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EDITORIAL





SEGREGATIONS / SUBVERSION


Marie-Hélène Brousse


Why dedicate an issue of The Lacanian Review to segregations, a topic more frequently dealt with by other disciplines, such as anthropology, sociology, history, cultural studies, law and political science?


This everyday word – commonly used, popular even, which has also had a legal definition in certain states at specific historical times – is a recurrent theme for Lacan and for psychoanalysis in the Lacanian orientation today. Moreover, it even came to the fore in the guise of a prediction, as Lacan’s “Note on the Father and Universalism”, with which this issue opens, attests. His assertion in 1968 of an ever-increasing development in segregative processes is now vindicated. It highlights the demonstrative rigour of psychoanalysis, which makes it a predictive science.


Segregation is now part of everyday life. Open the newspaper, switch on your mobile phone and you see it instantly displayed: at the level of states, with Brexit in England, Trump’s wall separating the US from Mexico, and all the barriers that rise in the world to prevent, limit, and control migratory flows. But it is also materialised in the urban space between neighbourhoods, in civil society between social groups. It is appropriate to see the field of identity politics as a ramification of new barriers, and to see a development of segregation in the multiplication of identity claims. In the past, segregation was something one was subjected to and which came from the Other; today it is self-imposed, wanted, and even demanded.


How does psychoanalysis account for the contemporary extension of the segregative processes on the one hand, and how can it formalise its psychical mechanisms on the other?


In Extension: Appropriation of the Master’s Discourse by the Sciences


Lacan is precise on the first point. Several times, and on various occasions between 1960 and 1970, he stated:




The factor at stake here is the most burning issue of our times in so far as this era is the first to have to undergo the calling into question of every social structure as a result of the progress of science. This is something we are contending with, not only in our domain as psychiatrists, but in the furthest reaches of our universe, and in an ever more pressing fashion: with segregation.1





The rise of segregation is the consequence of a mutation of what, seven years later, he will call, and formalise as, a discourse. Discourse is one of the four categories, together with language, speech and lalangue, according to which the axiom “the unconscious is structured like a language” is to be modulated. This definition of the unconscious makes it possible to subvert the traditional definitions of the unconscious in terms of depth/surface and to annul the difference between individual/collective unconscious. The rise of segregation and the modifications of its modalities thus depend on a mutation of discourse: the discourse of the master, in other words, the social bonds insofar as they are orders. The term ‘order’ is to be taken here in its very equivocation: it is both a mode of organising the link between speaking subjects, and an ‘order’ in the sense of an imperative which promotes a specific form of jouissance. The discourse of the master was previously organised by a principle of hierarchical authority; now, under the domination of science, it is ordered by numbers, mathematical formulations and technosciences. This is how we can approach the Shoah. The segregation of Jewish populations goes way back. But the ‘concentration camp’ modality for the implementation of the Nazi ‘final solution’ is of another order, and obeys another logic. The person targeted by this new form of segregation is no longer envisaged as a speaking subject, another human, however hated. This individual is no longer approached as a subject on the basis of the fantasy, namely the forms his or her desire takes. The individual is reduced to the ‘pure subject’, a pure knowledge, ‘that of modern science’, and not of unconscious knowledge, which, though it manifests itself in every being by a ‘I do not want to know anything about it’, nonetheless organises the life of the subject on the basis of its relation to its objects.


No longer a name, an origin, but a number. We are moving towards, and maybe we are already there, being subject-objects reduced to genetic marks. With science we have gone from being subjected to the empire of the name to being subjected to knowledge. We can see this in the way that selections are made on human embryos in medically assisted procreation. Speaking in 1967 to psychiatrists “of a concrete segregative practice, the confinement of madmen”, Lacan told them: “The expansion, dominance of this pure subject to science is what comes to these effects of which you are the actors and the participants, namely: these profound rearrangements of the social hierarchies which constitute the characteristic of our time.”2 The extension of segregation finds its condition in the substitution of the divided subject for the pure subject of science. The management of divided subjects can only be envisaged from the perspective of the symptom, and requires language and speech. If these subjects are reduced to encrypted data and writing, they can be managed without speech. Segregation is the modality of management of human masses which short-circuits division. It is intimately linked to the statistical processing of data, the latter including even individual choices. Here is a simple example: you buy several books on Amazon. You receive a message telling you that ‘Customers who bought this book also bought this or that book’, which are then offered to you. You are thus segregated into the category of ‘buyers of this or that’. Even your most singular desire is liable to work on a segregative modality.


Hetero-segregation vs. the Self-segregation of Brothers


To the stranglehold of science on the discourse of the master observed by Lacan, we can, forty years on, add another argument: the transformation of speaking subjects into ‘Ones All Alone’, according to the formula Jacques-Alain Miller developed out of Lacan’s very last teaching. In the “Note on the Father and Universalism”, Lacan highlighted the end of the father, but also at stake is the change in the status of the One. The One linked to metaphor by means of the name, the One linked to the exception, is replaced by all these scattered ones, without any metaphorical link allowing the one to pass to the two, the three etc. All that remains is the Ego. So egos are also what form groups. Segregation by the Other gives way to self-segregation, and the techno-sciences place themselves in its service. This self-segregation has a name, it is the fraternity that organises identity politics, spearhead of a certain version of cultural studies. The 21st century is the century of brothers and sisters, the ones who are ‘alike’, the counterparts who situate in the Other the jouissance that unites them.


Intension


Take a look at the games given to small children for their ‘cognitive development’: a cube with holes of different shapes: stars, squares, triangles. Or these elements that must be distributed by colour, or material they are made of ... The point is to differentiate and classify these objects according to specified traits. Naming/thinking/classifying require that these differences become attributes, then variables. Both language and logic are based, each in a different way, on this treatment of differences by signifying combinations. There is no thought without class, attribute or predicate. The question, then, is not that of the existence of classifications, but what makes them segregative.


There are two elements: first, signifying differences are taken up in the value system of a discourse aiming to gain mastery over bodies, and second, identification to the other, founded not on the lack of being associated with any signifier, but with the object of jouissance.


Segregation always implies violence on bodies, a logic of appropriation, or misappropriation, which nowadays feeds identity scares. A recent example is the way that the New York Times3 and other newspapers reported the work of the “white artist”, Dana Schutz, who was exhibiting at the Whitney Museum Biennale. She had painted a black body, that of Emmett Till, who had been savagely murdered sixty years ago. ‘Cultural appropriation’ is one of the names of segregation today. It reduces the subject to his or her body in a debate that entraps speaking beings in the imaginary register, leading to an ‘either you or me’. Oddly, it is the same logic used by the extreme right which, for its part, carries out identity segregation on the basis of the blood of ancestors and not from the bond of conversation.


If we speak of bodily phenomena, then we also speak of the modalities of jouissance which belong to these bodies according to the different objects that determine them, the ones that psychoanalysts call objects a: oral, anal, phallic, vocal or scopic. The name of jouissance is double: Ecstasy or Rapture, and Abuse. It is in this that it is always traumatic. So segregation is classification allied to jouissance.


This issue of The Lacanian Review includes papers exploring different disciplinary approaches to segregation as well as texts, both theoretical and clinical, that elucidate the psychical mechanisms at work in segregative practices. Above all, the reader will see how the analytic experience, combining the unconscious as deciphering with the real unconscious, enables a treatment of segregative processes today. It is an experience that makes the identifications imposed by and through the discourse of the master fall, and it removes from the Other the consistency that it derives by hosting jouissance. To the segregative orientation, psychoanalysis responds with subversion. To the universalism that no longer exists, it responds by taking the singularity of each one: desire. Desire is what makes each and every parlêtre absolutely unique. Psychoanalytical institutions such as the World Association of Psychoanalysis and the New Lacanian School are at the service of this objective, all over the world.





1.    See for example “Address on Child Psychosis”, in Hurly-Burly, No. 8, p. 270, or Seminar X, Anxiety, lesson of 27 February 1963, Polity, Cambridge, 2014, p. 147.


2.    Lacan, J., “Address to Psychiatrists”, 10 November 1967, unpublished.


3.    “White Artist’s Painting of Emmett Till at Whitney Biennial Draws Protests”, New York Times, 21 March 2017.






SEGREGATIONS






WHOSE UNIVERSAL?





Michel de Certeau, a Jesuit, philosopher and historian of religions, took part in the creation of the École freudienne de Paris in 1964. He taught at the Department of Psychoanalysis between 1968 and 1971. The presentation to which Lacan refers here comprises two developments. The first concerns history in its twofold character, both as legend, and as an operative process that transforms the relationship between historians and past objects. This reflection leads to a denunciation of the way in which Freudian concepts like the death of the father, the Oedipus complex, or transference, are sometimes used to make up for historians’ lack of knowledge.


The second point relates to the 1922 study that Freud devoted to the demonic neurosis of the painter Christoph Haitzmann, a 17th century artist who made a pact with the devil. After undergoing an exorcism, he became a priest of the Brothers Hospitallers. Freud interprets this archetypal case of possession without difficulty. Working from a description of the episode that had been preserved in Mariazell’s manuscript in Vienna, Freud shows how an ambivalent relation to the father accounts for the onset and trajectory of this neurosis. The pact with the devil came after the death of Haitzmann’s father; it was a solution to his melancholia. His subsequent entry into the order of the Brothers Hospitallers then allowed him to be a son, one of the faithful.


If Freud’s text is concerned with the series of masks worn by the degraded father, Michel de Certeau ends up asking what happens when there is no longer any father to dedicate oneself to. It is to this question, among others, that Lacan responds here.


Laura Sokolowsky






1968
NOTE ON THE FATHER AND UNIVERSALISM


Jacques Lacan


It is most striking to see how polymorphous the relation to the father is in Freud. Everybody seems to think that the Oedipus myth is selfevident. I am not so sure about that.


Demoniacal neurosis is highly relevant here. Demoniacal possession in the 17th century must be understood in a certain context concerning the father, which has implications for the most deep-rooted structures. But the question you are raising here is: what about it today?


I believe that in our day and age, we could classify the mark, the scar, left by the father’s disappearance under the heading and general notion of segregation.


The common belief is that our civilisation’s universalism and communication standardise human relations.


I, on the contrary, believe that what characterises our century – and we cannot fail to be aware of it – is a complex, reinforced and constantly overlapping form of segregation that only manages to generate more and more barriers.


This explains the astonishing sterility of everything that can happen in an entire field. I think this is the essence of the question you have raised.


Translated by Russell Grigg


Intervention on the presentation of Mr de Certeau: “What Freud made of History. Notes on: “A Seventeenth-Century Demonological Neurosis” (1922) at the Strasbourg Congress, afternoon of 12 October 1968, published in Lettres de L’école Freudienne, 1969, No. 7, page 84.






Answering our questions for this issue of TLR, linguist and philosopher Jean-Claude Milner brings to light the segregative effect of language itself, and follows the effect of the signifiers that order human groups into nations.


AN INTERVIEW WITH JEAN-CLAUDE MILNER


TLR – You have just published an amazing book, Rereading the Revolution.1 Isn’t the French Revolution universalism in its political dimension? If so, what do you make of the revolution-segregation coupling that Lacan notes concerning the father?2


Jean-Claude Milner – In my opinion, the universalism of the French Revolution has only one real foundation: the universalism of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen. This universalism rests on a minimalism; the Declaration attributes the thinnest possible characteristics to man. He has no other substance than to be the support for the rights that he is presumed to have. The descriptive phrase, expressed in the plural, as is normal when one moves from the function “man” to his individuated values testifies: “men are born and remain free and equal in rights”.3 The reference to birth implies a reference to mortality; I have no hesitation, personally, in pointing out the intrusion of homophony: to say that men are born and remain equal in rights is also to say that they die equal in rights. What makes it possible for man to pass from birth to death is designated in common language as the body. The rights of man are the rights of the body. They can be “declared” in language. They are, therefore, the rights of the speaking body. The speaking body determines the only substance that the Declaration concerns itself with. When, at the end of the 18th century, at a time dominated by Christianity, one was obliged to consider men only from the strict point of view of their birth and death, one made a choice: one decided to limit oneself to the human species. Moreover, one decided to grasp only the most empirical aspect, which is called the body, without regard to what is in excess of the body and which is called the soul. The affirmation of the rights of man rests on an affirmation that I would like to call zoological if the word wasn’t shocking: the human species is one. All the distinctions that customs, climate, history, social classes, and so on introduce lose their relevance. But contrary to what Marx supposed, this reductive gesture is not a negation; it is affirmative.


In order to make my position better understood, I willingly play upon the singular and the plural; in the singular, “man” designates a function that takes various values; the plural on the other hand designates these values, but with the single aim of making it understood that the reality of their variety in no way affects the real determination of their rights. Singular and plural compete for the same abolition of qualia.


I sometimes elaborate the word “man” as “man/woman”; it’s the start of an indefinite chain of variations: woman, the elderly, children, the ill, the mad, etc., but in a way that brings them all back to their unique source. By so doing, I believe I am focusing my attention on one of the most important of Lacan’s late innovations; to situate the word “l’homme”, “man”, one must go via the meaningless signifier, “LOM”. To my ear, the expression “the rights of man (l’homme)” sounds like “the rights of LOM”.


Who is “LOM”? He who in declaring his rights derives his authority from himself alone. What is “LOM”? He is the rights he declares. I maintain that an echo resonates from the Declaration of Rights of 1789 to the reflections on “Joyce the symptom”. The true celebration of the bicentenary to come is legible in the text of 1975, published in 1979.4 I am not asserting that Lacan would have necessarily combined the signifier “LOM” with any particular right. But I am asserting that one will only fully understand the Declaration of Rights of 1789 by restoring the signifier “LOM” through the expression “man”. On the other hand, I categorically reject the expression “human rights”, which has the effect of distancing the real of the speaking body in favour of a ponderous interiority: “the co-altar of the liberal soul-to-soul” – this expression from “Science and Truth” retains its cutting-edge.5


If I am right to base the universality of the rights of man on the selfidentity of the human species, the reference to nature is easily characterised. The rights of man are natural in that each individual of the species partakes of them from birth and by virtue of the sole fact that he was born. One immediately sees that rights of the citizen arise from a different register, which some people might call culture. One is not born a citizen and one can cease being one; citizenship, being defined by laws, is subject to the diversity of these laws; as a consequence, one cannot maintain its universality as an already given fact. One may propose, as an ideal, that everyone on this earth be a citizen, and, why not? A citizen of the world, so be it; but anyone can see that today the people on this earth who fit that definition are rare. Few in number, they don’t seem about to increase rapidly. The current situation is a constant reminder of what one hurriedly forgot after 1945: citizens do not exist in every society and, in societies in which they exist, non-citizens, indistinguishable at first glance, exist alongside them.


One can see the paradox and the chiasma: the fact that men do not resemble one another does not prevent them from having the same rights of man; the fact that citizens and non-citizens resemble one another does not prevent them from not enjoying the same rights of citizenship.


One arrives at this thesis: the rights of man say no to all segregation; the rights of the citizen, left to themselves, lead directly to some forms of segregation – even if only at the point of disjunction between citizens and noncitizens. I recall the vote for foreigners and the contortions this issue leads to in France every five years. But much more than this is in question; as I said, man (l’homme), LOM, specifies a point at which qualia disappear. In the expression, “the rights of man”, the word “man” includes “man”, “woman”, “the elderly”, “children”, “the ill”, “the healthy”, and so on; not that their distinguishing qualia are ignored, but they count for nothing. We return to the movement of Galilean science, which dis-qualifies its objects.


On the other hand, the term “citizen” does not initially exclude qualia; it is precisely for this reason that one adds that no quale can affect the citizen’s rights. As the Constitution of 1958 says, “France guarantees equality before the law for all citizens, irrespective of origin, race or religion.” One might think that this sentence is strictly equivalent to the sentence, “All men are born and remain equal before the law”. But this is not so; it asserts in a negative form the right of citizens to acknowledge differences of origins, race and religion without drawing any consequences therefrom. It refers the citizen to the sum of qualia that constitute him with the sole aim of drawing a line through them. In contrast, mentioning such qualia, even in negative form, makes no sense for LOM.


The two gestures are not to be confused: the Declaration abolishes qualia; the Constitution of 1958 does not abolish them but guarantees that their diversity does not infringe upon equality. The first gesture determines man; the second, the citizen insofar as the citizen does not cease to be a man, whereas the man can cease to be a citizen. The Constitution lists the main bases for segregation, because it is aware that that is where citizenship can end up. It is therefore important to stress that these forms of segregation have no rightful place. I am aware that the mention of race is a problem for some purists; does it not presume, they object, that one believes in the reality of races? Personally, I find it useful; it has the advantage of recalling that the illusory character of a quale is no obstacle to its being the basis for segregation. On the contrary. More significantly, it makes it possible to formulate an implicit theorem: any quale can be the basis for segregation, whether it is illusory or not; reciprocally, every segregation leads either directly or indirectly to a quale, whether illusory or not.


If the Constitution of 1958 insists upon setting aside these three reasons for segregation, it’s because its authors were dimly aware of a real phenomenon: as soon as one speaks of citizens, one opens the Pandora’s box of their qualia and thereby runs the risk of giving licence to segregationism. Contrary to what one might naïvely imagine, citizenship can make common cause with every ancient or modern form of racialism. History proves as much.


This is why it is of capital importance that the rights of the citizen are linked to the rights of man. I have summarised this link in the following form: no right of a citizen can contradict any of the rights of man. I recall that the political philosophy of the Greeks defined the city and citizenship; it was developed in an era of slavery. Far from seeing this as contradictory, some doctrinairians have held that the notion of citizen became more clear and distinct as a consequence. In isolation, the sentence I extracted from the Constitution of 1958 says nothing, moreover, about prohibiting slavery. But one makes no objection because this prohibition does not arise from the rights of the citizen; it arises from the rights of man. If men are and remain equal in rights, no man can be born a slave, and no man can become one. Since this principle is declared in the preamble, the Constitution takes it as understood and has no need to repeat it.


You show why one cannot speak of revolution either in the case of England or in the case of the USA. How should we think about segregation in these countries, that is, in these discourses, given that in the USA it was legal for many years – just as slavery was, moreover.


J-CM – If it is merely a question of vocabulary, I have no objection in speaking of revolution for England or for the United States. I simply note that those who, in the 19th and 20th centuries, believed in the revolution never drew upon England or the United States. The British themselves do not speak of a revolution concerning the period 1642-1651, which saw the execution of Charles I. They speak of the Civil War. The term revolution is reserved for the return of the Stuarts, which in modern French we would call a restoration. The notion of “English Revolution” is largely due to French historians of the 19th century; Guizot, notably, treats it as an ideal figure; commencing in 1642 the English Revolution could have succeeded where the French Revolution could have failed; he even goes so far as to consider the birth of the United States as the final act and the crowning pact of this revolution that he admired. We are dealing here with a piece of propaganda, aimed at devaluing the French Revolution and those who align themselves with it. Guizot is writing in 1850, after the Revolution of 1848 that ended his political career. He is expressing rancour towards those who, against him, aligned themselves with the French Revolution. But let’s assume for a moment that he was right; if it is true that everything that was a success for the English Revolution was a failure for the French Revolution, then one has to ask the question: why give them the same name, “Revolution”?


The case of the United States is different; although some historians refuse to speak of the Revolution of 1776, preferring to see it as a war of independence, one may continue to follow usage. Let it be admitted, then, that an American revolution took place, the fact is that it does not enter into the register of revolutionary belief. Consider those who have seen themselves as revolutionaries (or counter-revolutionaries) in the 19th and 20th centuries; they never take the American Revolution into account. Properly speaking, I am not looking to demonstrate that 1776 was not a revolution, but that the term “Revolution” is not the same whether it concerns the United States or France. Only the second use has produced an echo worldwide. To suppose the two uses to be synonyms is to empty them of sense and signification at one and the same time.


On the question of segregation, I will limit myself to the United States. One always has to come back to Tocqueville. He highlights this apparently contradictory movement that drives the democratic society of the United States towards homogeneity and at the same time subjects it to a system of infinitely diverse communities. Coming back to the rights of man, the political philosophy of the United States defines them on the horizon of the community to which each man is said to belong; the rights of man and not the rights of LOM, but the rights of man amongst his kind [proches]. Whether his kind belong to the same family, religious sect, gender, and so on, man thus construed is substantial. He is the indefinite conjunction of the communities to which he belongs; his qualia are an accumulation of the qualia of each community and his rights are an accumulation of the rights of each community. Thoreau, despite appearances, did not break with this vision of the world; he pushes it to its limit. The solitude he describes in Walden returns to determine nature as the first and fundamental circle of belonging. Now, circles of belonging are defined as the givers of qualia. Man, consequently, is an aggregation of qualia; he bears diversity in his heart.
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