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THE



SHELL



AND



THE



KERNEL1



NICOLAS ABRAHAM



The Shell of Words Henceforth, psychoanalysis possesses its "LaLande."2 Technical, critical, and even historical, the first Vocabulary of this science that is now well over seventy years old, undertakes to define, tabulate, prescribe, and proscribe the meanings, usage, misusage and abuses of a language which, despite its growing diffusion, has remained esoteric and arcane. This mighty effort of clarification, to which the authors devoted eight years of research and reflection, aims, over and above lexicographical questions, at "the conceptual organization" (in the words of Lagache3) and at "the notional apparatus" (according to Laplanche and Pontalis) of a body of knowledge and practices whose originality posed a challenge to those who sought to codify it. To fix the inter- and intra-disciplinary status of each psychoanalytic concept, tracing their vicissitudes and transfigurations through the work of Freud and beyond, and yet exercising critical watchfulness as to the extensions, connotations, implications, and overlaps, such was the undertaking, such the wager. The importance of the stakes determined the scope and conduct of the project: rereading (in three languages) and abstracting some five thousand pages of the complete works of Freud, not to mention the works (not always the simplest) of Ferenczi, KarlAbraham, Melanie Klein, and others; setting up an enormous file with at least four hundred entries and innumerable references; exploiting the file thus constituted through minute and subtle comparative studies; ruthlessly detecting all metasemias, contradictions, aporias, and open questions; in addition, recording the results of the scrutiny in condensed and substantive minutes; and finally, crowning this long preparation, the establishment of definitions for the concepts (over three hundred) to be printed in boldface type, providing an authoritative answer to the legitimate questions of all, be they scientists, philosophers, jurists or even psychoanalysts: what on earth are "transference," "hallucinatory accomplishment of a wish," "libido," "instinct," "ego," and so forth? The execution measures up to the aim. With its five hundred fifteen pages tightly bound in royal octavo, showing the equivalent terms in five languages, sorting and matching the definitions of historical and critical discussions, supported by direct quotations from and references to the texts, this work appears at first glance to be the analytical repository of the instruments of thought authorized by psychoanalysis. And even if a prolonged consultation of the Vocabulary leads us to reconsider it, this 1Translator'snote. Thisarticle firstappeared in Critique,no. 249 [February1969]. It is translated and republished here with the permission of MariaTorok.Forbasic backgroundinformation, see the preceding introduction by Jacques Derrida, especially note 2. The essay was writtenas a critique of the Vocabulairede la psychanalyse[Paris:Presses Universitaires,1967] by Jean Laplancheand J.-B. Pontalis, which is now available in Englishtranslation[New York: Norton, 1973], and which will be designated as the Vocabularyin this translation.All quotations in the text referto the Frenchedition; page references will be followed by the numbersof the correspondingpages in the Englishedition. 2 Lalandeis the author of a widely used reference work, the Vocabulairetechnique et critique de la philosophie, whose reputationis such as to allow Abrahamto designate it simply by the author's name. (Tr.) 3Daniel Lagache,editorialoverseer of the project carriedout by Laplancheand Pontalis.(Ed.) 16
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first appearance does, nonetheless, reflect the function assigned to the work: to constitute a corpus juris having the force of the law and of which, in the future, no one should be unaware. It is not for us here to subject to scrutiny the foundations, whatever they may be, of such a jurisdiction: whether they lie in a commentary on Freud's works, in the effectiveness of a practice, or in epistemological considerations (in fact all three are invoked), the result does not fail to show a vast attempt at fixing the status of psychoanalytic "thing" in its relationship to the external world as well as in its relation to itself. Here then is a construction which, for all of psychoanalysis, is called upon to fulfill the functions of that agency [instance] on which Freud conferred the prestigious designation, Ego. Now, in referring in this comparison to the Freudian theory itself, we want to evoke that image of the Ego fighting on two fronts: turned toward the outside, moderating appeals and assaults, turned toward the inside, channeling excessive and incongruous impulses. Freud conceived of this agency as a protective layer, an ectoderm, a cerebral cortex, a shell. This cortical role of twofold protection, directed inward and outward, can be readily recognized in the Vocabulary; it is a role that understandably does not go unaccompanied by a certain camouflage of the very thing to be secured. Yet the shell itself is marked by what it shelters; that which it encloses is disclosed within it. And even if the kernel of psychoanalysis is not to come to light in the pages of the Vocabulary, its secret and elusive action is nonetheless attested to at every step by its unbending resistance to encyclopedic systematization. The remarkable merit of the authors is never to have dissimulated the inherent difficulties in their task, and thereby to have given us to understand the following: if a conceptual organization of psychoanalysis must indeed exist, it cannot surrender its unity within the bounds of traditional thinking and its apprehension requires a new dimension yet to be found. The First Stage of the Exegesis Whatever the banal objections to which the theoretical elaborations of psychoanalysis may lay themselves open, nobody dreams any longer of contesting its real clinical import. Nowadays it is generally agreed that the choice between rejecting the theory owing to its lack of cohesion and adopting it only as a last resort should be transcended. Some would be tempted to object: yes, of course, but we would need a theory better adapted to the facts. The difficulty with such scientific liberalism applied to psychoanalysis is precisely that the "facts" themselves would be denatured if we were to change the discourse that defines them. This has become apparent each time attempts have been made to absorb psychoanalysis into systems of different prompting (behaviorism, existentialism, phenomenology). This is so because psychoanalytical concepts, however awkward, or incoherent, or even outright scandalous they may appear, possess some sort of power, and one cannot include them in alien systems of reference without deadening their nerve. Thus, psychoanalytic theory energetically refuses to submit to any kind of recasting or readjustment. Given this observation, only one road remains open for us: to search out what the theory, behind its contradictions and lacunae, manages to communicate.4 The Freudian text invites us to engage in an enterprise of exegesis, on the condition that this enterprise support and sustain the originality of the text it purports to illuminate. Now, such a work of exegesis has to proceed by steps and requires at least two stages. During the first step, it will be indispensable to collect everything that furnishes material for commentary. In other words, to make up a list of everything that, for various reasons, is problematic in Freud's elaborations. Such a directory of problem clusters set up by means of traditional instruments (conceptual specification, comparison of the various stages of thought, semantic concordance and discordance viewed both synchronically and diachronically, filiation of ideas, constants, thematic variations, etc.) is precisely the object of the historico-critical part of the Vocabulary. 4 Cf. Pontalis, Apres Freud[Paris:Juilliard,1965],pp.
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The authors are to be highly commended for having prepared the way by their patient and minute labors, for the second stage of exegesis, a decisive stage, since, given the inventory of the paradoxical and irregular aspects of psychoanalytic theory, we can no longer elude the true question, which is as follows: if the theories of Freud form the protective shell around his intuition, simultaneously concealing it and revealing it, what of the actual kernel? For it is the kernel which, invisible but active, confers upon the whole construction its meaning. This kernel, the active principle of psychoanalytic theory, will not shine through until all the apparent contradictions have found their explanation in the unity which we hypothetically attribute to the Freudian intuition. To state that the second stage of the exegesis lies outside the intended realm of the Vocabulary is to appreciate the moderation and prudence which have presided over its writing, all the more so as the authors themselves are committed to more personal works of exegesis. The Ploy of Capitalization Meanwhile, we would look in vain under the entry "Psychoanalysis" for a definition of it that would bring to light the originality of its discourse or the paradoxical character of its status. To catch a glimpse of these, however, it will suffice to refer to the innumerable discussions which, usually without yet offering a solution, content themselves with pointing out conceptual difficulties. Let us choose for our purposes the terminological problem, noted on p. 334 [p. 324], concerning the "pleasure principle": "to speak, for example, of unconscious pleasure which would be attached to an obviously painful symptom could raise objections from the point of view of psychological description." Let us add that pleasure, as an affect, according to metapsychology itself, does not have its origin in the Unconscious, in the strict sense of the term, but in the conscious Ego. After all, what is a pleasure that cannot be felt, indeed that can be perceived as suffering? One could retort: it matters precious little whether it is experienced or not, provided that the underlying process is theoretically bound to produce it and, of course, that this can be observed objectively. Pleasure then would no longer be an affect, but, by metonymy, that which could be its cause: the discharge of tension. Such a shift from the introspective to the psycho-physical would at least require that pleasure and discharge overlap with one another consistently on the various levels. But this is precisely not the case. Following a similar train of thought, let us also cite the challenge to conditionedreflex behaviorism constituted by the notion of the ineducable wish [p. 120; 481]. Such concepts are not reducible to any known system of reference, and we would do well to resign ourselves to that fact from the outset. If we want to move ahead in our work of exegesis, we will have to come to recognize that psychoanalytic theory demands of us a genuine mental conversion. As a token of such a conversion, we might decide to present the metapsychological concepts of Pleasure and Discharge with capital letters. It will be seen then that this ploy acts as an agent of revelation and sets off unequivocally the radical semantic change that psychoanalysis has introduced into language. To be sure, the nature of this change is not clearly and immediately exposed, and as a result we have the innumerable misconceptions on which psychoanalytic literature feeds. But the first French translators of Freud, having perceived this change, reinstated its imprint by generously bestowing capitals on most metapsychological concepts. Lacking such distinctive spelling in German, Freud advocated the use of special abbreviations to designate the unconscious (UBw), the perception-consciousness system (WBw), the system P, etc. These designations, esoteric in appearance, reveal-but do not yet define-the semantic originality of the plane on which, from the outset, psychoanalytic discourse unfolds. Between the "I" and the "Me" What then is the principle of coherence of a discourse where Pleasure no longer means what one feels, where Discharge refers to something other than what one 18



sees? In this tangle, some would be tempted to appeal to a phenomenological description of the meanings at issue. In order to do this, one would bracket the term Pleasure with reductive quotation marks; it would then be ready to undergoaccording to the Husserlian method-the examination of its noetico-noematic structure. Now, strangely enough, metapsychological capitals steadfastly reject the quotation marks of the phenomenologist. The concept of Pleasure cannot be bracketed. It closer is the same with the terms Consciousness and Unconscious5 and-upon examination-with all other metapsychological concepts. This one incompatibility in itself is sufficiently characteristic of a domain that is proper to psychoanalysis to locate it forthwith outside the field of phenomenology, which is reserved to the so-called objects and experiences of intentionality. Our graphic ploy is suggestive enough to attract attention to the following: the effect of capitalization invokes a mystery, the very mystery of the unthought that burdens reflexive philosophy with a congenital naivet6. It reveals the opaque gratuity of the distance that separates the reflecting subject from himself, a distance endangering even patent notions founded on an illusory proximity to self. The condition sine qua non of the relation to self, the hiatus that separates the "I" from the "me", thus necessarily escapes reflexive thematization. It is in this hiatus, in this non-presence of the self to itself, the very condition of reflexivity, that the phenomenologist unknowingly takes position in order to scrutinize, from this terra incognita, the sole horizon visible to him, that of the inhabited continents. Whereas psychoanalysis stakes out its domain precisely on this unthought ground of phenomenology. To state this is already to designate, if not to resolve, the problem which faces us: how to include in a discourse-in any one whatever-that very thing which in essence, by dint of being the precondition of discourse, escapes it? If non-presence, the kernel and ultimate ground of all discourse, is made to speak [se fait parole], can it-must it-make itself heard in and through presence to self? Such is the form in which the paradoxical situation inherent to the psychoanalytic problematics appears. Psychoanalysis as Antisemantics The foregoing leads to a double conclusion: first, that psychoanalysis cannot be allotted a determined place in the order of the sciences; and subsequently, although psychoanalysis is "located" outside of any place, the psychoanalytic domain remains nonetheless contained in a well-defined interval, the interval which extends between the "I" and the "Me," subject and object of reflexivity. And it is surely comprehensible that the two frontiers of this domain should be the only places from which it is possible to set out to explore the space they enclose and which has erected them. Moreover, this is why psychoanalysis, as a result of the treatment, uses discourses to multiply instances of auto-affection and prises de conscience, providing proofs to the listener that they are dependent upon a beyond that Freud named the Kernel of Being: the Unconscious. Yet the fact remains that, emerging in the touchingtouched-as images alluding to the untouched nucleus of non-presence-Pleasure, Discharge, Unconscious (as well as Consciousness and Ego, in their relation to the foregoing), cannot strictly speaking signify anything, except the founding silence of any act of signification. This, then, is the role of the capitals: instead of re-signifying them, they strip words of their signification, they de-signify them, so to speak. Not by some contingent telescoping of meanings, as in the "exquisite corpse" of automatic writing. Psychoanalytic de-signification precedes the very possibility of the collision of meanings. The capitals carry out de-signification in a particular and precise mode, capable of defeating signification and, at the same time, of laying bare the very foundation of the signifying process [signifiance]. Their rigor resides in the Pleasure always singular way in which they oppose semantic actualization-that 5 Unless one were to misconstrue the Unconscious, as Husserl did in Ideen II, by tracing it to the forgetting of the once-conscious experiences that the associative method could recover.
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should mean pleasure-all the while referring precisely to the non-presence from which "pleasure" emerges and which, in "pleasure," manages to be represented. In order to make such a capitalized discourse into something other than mystical or religious illusion, the second step of the exegesis should take it upon itself to define the requirements, constraints, and the universe proper to this scandalous antisemantics of concepts designified by the action of the psychoanalytic context and revealed as such through the ploy of capitalization. Let us take any term introduced by Freud, whether he coined it or simply borrowed it from scientific or colloquial language. Unless one is deaf to its meaning, one is struck, as soon as it is related to the unconscious Kernel, by the vigor with which it literally rips itself away from the dictionary and from language. It is the allusion to the non-reflexive and the unnamed which, in fact, induces this uncommonly strange semantic phenomenon. The language of psychoanalysis no longer follows the twists and turns (tropoi) of customary speech and writing. Pleasure, Id, Ego, Economic, Dynamic, are not metaphors, metonymies, synecdoches, catachreses; they are, through the action of the discourse, products of de-signification and constitute new figures, absent from rhetorical treatises. These figures of antisemantics, inasmuch as they signify nothing more than going back to the source of their customary meaning, require a denomination properly indicative of their status and which-for want of something better-we shall propose to designate by the coined name of anasemia. Thus, psychoanalysis as theory sets itself forth in an anasemic discourse. What justifies such a discourse? Nothing at first, except its existence. But that suffices. The very fact that such a discourse actually takes place counter to the known laws of that it evidences an undeniable import and richness-attests amply discourse-i.e., to the fact that its statement strikes a chord in us sufficient to found the discourse, revealing, by its breakthrough to the non-presence in ourselves, the place from which all meaning ultimately springs. In his preface to the Vocabulary, D. Lagache is right in stating: "ordinary language has no words to designate the structures and psychical movements which, in the eyes of common sense, do not exist." In fact, the anasemic structure, proper to psychoanalytic theorizing, does not exist in any known mode of language. It proceeds entirely from Freud's discovery. Before it, one could not say Pleasure or Anxiety without designating the experience of feeling which founded its meaning. Symmetrically, with Freud, we can speak of an experienced pleasure that would not be one with a capital, of a pain that would be Pleasure and even of a Pleasure that would be suffering. Most of the misconceptions about psychoanalytical concepts come from a constant confusion one is tempted to make between the subjective (introspective) or objective (for example, neurological) planes, on the one hand, and the anasemic plane, on the other. The Somato-Psychic as Anasemia and the Symbol of the Messenger We shall choose one example in order to illustrate what is baffling and original in the universe of anasemic discourse, but also what is rigorous and fruitful. It is provided by this fundamental statement of the authors of the Vocabulary: "the relation between the somatic and the psychic is conceived of neither as a parallelism nor as a relation of causality [. . .]. It must be understood by a comparison with the relation existing between a delegate and a sender" [p. 412; 364]. Anasemia, here, lodges itself in the term somatic. It is obvious that we are not dealing with the biological sense of the word, and the same goes for organic in similar contexts. In order to talk about a relation of mission, it would be necessary to attribute to the emissary traits in common with the sender, on the one hand, and with the accrediting agency, on the other. His mediating function should be that of communication through interpreters and would imply a mere difference of language, not one of nature, between the two poles of the relation. It is understood that under these conditions, somatic can no longer mean "somatic," but something else, and that, 20



conversely, psychic finds itself designified as well; only the representative, the mediator between the two poles x, seems to have conserved a signification, inasmuch as it is a term known by comparison with a known relation of mediation. From a purely semantic point of view, psychic representatives, like the symbols of poetry, are mysterious messages from one knows not what to one knows not whom; they only reveal their allusiveness in a context, although the "to what" of the allusion must necessarily stop short of articulation. The philistine claims to translate and paraphrase the literary symbol, and thereby he abolishes it irretrievably. We have seen, on the contrary, how Freud's anasemic procedure creates, thanks to the Somato-Psychic, the symbol of the messenger and further on we will understand how it serves to reveal the symbolic character of the message itself. By way of its semantic structure, the concept of the messenger is a symbol insofar as it makes allusion to the unknowable by means of an unknown, while only the relation of the terms is given. In the last analysis, all authentic psychoanalytic concepts may be reduced to these two structures (which happen to be complementary): symbol and anasemia. What is the precise content of this symbol of the messenger, of the representative, that we have just been considering? It is called either Instinct or Drive with its cortege of affects, representations, or even fantasies. If we examined this somato-psychic liaison agent more closely as a symbol, we could try to show its two anasemic poles in a new light. Let us begin with this enigma, as old as it is unresolved: how does it happen that fantasy has the power to move our bodies, be it sexually or by creating actual illnesses? This enigma could be reduced to another: what is the sense of the non-sensical "organic sources of Instinct or Drive," or of the deployment of the former or the latter "on the limits of the somatic and the psychic"? This is non-sense, obviously, if we give to somatic and psychic the meanings of naive empiricism. Non-sense again if we constitute them phenomenologically as the body proper and the habitus of the ego, respectively. Both-the empiricist, with its anatomical and physiological objectivations, the phenomenological, with its character of knowledge by experience-are part of the same set of representations which, according to Freud, defines merely one part of the whole: the Ego. The somatic must be something quite different from the body proper which derives from the psychic as one of its functions, the psychic having been described by Freud as an exterior layer, an envelope. On the contrary, the somatic is what I cannot touch directly, either in the form of my tegument or its interior prolongations, or in the form of my psyche which is accessible to the consciousness of self; it is that of which I would know nothing if its representative, my fantasy, were not there to send me back to it, to its source, as it were, and its ultimate justification. The Somatic must thus reign in a radical non-presence behind the Envelope where all phenomena accessible to us unfold. It is the Somatic which dispatches its messengers to the Envelope, excites it from the very place the latter conceals. Under the influence of its solicitations, the whole of the Psychic is moved, the body proper included. Its emotion as well as its fantasies are precisely the modalities of the reception given by the Envelope to these delegates of the one and the same Kernel. Thus the relay between fantasy and affect passes through the Organic from which they both emanate. Hysterical Designification and Erogenous Zones The false enigma of the effectiveness of the fantasy dissipates by itself. There remains the mystery, impenetrable in another way, of this so-called organic Kernel. For the moment, we have-for clarity's sake-merely converted the Somato-Psychic into another anasemic couple, the Nucleo-Peripheral, thereby relieving ourselves of the ever-present threat of confusion between the everyday use of terms and their derivatives of designification. Yet this substitution, however essential it may seem to us, does not release us-quite to the contrary-from attempting to find out why Freud chose precisely these two terms, "somatic" and "psychic," to be designified and, conjointly, to what extent their initial content survives in this designification, in order to justify its underpinnings. The starting point for this choice was undoubtedly diacritics/March
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the "mysterious jump of the psychic into the somatic" whose detection in conversion hysteria begat psychoanalysis as a theory. Now in order to arrive at the designification of the somatic, it was necessary to pass through the sexual and to designate the "stigmatic" loci as erogenous zones. Since in hysteria any area of the body can become an erogenous zone, depending on the fantasy which confers this quality, it became obvious that the erotogenicity of the body proper could not be primary. It sprang, through diverse mediations, from a so-called organic source. But between the zones and the sources there had to be a relation of homology, as if there were a particular function in the Kernel corresponding to each bodily organ. Thus mutilation of the sexual organs does not entail the elimination of the homologous nucleic function and vice versa, anasemic castration does not imply the excision of the genitals. It is by virtue of this correspondence between the Envelope and the Kernel that Freud localized the source of sexual drives in the somatic zones, meaning thereby the Erogenous Zones, with capitals, that is, originating in the Kernel. Without this implicit but effective distinction, it would be hard to understand, for example, how the source of the drive could be a representation and, as such, be its own emissary [see pp. 449-459; 424-435]. The motive for designating the Kernel as organic lies in this: the phenomena belonging to the Envelope, such as conversion hysteria, would not make any sense if they were not rooted in the trans-phenomenal nonsense of nucleic Organicity. The Sex of Sex and the Origin of Fantasy We shall acquire a still better sense of the nature of the Kernel by examining that aspect of it revealed by the anasemia of Sex. The authors of the Vocabulary rightfully ask: "What authorizes the psychoanalyst to attribute a sexual character to processes from which the genital is absent?" [p. 144; 419] Nothing, of course, except designification. Surely, in the Envelope, sex occupies a circumscribed place, both as localized genital organ of the body proper and as affective and fantasmatic function with an overtly sexual content. Its extension is even minimal with respect to the vast domain it seems to exclude. Yet, as an anasemic figure, the Sexual does not have this partial character at all: it concerns the totality of the Kernel. Here is something that, if we come back to the level of fantasmatic delegates, acquires far-reaching effects. This new anasemia implies, in fact, that the message of the Kernel, transmitted to the Envelope through the channel of the Drive and received in the form of fantasywhatever its modes and disguises-is always and necessarily connected with Sex inasmuch as the latter governs the interiority of nucleic life. The pansexualism of Freud is the pansexualism-anasemic-of the Kernel. This means simply that in the Envelope, in the "I" and the "me" of reflexivity, in the body proper, including the genitals, in what is experienced and in fantasy, and extending even to what is called the external world and to others, there is nothing which would not have a constitutive relation to Sex as the universal requirement and origin of all phenomena. Of course, nucleic Sex has nothing to do with the difference between the sexes. Freud said, again by anasemia, that Sex is in essence masculine. Indeed it is, in the sense that it is the active instigator of everything and displays itself in the Envelope as a phallus penetrating it from the inside. It is not surprising that the fantasmatics of "passivity" should be the one which, in treatment, prefigures the outcome of the analytic process, the Ego taking charge of the sollicitations of the Unconscious. We can also understand the many theoretical and practical misconceptions arising from the failure to recognize and appreciate the phallic nature of the Kernel in its relation to the Envelope. We will merely cite the very common misconception which consists in confusing an objectified phallic image (to be the phallus or to have it) with its nucleic source or in rejecting penis-envy in the woman as unfounded instead of recognizing in it an instrument of repression, a means of warding off contact with the Phallus of one's own Unconscious. Let us mention, too, various other psychoanalytic conceptions of femininity that lend credence to the fantasy according to which "the woman is castrated of the phallus," the better to misconstrue psychoanalytic reality: 22



men and women are endowed with an Unconscious whose phallic representation simply objectifies repressed demands. The origin of fantasy-whose problematic Laplanche and Pontalis have so rewith that of the metapsychological relation between markably elucidated"-coincides the Kernel and the Envelope. Fantasies of the so-called Primal or Primordial Scene, in the different modes of seduction or rape, are prototypes of the staging [mise en scene] of various dynamic moments of that relation ... Even without having to restate the Freudian theory of fantasy here, we can already perceive an essential point: attribution, by anasemia, of the male Sex to the Kernel-far from being gratuitous or arbitrary-provides a real key to the understanding of fantasy life. To or not-the confantasize is to translate into an imaginary objectivation-conscious crete momentary relation of the Kernel to the Envelope. We shall say, by anasemia, that this relation is sexual to the extent that every fantasy aspires to have contact with the Unconscious and thereby concerns the phallus. Along the same lines, the pregenital mother, as the pole of oral and anal relations, is said to be phallic, i.e., the giver of the phallus in these archaic modes. Thus, even though there are psychic processes that seem to exclude "genitality," all of them, whatever they may be, have nonetheless as their condition of possibility the nucleic Masculinity of Sex. Hierarchical Embedding of Kernels With the second stage of the exegesis thus sketched out, we are sufficiently prepared to examine one of the most profound passages of the Vocabulary. In commenting on certain aspects of the Ego, the authors project a new light on the whole of metapsychology. Their remarks will acquire superior unity, if we are allowed some synonymic substitutions: "Endogenous excitation is successively described as coming from the inside of the body (=from the Kernel, from the Organism), then from inside the psychical apparatus (=the Unconscious =secondary Kernel), and finally as stored in the Ego (=the Envelope of the Unconscious): this presents a series of successive embeddings which . . . gives rise to the idea of the Ego as a kind of actualized metaphor for the organism (=of the so-called organic Kernel)" [p. 446; 135; our parentheses]. In order to comment on this perspicacious commentary, we shall have to examine the anasemic complement of the Kernel, the so-called psychic Envelope. Here the essential point seems to be that in Freud's intuition, the Periphery itself includes a Kernel with its own Periphery, which in turn includes a Kernel, and so forth. The secondary, tertiary, etc., Kernels form, with those that precede them in rank, a relation of analogy. Thus the primary Kernel, termed organic, has on its periphery a so-called psychic counterpart or secondary Kernel, which is the Unconscious properly speaking. This, in turn, has in its own Envelope its exterior nucleic counterpart, constiConsciousness. In summary, the set of Unconscious-Preconscious-Conscious tutes that doubly nucleic Periphery of the primary Kernel, the Organic. The Memory Trace as Messenger of the Envelope If we follow Freud in his practice of analogical embeddings, the relation of the Unconscious to the Conscious should be of the same type as that, on a deeper level, of the organic Kernel to the psychic Envelope. Just as drives translate organic demands into the language of the Unconscious, so does the latter utilize the vehicle of the affect or the fantasy in order to move into the Conscious. Thus a passage is enacted each time by appropriate emissaries from a Kernel to its Periphery. Now, would there be messages going in the opposite direction, from the Envelope to the Kernel? This should be the case of memory traces in particular, of those "vestiges of perception." At first sight, Freud's response seems to be negative as the problem of 6 In "Fantasme originaire, fantasmes des origines, origine du fantasme," Les Temps modernes, XIX, no. 215 [April 1964], pp. 1833-68.
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dual inscription would attest. Indeed, if the trace of the same past is given different functions in the various psychic systems, one would be inclined to conclude that it is inscribed simultaneously in each one of the systems in a separate fashion. Hence the recollection, during treatment, of repressed memory would not modify its localization in the Unconscious, but would only liberate-not without dynamic effect, moreover-its double inscribed in the Preconscious. This would explain how, even after being brought to consciousness, dream representations retain their value of sexual symbolism. Obviously enough, if the inscription were double, the reduplicated trace could not serve as a nucleo-peripheral relay. However, there is a wellknown Freudian model of mnemic functioning, that of the "mystic writing pad," which would suggest that the inscription must be made once and for all, on condition that it be neither in the Unconscious nor in the Preconscious, but in a typically the Kernel intermediary region: on the surface of contact-so to speak-between and the Periphery. Without itself being doubled, the trace of the inscription could thus lend itself to a twofold use: nucleic, through its side turned towards the Unconscious, and peripheral, through its view towards the Conscious; the first obeying the laws of Primary Process (in feeding hallucinatory realizations with representations), the second adapting and bending the trace to the demands of the Secondary Process (discursiveness, temporality, objectality). From this point, we could proceed to radicalize the notion of the trace and offer for consideration the following idea: the inscription is made possible precisely as a result of differing uses to which the trace is appropriated on the one side and on the other, and this doubleness is constitutive of the Envelope and the Kernel. These would then be only the poles on the near and on the far side of the dividing line where the perpetual nucleo-peripheral differencing [diff6rencement] pulsates. Envelope and Kernel would have this frontier as substance, instrument, object and subject simultaneously. Conceived in this manner, the trace would no longer be a static vestige, a Janus figure or two-sided medallion. On the contrary, it would be incessant activity, repeating endlessly the alternation of its duplex discourse. To come back to the restricted psychoanalytic sense of such a universal operation, it would give us to understand that, forming the surface of communication between the two systems, memory traces could have the same mediating mission as representations, affects, and fantasies. The former would be distinguished from the latter only by their orientation: a centripetal mission in the first case, a centrifugal mission in the second. In any case, this interpretation allows us to surmount many difficulties indicated repeatedly by the authors [for example, p. 199; 248]. To take only those involved in the theory of repression, how could repression be at once the product of censorship and of the attraction of the Unconscious, how does it respond to the demands of the Secondary Process whereas it is supposed to follow the laws of the Primary Process? Such questions cease to arise from the moment memory traces are situated on the nucleo-peripheral boundary. By so doing, we define the trace as the reception given by the unconscious Kernel to the emissaries of the PreconsciousConscious system. Thus received on the surface of the Kernel, it can then be sent back to the Envelope in the form of representations or affects, or else be excluded from it by Censorship. Repressed, the trace continues nonetheless to act in relation to the unconscious Kernel, but henceforth obeys its laws exclusively-both to attract into its orbit the other traces that concern it and to erupt into Consciousness as the return of the repressed. It is important, for our purposes, to note the duplicity of the trace, which acts upon the two systems simultaneously. Memory traces conceived in this way would literally correspond to the Freudian description of symbol and symptom. "Freud compares the hysterical symptom to a monument erected in commemoration of an event: thus the symptoms of Anna 0. are 'mnemic symbols' of the illness and death of her father" [p. 474; 253]. A monument, by all means, but a monument which lives on and does not cease acting. A memorial, however, which attests to an event wilfully disregarded: the recording of an identity between perception and fantasy, 24



between the centripetal emissary and the centrifugal emissary. The "mnemic trace" is also a monument raised on the occasion of such an attestation of identity. Fantasy and perception, as memory traces, form an indissoluble unity. It is in this that their structure is similar to that of symptom and symbol: they derive their being from the unity they effectuate between two opposing demands: Envelope and Kernel. Nucleic Roots of Consciousness We have come a long way both from the naturalist point of view and the reflexive approach. In this view which requires the name of transphenomenal, what is the Freud place of Consciousness? In it become actualized "within difference"-says of [Gesammelte Werke (London: Imago, 1940-48), vol. XVII, p. 79]-"perceptions self and the other." "The psychical apparatus"-notes the Interpretation of Dreams"turned toward the outside world, through the sensory organs of the PerceptionConsciousness system, itself constitutes the external world for that sensory organ which is Consciousness" [GW Il-11l, p. 620]. This appears to be a hardly disguised paraphrase of Brentano's doctrine concerning "secondary consciousness," "lateral consciousness," or "perception of self" which he postulates as included in any external perception. Freud's originality in relation to his teacher in philosophy consisted in rooting this intentional consciousness in a nucleo-peripheral system and thereby endowing it-and simultaneously endowing the Object, the symmetrical outside of the system-with a not unfathomable depth. Thus Freud did not content himself with maintaining that Consciousness, in its relation to itself, makes the external world emerge. He went further: he stated that autoperception passes in any case through an "internal, foreign territory," the Unconscious, and presupposes a certain exchange with it (Introjection is Ferenczi's term for it) where the internal foreigner will be the founder of the external one, the Object. By means of the play of the Object-Unconscious symmetry, we are able to recognize ourselves as Object of the Object, with the prerogatives being reciprocal; in other words, Consciousness is only possible thanks to the Unconscious whose image comes back to it by way of the Object. Such an understanding of Consciousness as doubly and reciprocally autoobjectal singularly deepens the somewhat mathematical rationalism of the touching-touched of intentionality. It is not limited to acknowledging the coincidence of diversity in a unifying ego and a unified object, but brings the nucleoperipheral dramas onto the internal stage in the innumerable figures of objectal reciprocity. Consciousness, resistant to any definition by reflexive philosophies, is conceived of psychoanalytically as an organ of the Envelope, capable of objectifying the various modes of the nucleo-peripheral relationship in relations of the Ego to external Objects. All of psychoanalysis, clinical and theoretical, rests upon this cardinal proposition. But what precisely is the vocation of metapsychology? It has to translate the or hetero-perception, representation or afphenomena of Consciousness-autofect, act, reasoning or value judgment-into the rigorous symbolic language which reveals the concrete underlying relations which, in each particular case, join the two anasemic poles: Kernel and Envelope. Among these relationships, there exist some typical or universal formations. We will pause to consider one of them, especially since it constitutes the axis both of the analytical treatment and of the theoretical and technical elaborations which derive from it: we mean the Oedipus Complex. Metapsychology of Myth It is no accident that this formation has taken its name from a myth. A myth is in fact no more-at least from our point of view-than a collective imaginary objectivation of the varying nucleo-peripheral relations, inasmuch as these ultimately ground the concrete organization of specific social groups. Allusive to the anasemic domain while at the same time being communicable, myths lend themselves particularly well diacritics/March
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to the figuration of various metapsychological positions. However, one should not see in myths what many theoreticians seem to allow-a simple reflection of the relationship between Kernel and Envelope. On the contrary, myths are efficient ways of speaking by means of which some situation or other comes about and is maintained. We know how: by carrying out, by means of their manifest content, the repression of their latent content. The myth then points up a gap in introjection, in communication with the Unconscious. If it offers understanding, it does so much less by what it says than by what it does not say, by its blanks, its intonations, its disguises. An instrument of repression, the myth serves also as a vehicle for the symbolic return of the repressed. Any study of myths, whether ethnological or psychoanalytical, should take this aspect into account. This way of seeing imposes itself even more strongly when the myth is taken to be exemplary of a metapsychological situation. It would be naive of anyone to take it literally and to transpose it purely and simply into the domain of the Unconscious. And doubtless myths do correspond to numerous and varied "stories" which are "recounted" at the confines of the Kernel. The fact that it is possible to carry out treatment innocently, so to speak, simply by making explicit unformulated, disguised, or implicit fantasies in the order of their emergence shows only one thing: the relationalization of fantasy, that is, its transformation into a provisional myth, brings with it dynamic changes between the unconscious Kernel and the Ego. This procedure was followed with extreme rigor by Melanie Klein, as is well known. This both theoretical and practical level of the elaboration presents nonetheless when the infantile fantasmatics raised to the rank of mythology impasses-especially comes to be substituted for the theory: castration, primal scene, Oedipus complex. To take myths and fantasies literally is to confer on them an excess of dignity at the expense of metapsychology. To close one's eyes to the contingency of fantasies or, worse, to claim to formalize them in the mode of a descriptive structuralism is to fail to recognize their true mainspring: the specific tensions between the Envelope and the Kernel. The Oedipus Complex traced back to Nucleo-Peripheral Conflict It is important to know that a Complex in general is a "group of representations and memories of great affective force, partially or totally unconscious" [p. 72; 72], and that, in particular, the Oedipus complex is a "body of loving and hostile wishes which the child experiences towards its parents" [p. 79; 282], and that it "plays a fundamental part in the structuring of the personality and in the orientation of human desire" [p. 80; 283]. But it is important to emphasize as well that if the oedipal formation is a "story" that the child "tells" himself, he does so in accordance with the contingencies of the cultural codes already in force. Do we find a constant in the oedipal mythologies of the child? If we do-and it would be, according to the authors, the reference to a "prohibitive agency"-there still remains the question of its ultimate metapsychological meaning, i.e. its symbolic value in relation to the two anasemic poles. For we can wonder whether the fact that the child interposes this "prohibitive agency (prohibition against incest) which bars access to a naturally sought satisfaction and which ties the wish inseparably to the law" does not derive from the manifest content of the child's discourse and whether, by stopping at this level of interpretation, we do not still remain accountable for unearthing the latent content, the key component of the symbol which functions between the Envelope and the Kernel. Surely the play of contrasts which in this case opposes desire and prohibition derives from the requirements of the discourse through which the child makes himself heard. But to take his discourse literally, would that not amount to ratifying the social and moral order in which the expression of his misleading wish is inscribed, and to condemning himself to suffer the inexorable sanctions of his own verdict? In that case, psychoanalysis would exceed in bigotry the most backward religions and surpass by its conservatism the most reactionary parties. In order for the child, grown to adulthood, not to be trapped in his own game of demonstrations 26



and not to be immobilized-himself, this and also the society he constitutes-in relational structure which the child at once presupposes and tends to perpetrate, it is crucial for him to be able to relive the inaugural moment of its pseudology. To whom is the discourse of the boy or girl addressed? Is it not to the mother in both cases, and is not the intention always to speak to her of another object than herself, in this instance the father, in order to let her know, in accord with the contingency of the operative code, that she will not be abandoned in favor of this third party? Is this not, by the same token, already to introduce this third party into the maternal relation, to introduce it in the mode of denegation, to be sure, but all the while foreshadowing an imminent detachment from her? Until then the mother was the holder of the functions of the Envelope; she was everything: amnion, warmth, nourishment, mainstay, body, cry, desire, rage, joy, fear, yes, no, you, me, object and project. However, the child has been able progressively to appropriate this exterior maternal Envelope. If such has actually been the case, the child has nothing more to expect from the mother. Once accomplished, maternal introjections must yield to other introjections from the vast domain which extends to everything that is not part of the motherhood of the mother, the whole of social life, represented by the non-mother, whatever form the non-mother may take-which is to say, in our civilization, the person of the father. It is then in order to reassure the mother of their faithfulness that children of both sexes invent, each in his own way, the oedipal fantasy, complex, the idea of incest and its prohibition, the fear of the phallus and of castration, the wish to kill the father. All these are conventional means, so to speak, implicitly offered by the whole cultural context, which permit-unless there is a fixation-a smooth detachment from the mothering mother, all the while signifying a dilatory attachment to her. The metapsychological moment of the oedipus complex-in the sense Freud gives to it-is contemporaneous with the introjective exhaustion of the maternal Envelope. Henceforth, introjection of the libidinal Masculinity of the Kernel will be accomplished through social life wherein the Phallus of the Kernel is objectified in a thousand and one ways. Consequently, the reverse of oedipal fantasizing is the occult representation of coitus with the father, figuring the necessity of constituting the Envelope by introducing the nucleic libido into it. Freud emphasized many times during the phallic stage when the oedipal conflict is born, the child knows only the male sex-in its presence or its objectified absence. Torn between the Phallus and the mother, Oedipus does not yet know the differentiation of the sexes. His incest is pestiferous, not because it strikes a blow at social order, but because it stifles his own desire to introject his sex in favor of a mother who had not found hers. We do not think that incest would provide a "naturally sought satisfaction." Such a statement derives precisely from the pseudology of the child, paying a last homage to the mother before leaving her. We can see clearly his hypocrisy in thus opposing the order of nature and the order of culture. In reality, the oedipal conflict does not pit nature against culture, but rather the maternal relation, on the one hand, against accession to sex in the social order on the other. For this reason, we are also just as disinclined to think that the "prohibition of incest" "ties the wish inseparably to the law." Everything seems to indicate that we allow ourselves once again to be duped by a child theory. In a society where there reigns some form of incest prohibition, the child will not fail to utilize it as its vocabulary and to make use of it as an alibi. If there is a prohibition, it does not, in the last analysis, concern "incest," which in any case is impracticable before puberty, but rather the excessive prolongation of mothering, the maintenance beyond what is necessary of the mother-child circuit of the conservation instinct (=instinct of the Ego, of the Envelope). The universality of the oedipus complex would find its explanation in the equally universal fact that every human being comes from a maternal Envelope and, by the introjection of the social order, constitutes his own sexualized Envelope. Moreover, the prohibition does not strike the child, but the mother, and the "rift" or "castration" which one takes pleasure in erecting as anthropological principle, affects essentially the maternal propensity to derive satisfaction from mothering. To go on from there to state that an instance of the law is capable of revealing desire-in diacritics/March
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the final analysis, that of returning to the breast-partakes of a particular attitude towards the mother. Let us wager that, with this precautionary note in mind, we can nevertheless find our viewpoint in such a statement by opting in favor of the true desire: the introjection of the unconscious Kernel through social channels. Such a theoretical solution would not endanger psychic balance, save for its implications of immobility, moralism and insincerity. For our part, we prefer to view Freud's discovery as the inauguration of a radical renewal of culture laying bare the myths of the oedipus complex, castration, and the law-a renewal which must be articulated at the point of origin of all these objectivations, at the meeting place between the Envelope and the Kernel, the place where, between two poles of non-meaning, the superior rationality of the symbol is born, where the deposing, engendering, and blooming of the innumerable forms of civilization occur.



the structure and Here, then, are a few notations-all too rhapsodic-concerning of of some of the We can observe, in key concepts functioning psychoanalysis. retrospect, that they do not yield to the norms of formal logic: they relate to no object or collection of objects, nor in any strict sense do they have either extension or inclusiveness [comprehension]. They are "manners of speaking," of disclosing the unspeakable in non-sense and contradiction. However, this language respects rigor and rationality to the highest degree. Having its starting point in clinical facts, incessantly returning to them for verification, it reveals with implacable logic the taint of a constitutive contradiction in the "facts" themselves. Under the cover of seemingly traditional definitions and pretending, in its discussions, to follow the rules of naive rationality, the Vocabulary of Psychoanalysis reveals, in the shell of words, the existence of discontinuities and entanglements. Thereby, it allows us to glimpse what words cannot name, the transphenomenal Kernel of this non-science, which, for more than a few, is already the science of sciences. -Translated by Nicholas Rand
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