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EDITORIAL






SEX ALL OVER THE PLACE: “FUCK!”


Véronique Voruz


The title for this issue came up in conversation at the Miami Symposium of the World Association of Psychoanalysis on “What Lacan Knew About Women”. As we were discussing our next journal issue on sexuality, Professor Joan Copjec exclaimed: “Sex! It’s all over the place”. Given that, in spoken English, the word “fuck” recurs as an all-purpose punctuation mark, we could only agree with her: sex is all over the place, at the very least in language. And psychoanalysis favours evidence-based-on-language over evidence-based medicine!


The substitution of the multiple of sexual practices for the binary of sexual difference has profoundly affected the social bond. So is it all over, now that it is all over the place? Are we going to be happy? Some in the field of gender studies and queer theory claim that the future of psychoanalysis is tied to the repressive hypothesis, to the persistence of heteronormativity – and that it is, therefore, fated to fade away, a relic of an oppressive past. So, is there no future for psychoanalysis? Fuck!


It is true that reality can now be rectified in unprecedented ways. This can be done either by modifying discourse to accommodate new forms of subjectivity, granting new rights securing a place for singular modes of enjoyment, or transforming the body through sophisticated, and sometimes intrusive, medical procedures. As a result, the limits that “nature” seemingly imposed upon the imaginary of sexuality keep being pushed back, and ever more numerous configurations take shape.


So, have the fluidity of gender norms, the new modalities of accessing sexual satisfaction, and the advances of science rendered psychoanalysis obsolete? Now that there’s no one to blame for one’s failure in achieving sexual satisfaction – finding the perfect match, living the dream, pursuing happiness to the full – it seems, on the contrary, that psychoanalysis is more pertinent than ever. As Jacques-Alain Miller demonstrates in the two pieces we have chosen to open and close our thematic section, it is structurally impossible to say the truth about jouissance, to negate jouissance by means of the symbolic. Jouissance, therefore, unfailingly returns on the subject in a ferocious fashion, causing all manner of suffering in the process. It is the effect of the return of the drive onto the subject that Freud christened “superego”, and it is now amply averred that the weakening of social prohibitions has, if anything, increased the superego’s might. On what conditions, then, might a new alliance with jouissance be formed? This is the research programme of the Lacanian Orientation.


We can follow its contours in the polyphony of the other texts in our thematic section. Without a doubt, the centrepiece is a dialogue between Professor Jack Halberstam, an American queer theorist and trans*, and psychoanalyst Marie-Hélène Brousse. It seemed to us that the encounter between gender studies/queer theory and psychoanalysis needn’t remain a missed one, that it has been more of a misunderstanding. Indeed, the dialogue between eminent representatives of two enlightened opinions clarifies the nature of the misunderstanding. As Marie-Hélène Brousse points out, psychoanalysis takes its bearings only from the speech of analysands, whichever signifiers they may choose to represent themselves or order their jouissance with. As to the binary of sexual difference, it is an avatar of the binary structure of the signifier, and thus of language. It is language, then, which is heteronormative.


The piece by Jorge Assef further demonstrates, in a careful counterpoising of the work of Jacques Lacan with that of gender theorists, that Lacanian psychoanalysis neither cares for the repressive hypothesis nor strives to shore up traditional family structures. All that matters is to take account of the real in speech addressed to another, and to recognise that “the unconscious is politics”, as Lacan once put it, and so also recognise that it is an effect of discourse.


In this vein, Pierre-Gilles Guéguen explores the singular couple that Francis Bacon formed with his partner and model George Dyer. Paul Verhaeghe shows the limits of the repressive hypothesis in Freud’s own work: it is the discovery of the a-natural circuit of the human drive which constitutes the scandal of sex in the Freudian discovery. So there is nothing all that new about the impasses of human sexuality, although the omnipresence of porn and its insistence on leaving nothing – or hardly anything, as Laurent Goumarre and Gustavo Freda argue – out of the visual field is demystifying the sexual act in ways that entail unprecedented consequences for the sexual life of today’s speaking beings.


Every paper addresses a distinct facet of the theme. Bruno de Halleux explores the evolution of the psychoanalytical theory of sexuality. François Ansermet delineates the impact of science on gender norms now that anatomy definitely does not have to be destiny. Pamela King traces the logic of the well-known case of Norrie mAy-Welby. Christiane Alberti’s contribution is specifically addressed to the analytic experience: what remains, she asks, of our fantasies in the course of an analysis? And if the phallus is always involved in the fantasy, what is the effect of the decline of the virile on our fantasies?


The second issue of TLR has the same structure as the first. Thus, it continues with a section on the formation of the analyst and concludes with an echo of our congresses. The first of these two sections opens with the question of supervision. Éric Laurent exposes the logic of Jacques Lacan’s reflection on the formation of analysts, the institutional structures that he invented to preserve the singularity of the emergence of non-conforming analysts, the logic of the Pass, and the importance of supervision at the time of the speaking being. Patrick Monribot provides a lively illustration of the continued pertinence of supervision, even after the Pass, as the possibility of an act, an analytic act, is never guaranteed. You will then discover several texts by Analysts of the School relating to the Pass, which we collected at the WAP Congress in Rio in April 2016. They illustrate the relevance of this procedure invented by Lacan for the transmission of psychoanalysis, itself central to the formation of non-conforming analysts – whether from the perspective of a reflection on the Pass or through personal testimonies.


To conclude, in our section on clinical orientation, you will find the text of Miquel Bassols’ intervention in Dublin in July 2016 at the NLS Congress. Miquel Bassols, current President of the WAP, delineates key coordinates for the psychoanalytical treatment of the psychoses – a theme which will form the focus of the next Congress of the WAP, to be held in Barcelona in April 2018 – and so provides an orientation for our practice not to be … all over the place!


When the binary of sexual difference no longer orders the social bond, everything is all over the place, and so our clinical practice needs to become non-standard – a necessity reflected in the theme of the PIPOL encounter in Brussels in July 2017. Non-standard, yes, but not without a compass!








SEX ALL OVER THE PLACE








As Lacan tells us in Seminar XVII, Ch. IV, “Truth, the sister of jouissance”, there is no truth without jouissance. And yet there is no last word, no “full” truth, when it comes to jouissance. Truth is coupled with meaning, and they form a trio with fiction. But analyses stumble upon a residue of jouissance that cannot be dealt with by truth.










TRUTH IS COUPLED WITH MEANING


Jacques-Alain Miller


I have stumbled on a problem – I call it a problem because I have stumbled on it – which is that of the relation I specified between truth and jouissance.


I was led to say that there is no truth of jouissance. I didn’t say this without considering the consequences of such a statement – provided it is taken seriously – in the practice of analysis. One of the consequences in particular lies in the fact that the speech that is authorised and called for by the analytical discourse is what Lacan calls “the lying truth”, the truth (and this is my own way of putting it) that lies about jouissance. One cannot say the truth about jouissance. If one cannot say the whole truth, this is because there is a zone, a field, a register of existence, where truth does not apply, and this register is jouissance, i.e. that which gives satisfaction.


The Mystery of the Speaking Body


If we follow Lacan on this point, jouissance is what satisfies a body. Furthermore, what is made to speak in psychoanalysis is not a subject, it is not the pure subject of speech, but rather a body, that body which in Seminar XX (subsequently elaborating the consequences in his teaching) Lacan already calls the speaking body. Not the subject of speech, but the speaking body, which is what he qualifies as a mystery. For it is difficult to construct a matheme – the matheme being the opposite of mystery – difficult to give a logic to the speaking body.


What is at stake is the very status of the patient that addresses themselves to you, or that you are: it is not the same thing to listen to someone as subject of speech or as speaking body.


Truth and jouissance are two master signifiers that structure the analy tical discourse in distinct manners. Truth is the master signifier of Lacan’s teaching in its earlier phases. He says it to be distinct from exactitude. Truth is not a question of saying what is, it is not the adequacy of the word and the thing, according to the time-honoured definition. Truth depends on discourse.


What is at stake in analysis is to make truth out of what has happened. There are things that failed to become true, traumatism, that which makes a hole, which is what Lacan will later call troumatisme.1 It is a question of bringing discourse to what could not take place in it, of saying what could not be said, or could only be said in an indirect way, between the lines. Analysis would then be the chance to rectify what had been said badly. To say [dire]. The solution would be to say. This notion of psychoanalysis has been popularised under the slogan The Words to Say It.


It is nonetheless the case that in practice, we are constantly confronted with that-which-cannot-be-said, and that Lacan’s earlier teaching also took its bearings from the central question of the unsayable.


When developing his theory of desire, at the time of Seminar VI and his écrit entitled “The Direction of the Treatment…”, Lacan underlined that desire is inarticulable, only to add that it is articulated: it is articulated in signifiers, without for all that giving up its last word. The last word is what remains, in the practice of psychoanalysis, forever tangled up in problems, that is, as an aporia. The last word is the basis of the appointment: “See you next time.” And when the last word comes, when one stops, in whatever mode this happens, the last word remains in suspense, remains problematic. Hence this notion of granting an extension to those who think they have the last word. This extension of analysis is what Lacan called the Pass. It means: “Go on speaking!” To others, to two others and no longer to only one, so that they in turn go off to speak to a jury who will consider whether you have arrived at the last word in your case or not.


The inarticulable of desire, which Lacan aimed at right from the start, takes on another aspect when it is a question of this famous jouissance outside meaning [hors sens]. It is, undoubtedly, another version, which shows the constancy of Lacan’s preoccupation, the permanence of a structure of thought in its way of grasping what is at stake in the analytical experience. But the outside meaning of jouissance is a lot more intricate, if I may say, than the inarticulable of desire. These two formulas that I am juxtaposing, taken from the two extremes of Lacan’s teaching, indicate that there is something about the end which demands to be thought of in another mode than the process by which this end was reached, and which remains on an edge [bord].


When it stops. How can we conceptualise this? Does it stop because it succeeds, because the aim is attained? Or through fatigue, because one is worn out, or weary? Or because something has changed, and one has access to something new?


Revelation


Truth is the philosophical name of something that has been grasped in the psychoanalytical experience by those minds who have nothing philosophical about them; the English, who in their own language, and for want of a better word, let’s borrow it from them, call it insight. This is something that one can see. If I wanted to translate this word into French and in relation to psychoanalysis, I would say revelation. One is not in analysis until one has had at least one revelation. This is the most natural word we have in French to designate the subject’s relation to a truth he accesses in a moment of seeing: the word “sight” in English designates a view, in the sense of a panorama.


I do not mean the Revelation – with a capital letter – as employed in the religious discourse, in which there is only one – The Revelation of the Truth. This is a story that is not about to stop being told. Its consequences continue to unfold, going as far as to forbid us to use contraceptives. This Pope blows my mind. He has such a talent for saying what should not be said that it becomes sublime. Generating scandal is one of the functions of the revelation of truth, but in this case it is more scandal in the style of Gaston Lagaffe.2 I am a little disappointed because I celebrated his elevation to this high status with my friend Philippe Sollers. I remember how we congratulated each other on that day. “Ah, he is going to be great, the Panzerkardinal!” as we called him. We believed that everything was going to be sorted in the most impeccable, carefully measured fashion. After the previous, slightly eccentric Polish Pope, the German guy would put everything in its place. These were my own prejudices, which could also be considered ethnoracist. All things considered, they are inappropriate. The disorder in which Germany conducted the Second World War is absolutely incredible. If you take a closer look at what they did, they were crackpots. Hitler had no discipline of living; an insomniac, he would go to bed at six in the morning after chatting the night away with his secretaries. He would get up around one or two in the afternoon, but demanded that no regiment move without his authorisation. No wonder all this turned out badly for them. And now we have a Bavarian who appears to be completely bohemian, who doesn’t appear to have given any thought to the matter. Undoubtedly he is obsessed with the Revealed Truth, to which he refers at every opportunity. Once the Truth has been revealed, the talent of the Catholic Church has been to always know how to adapt it to circumstances, a talent that the current Pope does not seem to have. The reason I’m telling you all this is because I have just received an email from Le Point asking me if I’d be interested in giving my views about the Pope. I have not replied yet, but clearly I am worked up about it, and I’m going to get back to them saying that the problem is that Benedict XVI is Benedict-Blunder [La Gaffe].


To come back to the term “revelation” (which seems to me to be the most adequate translation for the word insight and for the experience that it refers to), it certainly has religious overtones. But let’s go beyond this. In a very eloquent manner, it designates a hidden truth that is unveiled. This is the notion contained in the term alètheia (punctuated by Heidegger in Greek philosophy, especially in the work of Aristotle), a term that designates the truth as something that becomes un-covered, we could say, un-forgotten; in other words a truth whose native status is one of veiling. The truth as such is hidden and can only be accessed by a lifting of the veil.


This resonates with what takes place in an analysis. An analysis is punctuated – it could be presented in this way – by a succession of revelations. Even a position of scepticism is adopted, a methodical position of non-dupery – the one who will not be deceived – even for those who do without the theoretical constructions, we note a certain evidence of phenomena of revelation in analysis, which are experienced as such. They are even expected as such – when they are not produced, the subject is in want of revelation. This is a given. Psychoanalysis could be reconstructed arguing that the concept of repression is called for, demanded, summoned by the experience of revelation. If there is revelation, there must previously have been something like a repression – one didn’t want to say something, confess something, recognise something…


One can argue whether this is something subconscious or unconscious. This was never a question that interested me, if I may say. It is like in Knock3: Does it scratch or does it tickle? These arguments can be endless. I don’t think Lacan ever gave much weight to this distinction between the sub- and the un-conscious.


The Shimmering of Knowledge


There is a mode which is that of knowing-without-knowing, knowing without recognising this knowledge. Lacan preferred the word “unknown”, the unknown that knows… It is unknown and yet one can nevertheless suppose that it is known in some way, the subject supposed to know. In psychoanalysis, at every moment – obviously in some more than in others – one can catch a glimpse of the shimmering varieties of knowledge. Knowledge is not clear-cut, to use an English expression, it is not transparent.


A logician, a philosopher of logic, who gained some notoriety in the 1960-70s, wrote a book entitled Belief and Knowledge.4 I remember being struck by Lacan saying in his Seminar: “Hintikka believes that there is a strict difference between believing and knowing. But I don’t see it that way.” It was all the more striking for me as he had given me the book to read, apparently to save him from having to read it himself. I thus gave him a little lecture on Hintikka’s theory, his symbols and formulas. On the one hand, I was a little disappointed that the only thing Lacan had drawn from my lesson was this, which seemed a bit slight in comparison with the mathematical edifice Hintikka had tried to build upon it. On the other hand, his passing remark had quite an impact on the young philosopher I then was. A philosopher? Well, let’s say I had been educated within the philosophical framework, in which there is a stark difference between believing and knowing. We learn from Plato that there is a great difference between doxa (opinion) and episteme (science), that it is a matter of passing from doxa to episteme, even if there are domains where it’s harder to get away from the doxa. We learn this from Kant, who prided himself on having limited knowledge in order to make room for belief. There are plenty of artefacts that are based on a strict difference between these two registers. Well, this passing remark was a beginning. I am not exaggerating its effect when I say it was one of the landmarks that gradually helped me detach myself, as it were, from the philosophical vision of the world or of thought.


Knowledge retains around it a shimmering cloud where to various degrees, knowing and not-wanting-to-know are conjugated. It oscillates, tips back and forth, until, at certain moments, it delivers a flash of revelation. We know but we forget; we know but we don’t pay attention; we know but we put it to one side; we know but we keep postponing; we know but there are so many things that can happen; we know but we might be wrong… Yes I know, but still – as Lacan said when he used an expression that he had heard one of his students use. In relation to the absence of knowledge, there is this indistinct zone of shimmering, against which, at times, the phenomenon of revelation stands out.


In analysis, it happens that such a revelation becomes unforgettable, or that the analyst is there to represent the memory of the revelation. It can be slight, it can turn on something small, and yet it can stand as a monument for a subject.


The interpretation of the analyst, such as I understand it, must be thought of in relation to revelation. It is an aid to revelation. It can be an auxiliary revelation. But the interpretation is achieved only if, in a direct or deferred manner, it leads to a revelation for the analysand. The interpretation should not be ventured like that, simply to see; it must be ventured as playing a part in relation to the contingent revelation it could produce in the analysand, that is to say, the fall or the tearing of the veil that it may bring about.


Ménage à trois


The word “truth”, in analysis, calls for the word “veil” – as an obstacle. Without getting too far away from the immediate experience, it could be said that the one who speaks in analysis lives in a reality, but sometimes it appears that there is another reality, which this subject experiences, as a rule, as separated by a veil. In the same way that the truth becomes plural because there is a sequence of truths in analysis, not all of which necessarily cohere, belying one another, so too reality becomes redoubled. This is how I justify that to the term “reality” is added that of the real, in order to designate the other reality that comes to disrupt the telling of reality, this other reality which emerges in bits and pieces, in spare parts.


This is the limit of the theory that has been elaborated in psychoanalysis in the past decade, exploiting certain inflections of Lacan’s earlier teaching, and which basks in the glory of narratology. Truth is linked to what I am telling, to what I tell of myself and deliver to the Other, the analyst. There is a narration – and Lacan, without using this term, said it better than anyone in “The Function and Field of Speech and Language”. But what counts is not only that this narration should be able to take charge of what remains as a hole in the reality of the subject, and thus make sense of his traumas, of his indelible images, of his monumental scenes, or of his gaps, by filling them in, by putting them in a series, by re-establishing a continuity, in telling a hystory (with a “y” to indicate the fact that this story is told for an other, that it is woven in a “relationship of intersubjectivity”, in inverted commas). What is important is that in this very narration, holes manifest themselves, stumbling blocks that are so many signs of another truth, of another meaning, which struggle to be conjugated in the fiction of a narration. This is why these elements that emerge and disrupt the narrative cycle are given the value of the real rather than the value of truth and of meaning.


Truth is coupled with meaning, and the two of them make a trio with fiction.


Lacan’s later teaching consists in the realisation that the symbolic order – which in his earlier teaching was the motor and the structure of the analytic experience, and of what Freud called the psyche – belongs to the register of fiction.


In other words, the signifier is a semblant. This marks the step that is taken when one passes from a notion where the symbolic and the imaginary are opposed, a notion which grants paramount value to the passage from the imaginary to the symbolic (as Lacan does in his first six Seminars, where he devotes himself to detaching the Freudian terms from the imaginary register in order to give them a place in the symbolic order) – the first phase, then – to, on the contrary, including the imaginary in the symbolic, which is equivalent to the term “semblant”.
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This is obviously a simplification. On the left, you have different levels and a hierarchy. One goes from the imaginary to the symbolic, from the imaginary, which would be the register of the ego, to the register of the subject, which would be the register of the symbolic, and one explains that the major Freudian concepts only find their truth in the symbolic.


But from the moment when Lacan introduces the category of the real in his Seminar VII, The Ethics of Psychoanalysis, the moment he tries to complete his theory of desire by taking jouissance into account, he is led to put the symbolic and the imaginary on the same side. This will allow him to say, for example, that the phallus is an imaginary signifier. In relation to the category of the real, when it is reintroduced into the analytical field, the difference between the symbolic and the imaginary appears inessential.


Truth is an abstract category. The only thing that counts, in fact, that which gives rise to problems, which gives rise to the problem I indicated to start with, is the truth about the real. While the imaginary allows itself to be reabsorbed in the symbolic, the real is repulsed by the symbolic. There is something other than truth. Revelation does not resolve everything, it does not resolve all the knots and problems of life. Not everything is truth, not everything is meaning.


And yet, when one sets about it, it seems that sense can be made out of everything. One opposes, mediates, overcomes, sublimates, links, and it all makes sense. When one applies oneself, all the facts seem to yield to the omnipotence of meaning. The result varies according to the subject’s temperament. Some make melancholy sense of everything, especially of their successes. Some make optimistic sense of everything, including when they fail the most, considering that “it’s just as well, it shows me where I went wrong.” Are they good-natured? Others complain because they have achieved everything they wanted: “And what now? What’s left?”


Observing the various ways in which meaning is created, I understand that the philosophy to be derived from this is that everyone ascribes the meaning they want to whatever happens to them. This gives the impression of an extraordinary plasticity of meaning. Everything depends on the manner in which people grasp what happens. One can isolate in each subject a mode of making sense of things. One could call this their fantasy. Some might say that because they were very much loved by their mother, they give a positive meaning to everything that happens to them, and that when their mother was not good enough they give everything a negative meaning. If you want to present things this way, it is valid and it just about holds water. Psychoanalysis builds upon this power of meaning. Often when I am asked for advice on a case, what do I say after all, based on the few elements they bring me? I say – putting it as well as I can, to put on a show – something along the lines of: “Let us trust in the Psychoanalytical Goddess. Let us trust in the engine of meaning. Let us trust that at the end of the day the disasters that a subject may encounter in their life will be alleviated by the tale they will manage to construct, the meaning that they will manage to give to them.”


And yet, despite this power of meaning, not everything is meaning.


Amboceptor


It is already as a residue that the notion of the real imposes itself, a residue of the operations of semblance. This residue is the matrix on the basis of which meaning is given. It can be called the fantasy. But if we reduce what is involved to its root, if we subtract everything which, in the fantasy, is of the register of the semblant, that is to say, the scenario and the scene, which I spoke about last time, what is left is a mode of jouissance. The mode of jouissance is the name of the fantasy once it has been stripped of the scenario and the scene.


The mode of jouissance cannot be reduced to meaning. Lacan obviously tried to do so at one time, in saying jouis-sens, enjoy-meant. I did a lot of work on this, because it took my fancy. Ah! Why did I go and retrieve this jouis-sens? Why did it appeal so much, to myself and to other people? Because it is a new version of the function of fantasy: it is an amboceptor. It is an amboceptor between truth and jouissance, between language and jouissance, something that connects the two sides. Moreover, from a descriptive point of view it says something. There is a jouissance in saying certain words, certain phrases, or a discourse. There is condensation. Words are charged, affectively as is said, which is to say libidinally, there is a charge of jouissance. In saying mode of jouissance, one undoes, one tries to undo, the knot between jouissance and meaning, which is secondary, which does not saturate everything that is at stake in jouissance.


Lacan could say “interpretation aims at the cause of desire”.5 He even wrote this once. I took this as a reference because it showed the amount of progress that had been made since the beginning of Lacan’s teaching, when interpretation was indexed on the signifier. What does it mean to aim at the cause of desire? How is that achieved in interpretation? How does one aim at the object a cause of desire?


Lacan concluded his sixth Seminar, Desire and its Interpretation, with the following proposition: that desire is its interpretation. One could not go any further in reducing interpretation to the signifier and making desire into a signified. This is how Lacan started. Given his point of departure, he began by making the Freudian libido into desire, and then that desire into a signified, the signified of a signifying chain called “demand”.


In a second moment, he realised that Freudian libido could not be reduced to desire, and in order to translate “libido”, he added a second term, that of jouissance. He then imagined making of object a – which he said was his invention – the amboceptor linking, mediating, or functioning as a middle term between truth and jouissance, between the symbolic order and the real. This is why he spent so many years working on this. This is the crux of the fantasy. It was in object a that he concentrated the paradox of the amboception of truth and jouissance.


Disrupting the Defences


The idea was to interpret by aiming at the cause of desire, that is to say, at the fantasy; to interpret desire by aiming at the fantasy, to interpret desire as signified by aiming at the matrix that generates meaning, not stopping at the effect but aiming at the cause; all of this entailed the notion that by aiming at the cause of desire one would manage to overcome the obstacle, to lift the veil.


Lacan always thought in this way and this is how he taught us to think. The analytical experience appears to demand it: there is an obstacle, something that puts up a screen, that has to be crossed, that has to be overcome – this is what Lacan called the fantasy, which had to be traversed, or the cause of desire, which had to be made to drop.


This notion was present as early as in his second Seminar, where he opposed the ego and the subject, with the schema he was so happy with he called it “Schema L” – as in Lacan. This schema led from the subject to the Other, distinguishing an imaginary interposition a – a’ (depending on the schemas, a and a’ are placed on one side or the other). There was thus a screen that had to be traversed: the imaginary was the veil of the symbolic.
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In various forms and configurations, at different moments of the teaching, and of course with some advances, this structure of veiling/unveiling, obstacle/overcoming, was clearly always present in Lacan’s thought, and he taught us to decipher the analytical experience in terms of these data. These were different ways of reflecting on what Freud could mean by the lifting of repression. The lifting of repression in order to discover what? Another truth.


This is also valid for defence, which is supposed to be an obstacle prior to repression. Repression is lifted, and goes on being lifted… Revelations follow one another, until we stop getting anywhere, nothing changes, which is when one says: “it’s defence”. Defence is prior to repression because it’s more primitive, it is not constituted in the signifier. One does not therefore speak of lifting the defence, but rather of, we must look for another word, disrupting the defences. In other words, one must try to insinuate oneself at this point in such a way that here we find, not another truth, but the real.


When Freud and the post-Freudians spoke of defence and the need to analyse the defences, they had the idea that one had to go beyond the lying truth, that there was something beyond the semblants of the signifier, that interpreting repression was not sufficient and that a function of another order was at stake, one that concerned the relation of the subject to jouissance – a certain relation of refusal, of rejection, of “obstaclisation” in relation to jouissance. This is what I’m going to develop now, the master signifier of jouissance.
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