from the
pedagogical support he had been undertaking foesoma without success. The therapeutic
effect had allowed him to abandon the position afufe at school. He then became
preoccupied by his future, and was wandering ifMoeld succeed in not being a losefhé
dimension of semblant furnishes a support for tintvhat is vehicled by discoufdé The

14



unconscious statement carries the mar&, afhere knowledgespvoif is lacking, since there
is no knowledge on the absolute that is the rehichvalways returns to the same place.

Fantasy and the postiche object

The psychoanalytic act is a source of semblantieems to the limit of discourse, towards the
encounter with the real. For the analysand, ther@an encounter on this trajectory that
constitutes a veritable obstacle for the treatmléig.a question of the moment when object
takes the form of the postiche object. Lacan erpldhis phenomenon in hBeminar X
Firstly, he considers it is not castration propespeaking that constitutes an impasse for the
speaking being, but rather imaginary castratioat th to say, making something positive
from castration. There is no other means of acegptnat there is jouissance somewhere,
than via the lacking signifier. At this place otka the subject is summoned to pay the price
with the sign of his own castration. It is at th@nt that he stops, so as not to make use of his
castration as a guarantee of the Other. It is,, thushe precise moment where the analytic
discourse pushes him to interpret his castratichisyway, by means of a fiction from where
the function of the fantasy is extracted, thatdtieject stops.

The fantasy of the neurotic subject is locatedhm field of the Other. The subjects leaning
upon the fantasy of what he is for the Other pressdself as a perversion. The fact that the
neurotic has perverse fantasies does not mearé¢het a pervert. The principle function of
this perverse element of the neurotic’s fantasgrelwhere he comes to a stop, is to protect
him from anxiety. The subject makes use of theagyntusing it to cover anxiety. He doesn’t
go far in making himself the objeatof his fantasy. At this precise point, the objetthe
fantasy “succeeds in defending him against anaety in so far as it is a postiche object

a’ 12.

At the point where the postiche object takes onpllaee of object in the function of desire
and as a defence against anxiety, another obdtat¢kee analytic treatment can be situated,
which has an incidence on the transference. Witbreace to the optical schema, Lacan
insists on the fact that not only is the phallyg (ot represented at the imaginary level, but it
is also cut off from the specular image. An imafjiaok does not exist, he says. As such, the
image of the subject reflected in the field of @iher is characterised by a lack, since what is
called on to appear does not appear. Marked by thikimage orients desire, which rises up
in a veiled manner and is, above all, associatéld an absence. This absence thus consists of
the possibility of a presence - that of objacaccording to the function it exercises in the
fantasy.

At this place of lack, a place that cannot be reduo the specular image, Lacan shows that
there is a libidinal reserve that remains investedhe body. Here, castration anxiety is
manifested in its relation with the Other. It isrr this investment, also called autoeroticism
or autistic jouissance, that the image of the badyourished in order to exercise the
seductive function for the sexual partner. Impibstiche object form, objeetfunctions in the
fantasy to deceive the OtHér “Object a, functioning in their fantasy, and serviag a
defence against anxiety, is also, contrary to apaeees, the bate with which they hold the
Other’. This phenomenon is also the product of analgiscourse. Lacan has recourse to
Anna O in order to show how Breuer and Freud weasped by the little bit of nothing of the
object a of the fantasy, which their patient was offering, a hysterical movement of
seduction, testing, in this way, the desire ofahalyst.
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Is the possibility of overcoming this obstacle —andnobjecia takes the form of the postiche
object — or rather is a possible crossing ovehis dbstacle with regards to the construction
of the fantasy, conditioned by the promotion ofembf as a semblant in analytic discourse?
Our work proposal takes its bearings from this tjaasby following Lacan’s trajectory
around the object and its fictions, to attempt @éeestablish object in the position of
semblant.

Conclusion

In the structure of discourse, objextis the residue of the operation of the evacuatibn
jouissance from the field of the Other, where ihdtions as a place for the capturing of
jouissance; an eximate place in the relation, liesteby the institution of the subject as an
effect of the signifier. The objeaetsemblant, is not an objeatof structure. Objeca fills the
place of surplus jouissance, by means of the abjeaid to be épisodic substance¥ : the
breast, excrement, the look and the voice. Thecbhjesemblant is not an episodic substance,
even if it is a question of a category characterisg its positivity — surplus jouissance. Lacan
writes it in a metaphorical relation with lack (@)?°, which indicates its solidarity with
castration. It is a surplus jouissance that buff@ck and covers the prohibition of jouissance.
Objecta semblant is not restricted only to the signifiétiee being of the subject — that is to
say, to the elective value of objecin the fundamental fantasy, which rises up attioenent
the subject realises himself as desire, and wheimedthen ceases to be a metonymy. When
this happens, when something passes into the teal,subject discovers himself as a
particular object, what he was for the Other in his constitutioradising beingd®.

1 Miller, J.-A.,L’Orientation lacanienng'De la nature des semblantésson of 20/11/91, unpublished.

2 [TN : This text was originally written in Portugse] In Portuguese, the signification of the tesemblant’
does not cover the totality of the semantic valuigscequivalent in French. The terms “figure”, ¢&f, “visage”,
“appearance”, “physionomie” are far from containthg sense of this substantive in French, as thiy o
designate what is illusory, appearance or falseth&d acanian concept shows, the category of ‘sembiefers
to what, despite presenting itself as appearamweya carries something of truth, and what is mirekes on,
with certain conditions, the structuring functienthe process of the constitution of the subjec¢hef
unconscious.

Cf. Santiago, Jesuka drogue du toxicoman®io de Janeiro, Zahar, 2001, note 50, p. 200.

3 Lacan, J.l.e Séminaire, livre XVIII, D'un discours qui ne aitpas du semblan{1971), Paris, Seuil, 2006, p.
18. [T.N.: This could be translated & ‘a discourse that would not be of semblant?’

4 HouaissDictionnaire de la langue portugaisRio de Janeiro, Editoria objectiva, 2001.

5[T.N.: In English, the ambiguity introduced by theposition ‘of’ is often removed by the use & tharker: *
-'s . For example: “The professor’s quotation air@ides” ]

6 Lacan, J., quoted by J.-A. Miller e la naturaleza de los semblantBsienos Aires, Paidos, 2002, p. 18.
7 Lacan, J., « L’Etourdit, Autres EcritsParis, Seuil, 2001, p. 475.

8 Lacan, J.lL.e SéminairgLivre XX, Encore 1973, Paris, Seulil, p. 88.

9 Miller, J.-A.,op. cit, p. 86.

10 Lacan, Jl.e SéminaireLivre XVIII, op.cit.,p. 34.

11 Idem, p. 32.

12 Lacan, Jl.e SéminaireLivre X, L’Angoisse Paris, Seuil, 2004, p. 63.

13 Ibid., p. 63.

14 Miller, J.-A., op. cit.

15 Ibid., p. 85.

16 Idem, pp. 115 et 116.

Translated from the French by Victoria Woollard
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Social Bond: Semblant and Symptom

Lizbeth Ahumada Yanet

Symptom, semblant and social bond are a triad giifsérs that for a while now, have
constituted vectors of the theoretical and cliniwakk of the Freudian Field, and that summon us
to the next encounters in America, as well as imoge. The relation of opposition between
symptom and semblant shows that even if the sympsoanmodality of the semblant, there is a
possibility that it can circumscribe a real, thatan somehow be tied beyond the impotence of the
symbolic and the traps of the imaginary.

As for the social bond, it enters into this triadai natural way, since the bond is a privileged
form of knotting (or an attempt to be such), ain@etwhen, with Miller, we can say that the Other
tends to be reduced to the social Other.

Hence the interest in discourses that talk abaustitial bond, from a double perspective: on
the one hand, those that suggest the possibilisoofe kind of bond, as making up for the Other
that does not exist, and of the knotting of thd odathe jouissance. These kinds of discourses,
which frequently appeal to the category of commymitake a semblant of its existence (of the link
itself). On the other hand, there are those disasuthat suggest there is an impossibility reltded
the link, that it does not exist, they point oug tion-existence of the social Other whose mission
was to somehow make the Other exist.

Between the two of them, it is a matter of settg what is symptomatic to the bond, its
ways of making it exist and its failures.

Recently, some signifiers that are placed preciselthe intersection between the bond as
something possible and its forms of failure, haaleh on a special relevance in the social field.
Deep down, they are names of new symptoms defimedigely in relation to functioning or
malfunctioning, support or breaking-off, establighior re-establishing the bond. These new
symptoms are frequently considered in referenceotial situations that are not new, but take on
new relevance in times when society as such seemake its role as Other ‘reflexively’ (Giddens,
Beck). Thus, when society itself takes the placéhefOther, the symptom tends to be defined in
social terms.

Faced with these new forms of defining the symptarhich accentuate the impasse with
respect to the social bond, how are we to distslgoertain deceptive semblants from a restitution
of the true dimension of the symptom insofar tred i®implicated in it?

In this context, our interest lies in the ways alking about the bond when referred to
contingent situations in which some of its pos#ipis compromised. This is the case of what
has been called social exclusion within the frarmhe contemporary political-administrative
scene, which has given the name to the programmgoped by Jacques-Alain Miller, in
relation to the psychoanalytical interest in sucbbfematic:Clinic and Pragmatics of Exclusion in
PsychoanalysisNow, we must understand that exclusion makesesetthin the framework of a
broader dialectic which orients us to make a rewisof what we can consider, without
pretending to be schematic, its reverse side:egration. In fact, we can ask ourselves about
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the situation of someone who returns after crosthegfrontiers of social exile, of exclusion
from the bond with the other who constitutes hialitg giving rise to many efforts, in
different fields, oriented to create reintegratipnogrammes for individuals or large
populations excluded from a certain context, whitart to group under a new social category.
The ternary at play: integration-exclusion-reingggm, reveals the temporary value of what
appears as a continuum, as it is actually about desks of the discontinuity of the semblant
of the social bond. That is, the prevailing masliscourse promotes the fictional need of an
integrated society, by introducing a terminologgdxhon functional categories which indicate
a direction, a treatment of the dysfunction oflte@d of the subject with the Other.

We can say that Psychology constitutes itself asgimardian of this result, since with its
more or less sophisticated techniques at the seofitearning, it seeks to consolidate the mooring
of the individual to objective reality, through thise of what is considered to be an advanced or
progressive scale in the human being, its cap&aitgocialisation. As it happens with the child, it
suffices to accompany this process that will ap@eaif by magic. One only has to wait for the
right development stage and push forward. In otherds, the culminating point of the cycle
described above is re-socialisation. A re-attactimaéth that which was given to the subject in its
invariable, immediate environment, and which wat {eith de-socialisation, if you will. An ever
complex process, which translates a deeply symlopleration regarding the dwelling of a subject
in the world.

With the recent case of the liberation of three Aoan citizens from the vile clutches of
Colombian terrorism, we observed an artificiallpgiced reintegration program, that is to say, the
application of a scheme conceived as a prelimimsgounter with the ‘natural environment’ of
these three persons. This indicates the level ghistication Psychology has reached, by
establishing just how scarcely therapeutic a rettonthe ‘same’ could be. For cognitive
Psychology, of course, it is only about a progressaipproach, steps that slowly bring reality closer
in order to welcome back the prodigal son, whdhie sense, is an anonymous son as this is about
Pedagogy, a programme for universal applicationafty person that could be exposed to lying on
the frontiers of the Other, on the fringes of thib&D, there is a pre-established scheme that allows
for a good re-encounter.

Psychoanalysis has a different conception. Withabaeve acknowledge that the ideal of a
return to a previous state, a primary state, defthe therapeutic pretension, and we have to say
that we have been warned about the destiny of aymrietension, since this eagerness silences what
is concealed and truly tied with the Other, whicaswiothing but the symptom, and its return is
always traumatic. This led us to consider thairid ind value the non-therapeutic point, the point
of no return of reintegration, is the road to cmseribe that which with separation became
apparent to the subject, but was dumped on ther®tslgoulders.

The symptom is that which locates what is impossitd bond in the social; it is the
hindrance the social chain yields to. But it isoalhat makes the link possible. That is to say, the
bond is always symptomatic, since the only thirgg ttan introduce this element of the real into the
bond is the symptom, because despite it being dlsemit is the vehicle through which the real is
included in the bond with the Other. In this seriee,symptom shows in its formation the bond’s
side of semblant, the ruse which it is, and atsére time what is most real about it in the refatio
to the Other.

Two ways of separation that imply the destiny ahtegration appreciated from different

perspectives can show us what is at stake beyentyplology Psychology intends. Separations that
do not leave the function of the fantasy unscathexhuse they directly attack its consistency. It is
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about the ripping of its skin, of the abrupt breakof its screen, due to it being savagely crossed
its effective temporary ‘suspension’. Two subjegtigituations of exclusion that express and
radicalize the social bond’s semblant nature adeietiion and immigration.

Abduction

To be abducted, untimely and violently taken frédma hands of the Other, leaves the mark of
the existential void upon which the bond is foundeége talk about theravissement? of the
subject, not with the singular charm presented byDMras, but with the characteristic ferocity of
the imperative. The brutal abduction, the kidnagpirtan be considered as an imposed
discontinuity of the social bond to which the indival who suffers it is subjected; in this sense, a
void between the Other and the subject is produedstuptly breaking the possibility to
subjectivise the event; therefore, it is a viciamsl massive crossing of the fantasy, which is the
frame of the world in which the subject dwells. $hthe reinsertion of an individual who has gone
through such a heartrending experience cannot terstood except from the point of view of that
which from that abduction remains as a mark indigect, in terms of what is most intimate, that
is, the unveiling of the hole (which was alwaysr#)an the relation with the Other; that is to say,
the leftover of the abrupt crossing of the fantasnaarrier opens up the question: how to bond
again starting from the most radical void and dst? What partner might now be possible, starting
from which name? Now, testimonies that give an antof an experience of absolute loss of time,
identity, meaning, are correlative to the needaodme accustomed to the Other, and there, each
subject has a margin for choice, that is his digmtthe encounter with liberty.

That is why a liberty paradoxically experienced temumatic, contradicts any idea of
searching for a therapeutic recovery of what wéts $nce it is rather about what to do starting
from what has been found. If there is a returms tb come back to the bit of liberty located i th
subjective dimension, which allows a new comebatkthe relationship with the Other, a
reinvention. There is liberty if there are condigao locate it in each act of choosing. In thisseg
there is no other liberty than that of the actldasing, to consent to it or not, and that demands
subject willing to sustain the act and to take oesioility for the consequences that follow from it
It is the liberty to bond again (but from what isw), to institute, starting from the leftover of
knowing what is at stake in the relation to the &tta new bond, or at least a new way to dwell in
the field of the Other, with the truth on one’s kaParadoxically, to do so, the subject cannot
completely leave the abduction down to the Othex.hds to be able to take some responsibility
from the separation at stake, even if he did nattvtait is something whose consequences he has
to endure, that is his participation. The moreeass|pathological modalities of return also have to
do with the possibility of assuming responsibifity that participation, the ways of dealing with it
Some can be more or less savage ways of implengetitepreviously endured separation; others
are the insistence of the purely passive condiiforictim.

Immigration

This entails a rupture with the established bonasdto settle in a new one, there where all
the identity parameters are lost, putting to tls tiee tools the one who migrates has. Sometimes,
given the violence that this experience can catng, the subject who ‘abducts’ himself. What is
put to the test is the possible insertion of theday and the symptom as ways of bonding with the
Other, in this sense, it would be about a readjastrof the fantasy in the bet for its functionglity
in the same way, the compass of the symptom witlegythe path through the new link, and for
that, the subject will have to separate the reathef symptom in its ever new form from the
imaginary vital conditions he is dealing with.
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The now transferred relation with the Other allowvee to think that the void to which the
subject is confronted in a new reality is the vaifl references to place and environment.
Nevertheless, what is unveiled is that the voignscisely a void of structure, upon which the
semblant of the bond has to be assembled. Whastslke is aavoir fairewith the same old thing
but in the dimension of the new. Nevertheless, ditgation is not essential in itself: what is
mobilized is the subjective plot, and the attemipbr@aking up with the Other simply attains its
reinstallation in more or less dramatic ways. Legs an example that illustrates these coordinates:

It is the case of a young foreigner who requestersultation in the setting of a CPCT. He
left his country a year and a half ago to finisk kiudies, which he did not finish back in his
country. He consults because of several anxiegclattthat make him believe his project might
fail, which is at both to complete what he has lgifinished, and to insert himself into a new
society. All of a sudden, the hiatus, representethk ocean behind him, opens up as a hole that
makes him feel he has no place, incapable of ataptithe country that is welcoming him.

The analytic work allows him to situate that intfabat void had opened many years before.
To start with, he refers to his father's old agéjck always made him feel there was a lack in his
bond with him, something that was not transmittechim. A much older brother had somehow
covered that void, but when this brother took dist at the time of his marriage, the patient fell
into a profound apathy, left without place and pobj

Many years later, the idea of emigrating becomeatsmpt, therefore, to realise what had
felt in that parenthesis of apathy and disconcantmeith permanent consequences in his academic
and professional results, fixing him in the pogsitiaf a looser. Thus, by abruptly confronting him
with uprootedness, immigration allowed him to sobjese a previous exclusion, the one that
refers to the relation with the father.

The symptomatic appearance of the anxiety attackes diim the chance to go to analysis,
which allows him, in a short time, to sustain heside faced with the sudden anxiety attacks. His
desire, in effect, passes up to the culminatiomisfmigratory project. Going back would be to
ignore that this void, which now seems capablevadl®wing him up, was there from the start,
causing in him the desire to leave. Going back ddnd, in fact, to fall in that which, without him
noticing it, he had to escape: the apathy and igist@tion that had seized him when confronting
the paternal lack.

Thus, the discontinuity that emigration entails lalewed him to subjectivise a void of a
different nature. The symptom as such is the mdaatshas allowed him to do so. The young man
in question managed to finish his studies andagisg to promote himself professionally. On the
other hand, he has decided to end a relation witbraan from his country of origin that had been
chosen by him for a series of social charactesstan upper class woman), that put him in the
place of the looser.

Finally, we can say that we are talking about @efiarms of metaphor that pass unnoticed to
the modern subject, exiled from his Other. Metapihat makes believe, sometimes deceptively,
that this exile is contingent and unnecessary.sltai this point that psychoanalysis has to
reintroduce the dimension of symptom in the comsitiens of that modality of semblant that the
social bond is.

Translated from the Spanish by Silvia Artasanchez
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1 The 2009 American Encounter is call&@mptom and Social BonBIPOL 4 2009 in EuropeClinic and
Pragmatics of Exclusion in Psychoanaly$¢AP 2010 CongresSymptom and Semblant

2 [T.N. In Spanish the word for abduction rapto’, which also has the sense of ‘rapture’ or ‘ragisent’, the
word referenced by the author, in the sense preddit Marguerite Duras.]
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The Invention of a Writing
Marie-Hélene Blancard

Whatever his relation to the phallus, the neursdibject encounters a limit to jouissance. The
impossible relation emphasises the inexistencén@fsignifier ofThe woman, but also the
importance of the fantasy which, by the interpositof objecta, serves as a framework for
the encounter with the partner.

As for the psychotic subject, he is obliged to mvan original solution to make up ftire
absence of phallic signification. An encounter watlivoman can precipitate him towards the
dereliction of his being, if she comes to incarndlee woman that does not exist as the
“supreme-Being-of nastiness”; a figure of limitlgesiissance that would make the sexual
relation exist, albeit for the worst. As such, gwysis shows itself to be “the failure of
semblants”: “We see in the most crudest of lightéather as real, this real A-father that the
veil of the semblant of the Name-of-the-Father ds@ncountering”

Henri and Lucas are two men for whom a love retapoecipitated them into a position of
detritus. This fatal encounter obliges them to winscribe a mortifying jouissance from
which they must detach themselves, a jouissangewhiethen strive to counter or to limit

despite the absence of phallic signification. Tg 's@’ to the unbridling of jouissance is a
necessity that pushes them to encounter an analgstier to find an original solution which
would hold as a sinthome, as a “writing that rerador private, singular, use onfy”

At the place of phallic signification that failseitm, the invention of a writing is required as
that which could correct the error, “the lapsushef knot®, and allow them to establish a new
relation with the world.

Henri, an upright man

Henri had just been dumped by the companion hedbadted fifteen years of a life to, a life
without any particular story. She was the womahisflife, the mother of his children and he
had never envisaged losing her. One St Valentieeéning, she made a revelation: she did
not love or desire him any more, he was a losdiculously selfish, he was nothing for her.
She went about maltreating him, humiliating himaasian and as a father, accusing him of
having wasted her youth. He broke down and wascomee by a ferocious sense of jealousy,
persuaded that she was in love with another, wikductive bachelor. He made himself the
object of the jouissance of this inhumane Other whated his downfall. He envisaged doing
away with himself. Being a father no longer counteddhim, only this woman counted for
him. Believing he was fulfilling her, he had givaer the children she wanted, and this was
what she was reproaching him for today.

Henri is a modern and pragmatic subject, who wagersefficiency. He multiplied his
treatments to overcome his distress and his suictlas. There is no relation to the
unconscious, he evoked very few memories. Sometthere was a dream which he treated
like a message coming to him from elsewhere ordilsgmple transposition from daily reality
rather than from psychical reality.

Nevertheless, he evoked, not without reticencegemany from when he was eleven years old
marking a veritable break off point in his life:rthg a fight in the school playground, he
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broke a tooth and went home sheepishly without ngpyanything. He confessed what
happened to his mother, hoping that she would kegepecret, but she made reference to it to
his father who, that very evening, went into a fand punished him with a great slap. This
was the insult for him, an unbearable betrayalcttehimself off from the Other, maintaining
only a few links of complicity with his older sisteHenceforth, he experienced himself as
alone in the world, that is, until the encountettmthe woman of his life.

Henri worked hard to keep up appearances, keeppa@ wsmiling mask whatever the

circumstances. What was important for him was thage he gave to others, of a dynamic
and well connected man who had made a successsoliféri an advertising image, an

exemplary family ; he was normal and didn’t questamything. Two years beforehand, when
he had had some difficulties in his professiorfal 4 a kind of harassment, which let a touch
of persecution show through, which he did not ingjgon — he had allowed himself a few
excesses ; he had smoked dope, drunk more thaasanable amount and put on weight.
What disturbed him, above all, was the idea thatnmalaise might be visible, this was until

the day his partner violently expressed the conteng rejection that he inspired in her.

The collapse of his body indicates his positiometritus. Above all else, he was preoccupied
with this “dephallicised” body, which he worked mbdelling, getting it to hold together,
finding support in the transference so as to be &bltake some distance from this woman
who was driving him down, humiliating him and noutht cheating on him.

Refinding his dignity as a man implied refindingiale body that he could expose to others
without shame, and even with pride. Then he wo@dble to confront his imaginary rival,
the man who his wife desired in his place.

His obsessive jealousy became progressively wedkeé3mon he was no longer certain that
she had a lover, and still less that she wantdéelane him. He saw her differently: fragile and

vulnerable, aggressive because she was distregsethployed and thus dependant on her
husband. He didn’'t allow himself to be mistreatgdhler, and kept her at bay with his sharp
sense of irony, thus refinding a fragile equilitoniu

With a certain satisfaction, he confided his disrgy a formula of stabilisation that allows
him to limit his jouissance whilst giving discipérto his body : “PYAF ! P70".

He commented on this formula specifying that thelaxation mark inscribes the verticality
of his body, as it does for the positive stateisfrhood. He was no longer detritus, henceforth
he was an upright man. The formula is composedl&siing:

Piscine [swimming pool] Yoga Amour [love] Forme [fithess] Psy 70(= 70 kg, his “ideal
weight”)

This surprising writing gives as account of the jeatss effort to counter mortifying
jouissance, to reconstruct himself a phallic body @aecover his dignity as a man. He no
longer expected a hypothetical recognition of hidity from his partner, he kept her at a
distance whilst maintaining the appearance of aosimunning family life without any rough
patches.

Recently, he rediscovered a foreign young womah witom he had had a love affair when

they had both been students. After, they had lagit of each other because she had
emigrated to the USA to get married, but she hadhyd remained nostalgic about their
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encounter, contacting him from time to time. Shemedo stay in Paris for a few weeks, and
made it clear to him that she was entirely at lBpakal. He got closer to her, allowed himself
to be tamed, and made of this illegal love inteavaderification of the virile position that he
had corrected ; a position that he would defendssto resist a demand that he found all the
more insatiable the day their separation approacladxbve all, not to allow himself to be
sucked up by the voracity of the other, and tohgatself respected for what he had become, a
man who knows his limits even if he does not héneephallic measure at his disposal.

Lucas, a man of the world

Lucas consulted in order to get a grasp of whathzgabened to him since the fatal encounter
that had devastated his life within a few monthsstFof all, he admitted that if he had not
shot himself in the head, it was because he hadpeession of already being dead and that
he was unable to step back into the land of thediwithout the help of an analyst. | got him
to suspend any work projects or plans to go awathasonly thing that counted was the
analytic work that he wished to undertake to retrois himself and reorganise his life, and
he would have to hold stead.

His response was a dream, his consent to a wankfa@nce. He was driving on a road that
was more and more chaotic and was then brutalgrrinppted : there had been a cataclysm
which had sunk the bridge he was to cross ; it alsolutely necessary that he construct with
his hands a diversion that would allow him to rdfithe traces of the main road,

circumventing the gaping precipice. Rolling up blseves, he got down to work straight
away.

Lucas outlined the circumstances of the fatal enty the discrete triggering, then the
hatching of delusional ideas, and eventually thfeiling of certain signifiers in the real from

his family history. This had the effect of puttisgme order in the disorder of his world,
extracting him from the place of detritus where fbend himself enjoying from his own

downfall, and reducing, one by one, his delusiaealitudes.

In fact, he had seduced a brilliant young womamfitds class. She was called Céline, was
from a rich family in exile and her father was aternational businessman. Their romance

had had to remain a secret because of her fatbgrramises, no engagement between them,
even their friends were not to know. Lucas accefitesidistance as he believed she was in
love with him. Besides, they were made for eadteot nothing and nobody could separate

them ; their destinies were linked, whether theettwanted it or not. The idea came to him

that God wanted it. It would suffice to get thenfatto accept in order to make the daughter as
his own, which he possessed already, but that iméedall to himself, his own.

Céline still refused to introduce him to her fathaut he showed her it was unavoidable: who
would dare to oppose himself to the intentions otd@nd go unpunished? They had been
confided a mission : through their union, it wamatter of reuniting her country of origin,
and to work on a new constitution for this torn mauntry ; as such, Céline would regain
her homeland and could give birth to a son who @aotarnate the reunification of the
country.

Céline gave way and got him to meet her father, dido’t take him seriously. His projects

for marriage made him smile, he was haughty andedato put Lucas to the test. He made
his daughter promise to finish with him in orderctmcentrate herself on her studies. It was at

24



this moment that a hallucination was produced, anoimg the unfurling of the real that was

to follow. He heard a strange noise, a rustling seeemed to rip through the blue of the sky :
“It was a kind of boomerang, in the form of a swkastthat cut through the air and threatened
me directly...”.

Céline left him. He went adrift, holding onto hi®ldsional certitudes and carrying out
complex calculations. He had to know the date wklea would give him a son: it was
written, thus it would suffice to know how to delogy the signs of divine will. As she was his
princess, he would have to count a thousand anchgigs from their first night of love to
obtain the fateful date, and from there he coufihdehis love strategy.

When she returned, she was cold and evasive. Suaegetie managed to reconnect with her,
sometimes she rejected him with contempt and wdwuichiliate him in public. He would
insult her and then follow behind her, making hilfjses he said himself, “Céline’s dog”.

He was haunted by the idea that she was beingtifufiaio him with a boy that she had made
her knight in shining armour. He saw them togetliemm the shock of this evidence, he

was thrown to the ground, “as if struck by lightiinHe had been evicted, tricked, scoffed at.
Ideas of murder assailed him, followed by ideasw€ide. His state got worse and he took
refuge at his mother's home. For three months,emeamed prostrate with the idea of his
supreme fault : he had betrayed the love that wahea heart of his mission and which

founded his being, thus he had to pay.

Progressively, he renounced his attachment to €étionsidering he had gone too far in the
madness of love and had put himself in danger. ldearwoman who was a nurse and who
loved him. He was going to leave to settle dowrhie provinces with her so as to obtain a
solid training in accountancy. He confessed, howeaeehaving kept a dream: to work for a
radio station which broadcasts from the high sedled... “Radio Céline”.

Just before leaving, he left a calling card on dhalysts desk that he had just got printed :
“Lucas, man of the world”. He seems to have fourdlieable support for himself with this
semblant. This shows us how the act operates osutbject’s jouissance so as to separate him
from the worst, to get him to produce an inventioat anchors him to the semblant, a writing
that objects to the sexual relation and the unfgrbf the death drive. “To get a human world
to hold together, a pinning down is necessary”’ eas@es Jacques-Alain Miller. “One cannot
hold oneself together without, between the sign#éied signified, there being a piégingld
somewhere”.

The interest of these two cases resides in thelovay deprived of a phallic limit, can
nevertheless go through a range of different maoht$ a writing is produced which makes
up for the absence of phallic signification, whilevealing a “singular mode of jouissante”
A fatal encounter drove them to the edge of an gldyst the analytic act is what operates on
the unfurling of mortifying jouissance in the redhis allows them to produce a singular
invention, and eventually have access to a posséd&ion with a woman who is not an
exceptional woman, but an ordinary woman.

1. Miller, J.-A., «L’orientation lacanienne. De la nature des sembdanta course given at the
Department of psychoanalysis of Paris VIII, thestsof 27 November 1991, unpublished.
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